Calendar Entry
Meeting Invitation karnold has invited to a meeting

Subject | Meeting on Reclamation Chair . kamold@rosemontcopper.co
l 03
. [ Date Friday 06/04/2010 Invitees
When ! Time ~ 10:00AM-12:30PM (2 hours 30 _ Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS,
Y i minutes) Required (to) | Salek
g Shafiaullah/R3/USDAFS.
: Optional (cc)

Where . | Location SWCA

10:00 AM - 12:30 PM June 4, 2010
Location: SWCA

This is a tentative meeting scheduled to review the opportunities that were
discussed in our meeting on May 24.

Rosemont has committed to the following:

1. Preliminary design work to review if the concept will work

2. Technical Memorandum to show progress on the design by June 2
3. Firming up the date and time of this meeting by Friday June 2

4. Review of the opportunities for shaping during the following week

This will involve the following design elements:
1. Drainage channel that sits along the interior of the Barrel alternative
following the ridgeline
2. Using the constraints that were itemized during the meeting:

a. McCleary Canyon restriction

b. Constraint to the Barrel Drainage

c. Pit setbacks

d. Drainage retention as necessary so as not to put the structures at
risk
3. Use natural ground and waste rock to the extent practicable to get a
channel that is workable for drainage toward downstream Barrel drainage

The result of this review will be used to show the opportunities for
landforming or other shaping.



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS

08/03/2009 12:13 PM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject R.e: EIS Chapter 3 outline for your review - attached this time
B

In Recreation and Wilderness, I'd like 2 things added
1. "Forest Plan Guidance" (put this between "Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Policies” and "General

Setting")

2. "Other Wild Places" to cover public concerns that can't be addressed under "Designated Wilderness"
such as IRAs, Empire/Cienega RCA, etc. (maybe put this as 3.11.4 and bump the next 2 main headings to
3.11.5and 3.11.6).

Thanks.

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS
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To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,

dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,
jable@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,
kigraves@fs.fed.us, ljiones02@fs.fed.us, mfarrell@fs.fed.us,
Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>,
rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, tciapusci@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com,
wgillespie@fs.fed.us, wkeyes@fs.fed.us

Subject EIS Chapter 3 outline for your review - attached this time[2)

DRAFT CHAPTER 3AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT OUTLINE rev 5-19-09.doc

Beverley A

. Everson

Forest Geologist

Coronado National Forest

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

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

Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS
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Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS

- 07/30/2009 09:56 AM

To Beverley A Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc abelauskas@fs.fed.us, aelek@fs.fed.us, dkriegel@fs.fed.us,
dsebesta@fs.fed.us, ecuriel@fs.fed.us, gmckay@fs.fed.us,



So— jable@fs.fed.us, kbrown03@fs.fed.us, kellett@fs.fed.us,

/,// ovomed kigraves@fs.fed.us, ljones02@fs.fed.us, mfarrell@fs.fed.us,
’°\\" o Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>,
\p\“‘:, ,"//’“ rlaford@fs.fed.us, rlefevre@fs.fed.us, sldavis@fs.fed.us,
y a sshafiqullah@fs.fed.us, tciapusci@fs.fed.us,
temmett@fs.fed.us, tfurgason@swca.com,

wgillespie@fs.fed.us, wkeyes@fs.fed.us
Subject EIS Chapter 3 outline for your review[2)

Enclosed is a draft outline from SWCA of Chapter 3 of the EIS (Affected Environment). Please review the
outline and let me know what additions or changes you feel are needed. | would appreciate your response
by August 5.

Thank you.
Bev

Beverley A. Everson

Forest Geologist

Coronado National Forest

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

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



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

<tj y >
A cc "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Beverley A Everson"

09/01/2010 09:24 PM <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"

<tfurgason@swca.com>, "Jonathan Rigg"
bce

Subject Rosemont Visual Resources

History: & This message has been replied to.

Debby,

| talked to Tom this afternoon, and he thought you should have Chapter 3 from David Harris by
the end of this week. Jonathan said that the section previously submitted did not match the
assigned outline. He worked with David and cam up with the outline that is attached. It is my
understanding that you worked with David to come up with this outline. If you have questions
about the outline, contact Jonathan at SWCA. My advice at this point (see below) is for you to
be more focused on the content than the outline - we will have the opportunity to tweak
outlines that do not flow well at a later date.

David will not address cumulative effects until the FS gives him a table of reasonably
foreseeable actions, and we are probably a week away from being able to finalize that. So it is
likely you will see a placeholder for Cumulative Effects in the next version you see.

OK - there are a couple choices that you have in terms of when you want to weigh in with
review and edit of the Chapter 3 Visual Resources section. The September 15th date for SWCA
to compile Chapters 1, 2 and the best we have of Chapter 3 will not change. In order for SWCA
to be able to provide some cursory technical editing (grammar and consistency) and
formatting, the Visual Resources section needs to be in to SWCA by beginning of the business
day on 8/13 (and | am stretching to get to that date). So here is your choice. You can (1a)
review David's submission, work with him to make changes, and get the "final" version to
SWCA by 0800 on 8/13; or (1b) review David's submissions and make any changed yourself,
getting the "final" version to SWCA by 0800 on 8/13; or (2) allow David's submissions to go
directly into the 8/15 version of Chapter 3, and work over then next couple weeks to make
necessary changes and review the Visual Resources section along with other resource areas to
identify inconsistencies and conflicts. There are perhaps 5 sections, counting Visual Resources,
that may be taking the approach described in (2). There could also be some middle ground
whereby you work with David to resolve what you can and get the result to SWCA by 0800 on
8/13, then pursue the remainder after the 15th. Your choice - what | ask is that you talk to
David, put some thought into it, and let me and SWCA know how you plan to move forward.
Just realize that the 15th date for pulling what we have together is not up for negotiation.

I have thought about our discussion on cumulative effects and reasonable foreseeable actions,
and read your email about 1909.15. My advice is for you to just keep doing what you are
doing. | am fairly confident that you are on the right track. | think we are hung up talking



about concepts, and that we will be pretty close to agreeing when we see the results on paper.

| am in the office on Thursday 9/02 till about 1100 or 1130, then back on Wednesday, 9/8
through 9/10. After that I'll be pretty much unavailable until | return on 9/27-30. Give me a
holler if we need to talk or resolve anything.

Terry Chute

406-250-2008

tjichute@msn.com[attachment "Visual Resources Chapter 3 Outline.doc" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



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

07/21/2010 09:20 AM

cc

bce

Subject RE: Rosemont Mine DEIS - Recreation

I'll talk with Lara about it, thanks.

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 8:54 AM

To: Stephen Leslie

Subject: RE: Rosemont Mine DEIS - Recreation

Steve,

On Friday | went with Marcie and Trent to Tetra Tech to get all the GIS files, and | assume that this data
includes the latest Arizona Trail alignment for each alternative. |'ve heard rumors that the Arizona Trail
would be moved east of Hwy 83 in at least the Barrel Only alternative, but have not seen a map of this.

Please call Lara Mitchell in the Tucson office to get all of the Arizona Trail GIS files.
I'll be ready for reviewing all the recreation stuff starting on Monday.

Thanks.

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

Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 388-8427

Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

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

CcC
07/21/2010 08:08 AM SubjectRE: Rosemont Mine DEIS - Recreation

Morning Debby



Everything is coming along — I'm planning to get you the affected environment with text and maps along with the
draft analysis by Monday for your review. I'll have some thoughts on the OHV roads east of 83 as well.

Can you tell me what the status of the Arizona Trail alignment is? Should | change the alignment in the affected
environment, or treat it as a mitigation?

Thanks,
Steve

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 7:46 AM

To: Stephen Leslie

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont Mine DEIS - Recreation

Steve,

What's the status of the recreation work? When will you have the complete affected environment (with
both text and maps)? When will you submit the draft effects analysis for my review? Have you completed
some ideas for OHV roads east of Hwy 83? What else are you working on?

I'm sure you're aware of the tight schedule for completion of the DEIS, and please be aware that I'm going
to be swamped with reviewing visual resource work simultaneously, so please get the recreation stuff to

me as soon as possible.

Thanks!!

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

Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 388-8427

Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

sleslie@swca.com

07/02/2010 06:55 AM T°"Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
cc
SubjectRe: Recreation Affected Environment

Please respond |
to ]
sleslie@swca.co



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

Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T

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

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

Steve,

Thanks for working on this. | would like to see the maps included before | review it again. I'm in on
Tuesday, but then I'll be out of the office until July 13 (first time I've taken more than a day off this year!!).
Can you provide a version with maps by the 13th?

Hope you have a happy 4th of July weekend!

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

Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 388-8427

Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
dkriegel@fs.fed.us

"Stephen Leslie" <sleslie@swca.com>

07/01/2010 04:29 PM

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

CCyonathan Rigg" <jrigg@swca.com>, "Tom Furgason” <tfurgason@swca.com>
SubjectRecreation Affected Environment



Debby -

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

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

Thanks,
Steve



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

05/26/2010 07:45 AM cc
bee

Subject RE: Paint Color

E History: & This message has been replied to.

We can, thats just a second process.
Do you like the colors that Trent provided (for representing the paint chips)?

We can then take the color into photoshop, but | should warn that as a large block the colors will look very
different in the landscape than a series of buildings will, with shadows and other details breaking up the
faces.

But we can do it
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 8:42 AM

To: Trent Reeder

Cc: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: RE: Paint Color

Need to use a photograph rather than the model. Is this possible? The existing vegetation and rock
colors are important. Thanks.

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

05/25/2010 12:25 PM cc
Subject RE: Paint Color

Here are two images showing the two different colors. Not sure if the gray hillshade helps or hinders this exercise.
Trent

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2010 12:52 PM

To: Trent Reeder; Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: RE: Paint Color



Marcie and Trent: This is not a good color to mitigate visual resource impacts It is much too light and will
not blend into the landscape at all. This manufacturer offers many darker colors which would be much
better (medium bronze is my recommendation). In order to show Rosemont the problem with light colors,
may | recommend that you take your red rectangle (indicating the plant site), show it in Rosemont's light
stone color and also medium bronze, and insert each each into a photo of the site? Or if you have

another method to quickly display colors in the landscape, I'm all ears. Thanks. Debby

"Trent Reeder”

<treeder@swca.com> To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, “Michael Andres” <mandres@swca.com>, "Chris
Loftus” <chris@loftuslandscapestudio.com>

05/25/2010 11:38 AM CC wpebby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

Subjec RE: Paint Color
t

Awesome! Thanks.
Trent

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2010 12:32 PM

To: Michael Andres; Trent Reeder; Chris Loftus
Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: FW: Paint Color

Hello All,

We will be using this as the base color for facilities at the RCC plant site.

Thanks!
Marcie



From: Marcie Bidwell
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2010 12:31 PM
To: Debby Kriegel; '‘Beverley A Everson'; Melissa Reichard

Subject: FW: Paint Color
Hello All,

This is the color information that | mentioned at the Alternatives Meeting from Kathy and | did a little
e-research to find a color chip, please share with anyone else that may find this information useful.

Marcie

from http://www.braemarbuildings.com/building-colors.php

Light Stone
SR .50 SRI
58

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2010 12:10 PM

To: Marcie Bidwell; Debby Kriegel

Cc: David Krizek

Subject: FW: Paint Color

Finally got a full answer on the paint color...

Cheers!
Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E, | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs

Cell: 520.784.1972 | Main: 520.297.7723 | Fax 520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com

ﬁF’.OSE.‘AQHT COPPLER
~ - . .

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

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

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



--—- Forwarded Message

From: Clarissa Barraza <cbarraza@rosemontcopper.com>

Date: Mon, 22 Feb 2010 10:16:42 -0600

To: Patrick Glynn <pglynn@rosemontcopper.com>, Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>
Subject: RE: Paint Color

Kathy,
The color is Lightstone from Premier {SR.50 SRI 58)

Regards,

Clarissa Barraza
Project Engineer

Rosemont Copper Company
a subsidiary of Augusta Resource Corporation

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

From: Patrick Glynn

Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 3:53 PM
To: Clarissa Barraza

Cc: Kathy Arnold

Subject: FW: Paint Color

Importance: High

Please can you help Kathy with this asap Monday as | am out of the office next week.

Thanks

From: Kathy Arnold

Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 8:47 AM
To: Patrick Glynn

Cc: Lance Newman

Subject: Paint Color

Patrick
The Forest Service needs actual paint colors for the buildings at the plant site. Can you send me either a website or
the names of the paint with a specific brand so that I can tie them to a real color - this is a 911 for help ASAP!

Thanks -

Kathy
Katherine Ann Arnold, P.E. | Director of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs

Cell: 520.784.1972 | Main: 520.297.7723 | Fax 520.297.7724
karnold@rosemontcopper.com



ﬁROSEﬁ.ONT coPrPLR

Poreorshi

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

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

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

—— End of Forwarded Message [attachment "Facilities_Light Stone 3D.jpg" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "Facilities_ Medium_Bronze 3D.jpg" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



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

03/01/2010 09:48 AM *ireBuerEBwoR oo
cc

bce

Subject RE: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Simulation
discussion with FS

History: & This message has been replied to.

Debby,

| was thinking that we gave the whole set to the USFS when the Regional office pulled together their
google-photo simulations.

If thats not the case, as long as you give official permission for the GIS layers to be shared with EPG, |
can ask Trent if he can package it up again.

Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, March 01, 2010 7:38 AM

To: Chelsa Johnson; Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Re: Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Simulation discussion with FS
Marcie: Can you provide the 3D model or files for the tailings & waste rock? | do not have these files.

Chelsa: | have another question. Will your simulation here show a temporary construction-only powerline
or a permanent line? These were both options being evaluated in this location, right?

Thanks!

——— o o o

Debby Kriegel
Landscape Architect
(520) 388-8427

"Chelsa Johnson"

<Cjohnson@epgaz.com> To "Kathy Arnold" <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, <EBeck@Tep.com>, "Debby Kriegel"
<dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, <kellett@fs.fed.us>, "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>
02/26/2010 10:50 AM cc "Lauren Weinstein" <Lweinst@epgaz.com>, "Paul Trenter" <ptrente@epgaz.com>, "Emily Belts"

<EBelts@epgaz.com>

Subjec Rosemont 138kV Transmission Line - Simulation discussion with FS
t



Good Morning,

EPG has coordinated with Debby Kriegel and Marcie Bidwell last week regarding the proposed 138kV transmission
line simulations. I've provided a summary of key discussion items:

1) Direction regarding the selection of the viewpoint for simulation 3 was previously requested by the Forest
Service and EPG provided 4 photo options along Box Canyon Road near the crossing of Link 160. Both Debby and
Marcie agreed that Option B would be the best selection for Simulation 3. Based on the wireframe
representations, Debby and Marcie voiced concern that a portion of the project would be visible for viewers
heading east on Box Canyon Road whereas the other options do not show any structures due to vegetation
screening. In addition Debby noted that Option B is also at one of the KOP’s for the mine and represents a typical
viewing condition for Box Canyon recreation users. | have attached the preferred photo and viewpoint for your

reference. We will be moving forward with this Simulation viewpoint.

2)  Visibility of the mine was also discussed and we concluded that the mine would not likely be visible from the
viewpoint at Simulation 3 Option B due to terrain and existing vegetation. On a follow up call with Marcie this
week, we discussed the possible visibility of the mine from the other simulation viewpoints and concluded that 3D
modeling of the proposed contours for the McCleary Alternative would be helpful. Debby, please let me know if
we can get the latest contour information so we can create a 3D model to determine if any of the tailings would be

visible.

3) Other concerns discussed include the clearing of the transmission line ROW. In particular, if the entire 100’
ROW would be cleared of vegetation or if selective clearing would be implemented. | have contacted TEP

engineers about their vegetation clearing standards and 1 will forward the information once it is received.

4) Debby inquired if the additional transmission line simulation viewpoints would provide a view of the route
crossing the Santa Rita Mountains (Link 140). EPG noted that Simulations 2-6 would not have a view of Link 140.
We concluded that Simulation 1 along Santa Rita Road does not have a view of Link 140 and Debby noted that the
Forest Service may want to consider an additional simulation of the transmission line crossing the Santa Rita
Mountains.

5) Debby also expressed concern regarding the specific placement of the transmission line structures along links
160 and 190, which are near Concern Level 1 roads. In September 2009, Debby provided EPG detailed comments
regarding the transmission line routing options on FS land. She requested that a Landscape Architect from EPG
conduct a detailed visual impact assessment and provide mitigation recommendations to minimize visual impacts.
EPG noted that TEP engineers have provided typical structure height and span information; however, detailed
engineering has not been finalized. We discussed the possibility of conducting a visibility assessment for links 160
and 190 or using wireframes to assess mitigation recommendations. EPG also noted that coordination with TEP
engineers would be necessary to determine constructability of recommended mitigation measures. Debby
recommended avoiding placement of structures along ridges so that the project would not be skylined. EPG will

assess mitigation measures for these links and coordinate with TEP engineers regarding constructability.

Thanks again for the input regarding the simulations and EPG will follow up with Rosemont/TEP regarding an
additional simulation of the transmission line crossing the Santa Rita Mountains, TEP ROW clearing standards, and



mitigation measures for links 160 and 190. Debby and Marcie, please let me know if | have missed anything with
this summary or if you have any clarifications.

Chelsa Johnson
Project Coordinator/Visual Resource Specialist

Environmental Planning Group
Phoenix, Arizona

602-956-4370 phone
602-956-4374 fax

http://www.epgaz.com

This e-mail, including any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It may contain
information that is attorney work product, privileged, confidential, exempt or otherwise protected from disclosure or use under
applicable law. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, and delete this e-mail
from all affected databases. Thank you.

[attachment “Simulation Map_simulation 3A_revflat.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "sim
3 opt B-IMG_9552_flat.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



lands will look like — at least that was what we were trying to do. So, yes | believe it will be similar to the surface
of the waste rock piles. You could also look at the geology map and get colors of all of them (from looking at the
core samples). Nonetheless, the color of the two on the test plots is not too different from what can found at the

undisturbed surface now.
Jeff

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, October 06, 2010 12:14 PM
To: jfehmi@email.arizona.edu

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont Test Plot Question

Jeff,

When we visited the test plots with you in August, you probably remember that | picked up samples of Gila
Conglomerate and Arkose rock samples. Can you tell me how you obtained the material for the plots?
Specifically, I'd like to know if it was collected near the surface (and is therefore aged/weathered), or if it
was dug up out of a pit (and is therefore broken, quarried rock that hasn't been weathered). This probably
makes no difference for plant growth, but I'm working on visual simulations and am trying to determine
whether this material is the same color as what will be on the surface of the mine's waste rock piles.

Thanks!

Debby Kriegel, RLA

Landscape Architect

Coronado National Forest

300 W. Congress

Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 388-8427

Fax (520) 388-8305

www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/

dkriegel@fs.fed.us[attachment "DLH Pictures 002.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Marcie Bidwell” To <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason”
<mbidwell@swca.com> <tfurgason@swca.com>

10/09/2008 04:42 PM cc
bce

Subject Visual Analysis Examples

Hello Debbie,

Here is an example of visibility analysis that we did for the BLM to document existing conditions
from a gravel pit. The primary question for the report was what was the current state of
development, as visible to the Durango community, and what of that development was
attributable to the gravel pit versus other developments in the area.

THis is the example where we had to redraw the topography to match the actual gravel mine topography
to get the visual corridors to compute correctly. We could use the same process to project what the
disturbance might be, where the tailings might go, and how visual it would be from the scenic byway, and
other key observation points where recreators or the public might view the project.

| can supply the whole report if you would like, but it is rather large.
CHeers,

Marcie

Marcie Demmy Bidwell

Environmental Planner

515 East College Avenue

Durango, Colorado 81301

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swca.com [attachment "13641_PL_detail_12-11.pdf' deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "13641_Figure 6.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "13641_Figure
4.jpg" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "13641_Figure 5.jpg" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



"Trent Reeder” To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>
<treeder@swca.com>

cc "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>
09/02/2009 09:00 AM

bce
Subject RE: Alt6c 3D

Not sure if | sent these out as well showing the arch site in relation to the piles

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2009 9:54 AM
To: Trent Reeder

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: RE: Alt6c 3D

Thanks Trent,
Giving the time, | think we can hold on the KOP on ground shots until after the meeting.

M

From: Trent Reeder

Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2009 9:52 AM
To: Debby Kriegel; Marcie Bidwell

Subject: Alt6c 3D

Here's the updated oblique figure with updated elevations. Please let me know if you need anything else.

Trent Reeder

GIS Specialist

SWCA Environmental Consultants
treeder@swca.com

130 Rock Point Dr. Suite A
Durango, Colorado 81303

Work (970) 385-8566

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

[attachment "11204_ALTs_6B_KOP12_print.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "11204_ALTs_6C_KOP12_print.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]




"Marcie Bidwell"
<mbidwell@swca.com>

To

"Dale Ortman PE" <daleortmanpe@live.com>

cc "Tom Furgason” <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Debby Kriegel"
04/21/2010 09:11 AM <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah - USFS "
b <sshafiquilah@fs.fed.us>, "Trent Reeder"
cc
Subject RE: Horst's draft final report - Debby's draft comments
| History: & This message has been repliedto. |
Hello Dale,

Tom said that | should direct stormwater questions to you.

As you know, SWCA has been contracted to do visualizations for all of the alternatives, and these
visualizations should include stormwater controls, appropriate benching, etc elements. The current
alternatives have contours that create volumes, but do not include stormwater or reclamation designs on
them. Nor do they have benches designed in any consistent interval.

Tetra Tech has provided the Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Summary attached
document in addition to the recent Reclamation Concept Update . Between this document and Update, the
IDT and SWCA can get a general verbal description and conceptual idea of what stormwater would
include and how it might be designed. However, no specific placement or sizing of the stormwater
elements are included. My issue from a simulations perspective is that there is a significant difference
between the landforms/contours that SWCA has been given and how these stormwater details would
inform the site.

| would like to discuss these issues with you, what level of detail other resources (like water
quality) will need for their analysis, and how to put our thoughts together to go forward.

It would take a significant amount of work for Trent and GIS to create the benches, ponding areas, etc that
are called out. And we would be attempting to place these elements on the alternative based on these
narrative descriptions. This situation does not seem ideal. With the original Preliminary Stormwater
Control document, | repeated my request for typical details for stormwater elements, and TetraTech
responded that we would be able to find those in the Reclamation Concept Update, however, he did not
make a specific association as to which details are replicable to the different alternatives.

| can talk you through these if we can set a time,

THanks,
Marcie

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

Sent: Friday, April 16, 2010 10:50 AM

To: 'Debby Kriegel'

Cc: Tom Furgason; 'Beverley A Everson'; 'Melinda D Roth'; 'Salek Shafiquilah - USFS '; Rochelle Dresser;
Marcie Bidwell

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

Debby,

Yes, there are major issues with this report. I'm committed to other work until early next week, but |
will get back to you at that time. Please continue thinking about the report and engage with the other



IDT members to develop a suite of comments from the CNF. I’'m targeting having a set of comments for
Horst by the latter part of next week. The contract gives us one round of review for the draft report so |
want to be sure we have everyone’s input.

Regards,

Dale

Dale Ortman PE PLLC
Consulting Engineer

(520) 896-2404 - Arizona Office
(520) 449-7307 - Mobile
(435) 682-2777 - Utah Office

daleortmanpe@live.com

PO Box 1233
Oracle, AZ 85623

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

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

To: daleortmanpe@live.com

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

Dale,

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

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

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

Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 388-8427

Fax (520) 388-8305
www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/
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dkriegel@fs.fed.us RCC_Alts - Prelim SW Control and Rec Summary 2010-03-09.pdf



Tucson Office
3031 West Ina Road

E TETRATECH Tucson, AZ 85741

Tel §20.297.7723 Fax 520.297.7724
www.tetratech.com

Transmittal Letter

To: Kathy Arnold From: David Krizek
Company: Rosemont Copper Company Date: March 9, 2010
Re: Alternatives Analysis — Preliminary Project#: 114-320871-3.1

Stormwater Control and Reclamation
Sequencing Summary

cC: Marcie Bidwell (SWCA) Doc. #: 070/10-320871-3.1

Please Find Enclosed:

Alternatives Analysis — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation

1 copy of Sequencing Summary in Microsoft Word Format
Alternatives Analysis — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation
1 copy of Sequencing Summary in Adobe Acrobat Format
Comments:

This information is preliminary and provided for use in alternative visual analysis associated

with the Rosemont Copper Project.

Ship Via:

FedEx: [] Priority [] Standard [] 2-day Economy [] Ground
UPS: [JStandard [] 2“Day [] Overnight

USPS Mail: [] Regular [] Priority [[] Certified

Other: Email Delivery by Tetra Tech

XO00



Alternatives ~ Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary —Rosemont Copper Company

Barrel and McCleary Alternative Stormwater Control and
Reclamation Sequencing

Stormwater Control

For the Barrel and McCleary Alternative, it was assumed that the following stormwater controls
would be applied:

= Stormwater drainage channels would be placed at every 100 feet of vertical rise (on
approximate 50 foot wide drainage benches) on the outer slopes of the Dry Stack
Tailings Facility. Stormwater would flow off these benches to stilling pools/drop-
structures, located on the outer slopes of the tailings area, to natural ground, or to
stormwater control basins located on wide benches in the Waste Rock Storage Area.
Drop-structures located on the west side of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility would
drain to the USGS Gauging Station located near SR 83.

= Drop-structures would be located on the north and west sides of the landform that
comprises the Barrel and McCleary Alternative. These drop-structures would convey
runoff to flow-through drains. The flow-through drains are large rock drains intended
to provide a hydraulic connection between the up-gradient side of the landform and
the down-gradient side.

= Stormwater control basins would be constructed on wide benches in the Waste Rock
Storage Area to contain up to the 500-year, 24-hour storm event. Stormwater
generated from flows in excess of the 500-year, 24-hour storm event would be
routed to containment areas located between the toe of the Waste Rock Storage
Area and adjacent natural ridge areas. These areas would generally be sized to
contain the Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) event. Stormwater routing to
these perimeter containment areas would be via rocked slopes connecting the
benches to the perimeter areas.

* Decant structures would be installed on top of the North Dry Stack Tailings Facility to
pass stormwater to stilling pools/drop-structures for flows in excess of the 500-year,
24-hour storm event. Storm flows less than this event would be retained on top of the
facility in large, depressed areas.

= Storm flows in excess of the 500-year, 24-hour storm event generated on top of the
South Dry Stack Tailings would be routed to a flow-through drain located on the west
side of the landform comprising the Barrel and McCleary Alternative.

= The majority of the AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. (AMEC) Diversion Channel,
located to the north and west of the Open Pit, discharges stormwater to flow-through
drains located on the west and north sides of the landform.

= The Pit Diversion, located to the south of the Open Pit, is expected to discharge to
an area located between the toe of the Waste Rock Storage Area and an adjacent
natural ridge and will not drain to the USGS Gauging Station.

Drainage benches (about 50 feet wide) would also be placed on a small portion of the Waste
Rock Storage Area adjacent to the closed and encapsulated Heap Leach Facility. These
drainage benches would be similar to those planned for the outer surface of the Dry Stack
Tailings Facility. Runoff from these benches would be to the up-gradient side (west side) of the
landform.

Tetra Tech March 2010 1



Alternatives — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary Rosemont Copper Company

Stormwater control basins located in the Waste Rock Storage Area would not be located above
the closed and encapsulated Heap Leach Facility.

Reclamation Sequencing — Year 10

Concurrent reclamation of the east slope of the South Dry Stack Tailings Facility is anticipated
to occur. Reclamation of the north face of the South Dry Stack Tailing Facility is not anticipated
to occur since this is an interim face and will eventually be covered by the North Dry Stack
Tailings Facility. Haul road(s) will likely be on this face until covered by the north dry stack. A
haul road will also be located on the west side of the South Dry Stack Tailings Facility, allowing
for only partial concurrent reclamation of this side, as practical.

Concurrent reclamation of the eastern most face of the Waste Rock Storage Area is anticipated
along with south/southeast/southwest facing slopes.

Reclamation Sequencing — Ultimate Year

Concurrent reclamation of the east slope of the South Dry Stack Tailings Facility slope along
with the east slope of the North Dry Stack Tailings Facility is anticipated to occur. A haul road is
anticipated on the north face of the North Dry Stack Tailings Facility, allowing for only partial
concurrent reclamation to occur, as practical. This haul road will also be on the east side of the
South and North Dry Stack Tailings Facilities, again allowing for only partial concurrent
reclamation to occur, as practical.

Concurrent reclamation of the eastern most face of the Waste Rock Storage Area is anticipated
along with south/southeast/southwest facing slopes.

Areas not reclaimed during operations will be reclaimed at closure. A haul road(s) will likely be
left on the west face of the North and South Dry Stack Tailings Facilities and on the north face
of the North Dry Stack Tailings Facility.

Tetra Tech March 2010 2



Alternatives — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary Rosemont Copper Company

Barrel Only Alternative Stormwater Control and Reclamation
Sequencing

Stormwater Control

For the Barrel Only Alternative, it was assumed that the following stormwater controls would be
applied:

= Stormwater drainage channels would be placed at every 100 feet of vertical rise (on
approximate 50 foot wide drainage benches) on the outer slopes of the Dry Stack
Tailings Facility. Stormwater would flow off these benches to stilling pools/drop-
structures, located on the outer slopes of the tailings area, to natural ground, or to
rock slopes adjacent to the Waste Rock Storage Area. Drop-structures located on
the west side of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility would drain to the USGS Gauging
Station near SR 83. Drop-structures would also be located on the west side of the
landform that comprises the Barrel Only Alternative. These drop-structures would
convey flows to flow-through drains. The flow-through drains are large rock drains
intended to provide a hydraulic connection between the up-gradient side of the
landform and the down-gradient side.

= Stormwater control basins would be constructed on wide benches in the Waste Rock
Storage Area to contain up to the 500-year, 24-hour storm event. Stormwater
generated from flows in excess of the 500-year, 24-hour storm event would generally
be routed to containment areas located between the toe of the Waste Rock Storage
Area and adjacent natural ridge areas. These areas would generally be sized to
contain the Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) event. Stormwater routing to
these perimeter containment areas would be via rocked slopes connecting the
benches to the perimeter areas.

* Decant structures would be installed on top of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility to pass
stormwater to stilling pools/drop-structures for flows in excess of the 500-year, 24-
hour storm event. Storm flows less than this event would be retained on top of the
facility in large, depressed areas.

= Construction of a portion of the AMEC Earth & Environment, Inc. (AMEC) diversion
channel is assumed. This diversion channel routes stormwater runoff around the
Plant Site area to McCleary Canyon Wash drainage, which eventually drains to the
USGS Gauging Station location.

= The Pit Diversion, located to the south of the Open Pit, is expected to discharge to
an area located between the toe of the Waste Rock Storage Area and an adjacent
natural ridge and will not drain to the USGS Gauging Station.

Drainage benches (about 50 feet wide) would also be required on a small portion of the Waste
Rock Storage Area adjacent to the closed and encapsulated Heap Leach Facility. These
drainage benches would be similar to those planned for the outer surface of the Dry Stack
Tailings Facility. Runoff from these benches would be to the up-gradient side (west side) of the
landform.

Stormwater control basins located in the Waste Rock Storage Area would not be located above
the closed and encapsulated Heap Leach Facility.

Tetra Tech March 2010 3



Alternatives — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary Rosemont Copper Company

Reclamation Sequencing — Year 10

Concurrent reclamation of the east slope of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility is anticipated to
occur. A haul road is anticipated on the north face of the Dry Stack Tailings facility, allowing for
only partial concurrent reclamation to occur, as practical. This haul road will also be on the east
side of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility, again allowing for only partial concurrent reclamation to
occur, as practical.

Concurrent reclamation of the eastern most face of the Waste Rock Storage Area is anticipated
along with south/southeast/southwest facing slopes.

Reclamation Sequencing — Ultimate Year

Concurrent reclamation of the east slope of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility is anticipated to
occur. A haul road is anticipated on the north face of the Dry Stack Tailings facility, allowing for
only partial concurrent reclamation to occur, as practical. This haul road will also be on the east
side of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility, again allowing for only partial concurrent reclamation to
occur, as practical.

Concurrent reclamation of the eastern most face of the Waste Rock Storage Area is anticipated
along with south/southeast/southwest facing slopes.

Areas not reclaimed during operations will be reclaimed at closure. A haul road will likely be left
on the west and north faces of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility.

Tetra Tech March 2010 4



Alternatives — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary Rosemont Copper Company

Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) Stormwater Control and
Reclamation Sequencing

Stormwater Control

Design work associated with the Rosemont Project has been ongoing since submittal of the
Reclamation and Closure Plan (Tetra Tech, 2007). Based this updated design work, the
stormwater controls described below were applied to the 2007 MPO Landform for this
alternatives assessment:

* Stormwater drainage channels (on approximate 50 foot wide drainage benches)
would be placed at every 100-foot vertical rise on the outer slopes of the Dry Stack
Tailings Facility. Stormwater would flow off these benches to stilling pools/drop-
structures located on the outer slopes of the tailings area, to natural ground, or to
stormwater-control basins located on wide benches in the Waste Rock Storage Area;

= Drop-structures located on the west side of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility would
drain to the USGS Gauging Station location located near SR 83. Drop-structures
would also be located on the north and west sides of the 2007 MPO Landform. Flows
emanating from these drop-structures would drain to a Central Drain or to
stormwater ponding areas located between the toe of the North Dry Stack Tailings
Facility and adjacent, natural ridge areas;

* The Central Drain, or flow-through drain, is a large rock drain intended to provide a
hydraulic connection between the up-gradient side of the 2007 MPO Landform and
the down-gradient side;

* An Infiltration Drain was incorporated into the 2007 MPO Landform that is
hydraulically connected to the Central Drain. For the purposes of this stormwater
alternatives assessment, the Infiltration Drain is assumed to pass storm events larger
than the 500-year, 24-hour storm event off the top surface while smaller events are
retained on the top surface in large, depressed areas;

= Stormwater control basins would be constructed on wide benches in the Waste Rock
Storage Area to contain up to the 500-year, 24-hour storm event. Stormwater
generated from flows in excess of the 500-year, 24-hour storm event would be
routed to containment areas located between the toe of the Waste Rock Storage
Area and adjacent, natural ridge areas. These areas would generally be sized to
contain the Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) event. Stormwater routing to
these perimeter containment areas would be via rocked slopes connecting the
benches to the perimeter areas.

Reclamation Sequencing — Year 10

Concurrent reclamation of the east and north slopes of the North Dry Stack Tailings Facility is
anticipated to occur along with the east buttress associated with the South Dry Stack Tailings
Facility. A haul road is anticipated on the west side of the North Dry Stack Tailings, allowing for
only partial concurrent reclamation, as practical.

Concurrent reclamation of the east face of the Waste Rock Storage Area is anticipated along
with south/southeast/southwest facing slopes.

Tetra Tech March 2010 5



Alternatives — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary Rosemont Copper Company

Reclamation Sequencing — Ultimate Year

Concurrent reclamation of the east, north, and west slopes of the North Dry Stack Tailings
Facility is assumed completed by the end of Year 10.

Concurrent reclamation of the east face of the South Dry Stack Tailings Facility is anticipated
between Year 10 and the Ultimate Year. A haul road is anticipated on the west side of the South
Dry Stack Tailings, allowing for only partial concurrent reclamation, as practical.

Concurrent reclamation of the east face of the Waste Rock Storage Area is anticipated along
with south/southeast/southwest facing slopes.

Areas not reclaimed during operations will be reclaimed at closure. A haul road(s) will likely be
left on the west face of the North and South Dry Stack Tailings Facilities.

Tetra Tech March 2010 6



Alternatives — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary Rosemont Copper Company

Scholefield Tailings and McCleary Waste Alternative Stormwater
Control and Reclamation Sequencing

Stormwater Control

For the Scholefield Tailings and McCleary Waste Alternative, it was assumed that the following
stormwater controls would be applied:

= Stormwater drainage benches (on approximate 50 foot wide drainage benches)
would be placed at every 100 feet of vertical rise on the outer slopes of the Dry Stack
Tailings Facility. Stormwater would flow off these benches to stilling pools/drop-
structures, located on the outer slopes of the tailings area, to natural ground, or to
drainage benches located on the face of the Waste Rock Storage Area. Stormwater
flow from these drainage benches would drain to the USGS Gauging Station located
near SR 83.

= Stormwater drainage benches would be placed at every 100 feet of vertical rise on
the outer slopes of the Waste Rock Storage Area, also on 50 foot wide benches.
Stormwater would flow off these benches to stilling pools/drop-structures on the
outer slopes of the Waste Rock Storage Area, or to natural ground. Stormwater flow
from these drainage benches would drain to the USGS Gauging Station. Due to the
configuration of the Waste Rock Storage Area, contouring and the creation of wide
benches to pond stormwater runoff may not be achievable under this alternative

* Decant structures would be installed on top of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility to pass
stormwater to stilling pools/drop-structures, or to natural ground, for flows in excess
of the 500-year, 24-hour storm event. Storm flows less than this event would be
retained on top of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility in large, depressed areas.

= Decant structures would be installed on top of the Waste Rock Storage Area to pass
stormwater to stilling pools/drop-structures, or to natural ground, for flows in excess
of the 500-year, 24-hour storm event. Storm flows less than this event would be
retained on top of the Waste Rock Storage Area in large, depressed areas.

» Stormwater flows off the west face of the Waste Rock Storage Area would likely be
conveyed to a flow-through drain. The flow-through drain is a large rock drain
intended to provide a hydraulic connection between the up-gradient side of the
Waste Rock Storage Area and the down-gradient side.

= Construction of a portion of the AMEC Earth & Environment, Inc. (AMEC) diversion
channel is assumed. This diversion channel would be revised to route stormwater
runoff around the Plant Site and draining into Barrel Canyon and to the USGS
Gauging Station.

* The Pit Diversion, located to the south of the Open Pit, is expected to discharge to
the upper reach of the Barrel Canyon Basin, eventually draining to the USGS
Gauging Station.

Additional waste rock will likely be placed over the Heap Leach Facility to achieve closure. The
Scholefield Tailings and McCleary Waste Alternative currently does not show a waste rock cap
over the heap. Waste rock would be placed to achieve a minimum cover thickness over the
heap surface and to achieve 3H:1V reclamation side slopes. Capping the heap with waste rock
is not expected to reduce storm flows to the USGS Gauging Station.

Tetra Tech March 2010 7



Alternatives — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary Rosemont Copper Company

As indicated above, creating wide areas and contouring of the benches of the Waste Rock
Storage Area is likely not possible. Additionally, haul road access to the Dry Stack Tailings
Facility, and to the Waste Rock Storage Facility, would likely be on the south face of the Waste
Rock Storage Area. Concurrent reclamation of these access road areas may not be achievable
until area-wide closure and reclamation.

Reclamation Sequencing — Year 10

Concurrent reclamation of the east slope of the Dry Stack Tailings is anticipated to occur.
Access to the tailings face will come from the south (from the Waste Rock Storage Area) and
will move up the face as buttress construction advances.

Haul road access may be required on a portion of the south face of the Waste Rock Storage
Facility, allowing for only partial concurrent reclamation, as practical. Concurrent reclamation of
the west face of the Waste Rock Storage Area is anticipated.

The Heap Leach Pad is free standing and is expected to be closed after Y10.

Reclamation Sequencing — Ultimate Year

Concurrent reclamation of the east slope of the Dry Stack Tailings is anticipated to occur.
Access to the tailings face will come from the south (from the Waste Rock Storage Area) and
will move up the face as buttress construction advances. Concurrent reclamation of the
northwest face of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility is also anticipated to occur as the buttress
advances upward.

Haul road access may be required on a portion of the south face of the Waste Rock Storage
Facility, allowing for only partial concurrent reclamation, as practical. Concurrent reclamation of
the west face of the Waste Rock Storage Area is anticipated.

Areas not reclaimed during operations will be reclaimed at closure. A haul road will likely be left
on the south face of the Waste Rock Storage Area.

Capping of the closed heap is not shown but is likely to occur.

Tetra Tech March 2010 8



Alternatives — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary Rosemont Copper Company

Sycamore Tailings and Barrel Waste Alternative - East Side —
Waste Rock Storage Area — Stormwater Control and Reclamation
Sequencing

Stormwater Control

Figure 2 shows the estimated eastern boundary of the post-mining contributing watershed area
associated with the Sycamore Tailings and Barrel Waste Alternative. For this alternative, it was
assumed that the following stormwater controls would be applied:

s Stormwater drainage channels would be placed at every 100 feet of vertical rise on
the outer slopes of the Waste Rock Storage Area. Stormwater would flow off these
benches to stilling pools/drop-structures located on the outer slopes. Drop-structures
located on the northern half and a portion of the western half of the Waste Rock
Storage Area would convey flows to the USGS Gauging Station location. Drop-
structures would also be placed on the southern half of the Waste Rock Storage
Area.

= Stormwater runoff generated from the southern face would be routed to containment
areas located between the toe of the Waste Rock Storage Area and adjacent natural
ridge areas. These areas would generally be sized to contain the Probable Maximum
Flood (PMF) event. Due to the configuration of the Waste Rock Storage Area,
contouring and the creation of wide benches to pond stormwater runoff may not be
achievable under this alternative.

» Stormwater runoff generated from the top surface of the Waste Rock Storage Area
would be routed to stormwater control basins located on the southern edge of the
facility. Decant structures would then pass overflow to stilling pools/drop-structures
located on the south face. Stormwater control basins would not be located above the
closed and encapsulated Heap Leach Facility.

= Construction of a portion of the AMEC Earth & Environment, Inc. (AMEC) diversion
channel is assumed. This diversion routes stormwater runoff around the Plant Site
area to McCleary Canyon Wash drainage, which eventually drains to the USGS
Gauging Station.

= The Pit Diversion, located to the south of the Open Pit, is expected to discharge to
an area located between the toe of the Waste Rock Storage Area and an adjacent
natural ridge and will not drain to the USGS Gauging Station.

There are no flow-through drains associated with the Waste Rock Storage Area under the final
closure configuration.

Reclamation Sequencing — Year 10

Concurrent reclamation of the south and southeast faces of the Waste Rock Storage Area is
anticipated. Concurrent reclamation of the north side of the Waste Rock Storage Area is not
anticipated due to operation of the Heap Leach Facility. A haul road may be required on the
southwest face of the Waste rock Storage Area, allowing for only partial concurrent reclamation,
as practical.

Tetra Tech March 2010 9



Alternatives — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary Rosemont Copper Company

Reclamation Sequencing — Ultimate Year

Concurrent reclamation of the south and southeast faces of the Waste Rock Storage Area is
anticipated. Concurrent reclamation of the north side of the Waste Rock Storage Area will begin
once the Heap Leach Facility is closed in Year 10. A haul road may be required on the
southwest face of the Waste Rock Storage Area, allowing for only partial concurrent
reclamation, as practical.

Tetra Tech March 2010 10



Alternatives — Preliminary Stormwater Control and Reclamation Sequencing Summary Rosemont Copper Company

Sycamore Tailings and Barrel Waste Alternative — West Side —
Sycamore Tailings — Stormwater Control and Reclamation
Sequencing

Stormwater Control
For Sycamore Tailings, it was assumed that the following stormwater controls would be applied:

» Stormwater drainage channels would be placed at every 100 feet of vertical rise on
the outer slopes of the Dry Stack Tailings Facility. Stormwater would flow off these
benches to natural ground and drain to the Stormwater Convergence Point.

= Storms up the 500 year, 24-hour storm event would be retained on top of the Dry
Stack Tailings Facility in large, depressed areas. Storm runoff in excess of this event
would be routed to side channels cut into natural ground.

There are no flow-through drains associated with Sycamore Tailings under the final closure
configuration.

Reclamation Sequencing — Year 10

Concurrent reclamation of the west slope of the Dry Stack Tailings is anticipated to occur since
access to the face will move up the face as buttress construction advances.

Reclamation Sequencing — Ultimate Year

Concurrent reclamation of the west slope of the Dry Stack Tailings is anticipated to occur since
access to the face will move up the face as buttress construction advances.

Areas not reclaimed during operations will be reclaimed at closure.

Tetra Tech March 2010 11



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

12/08/2008 04:59 PM

cc
bee
Subject RE: Rosemont - Meeting with Daniel Roth

OOhhhh, this presentation is key. So we need to talk tomorrow then. Have you started to figure out your
presentation?

I will finish the outline of tasks tonight, and send it to you for thoughts/ideas.

Thanks for cueing me in!

Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2008 11:06 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: RE: Rosemont - Meeting with Daniel Roth

Yikes...I'm sorry if | was not clear about the alternatives issue. We're just supposed to avoid using the
word "alternative” for now. We need to explore design options for the waste rock ASAP. Please keep
working actively, and | recommend meeting with Daniel Roth immediately (can you or Tom please set this
up?). It's so important to get team members working that Bev asked me to make a presentation to the
extended ID team on Wednesday. She wants me to show the team what scenery-related stuff is being
explored in hopes that other team members will do similar stuff. When we get to discussing alternatives in

February, we need to have our ideas ready.

Can you provide a schedule/proposal (and budget for Tom) this week? In your schedule, please include
your thoughts on when you would need to fly down here.

Thanks.

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

12/08/2008 10:27 AM cc
Subject RE: Rosemont - Meeting with Daniel Roth

Agreed.

Will work with Terry and explore the trail landscape.



| know the Conserv. Corp that is working on the trail is really fired up about it (even heard about it all the
way up here), so want to make sure that we are using good data and including this in our analysis (even if

its to say "not visible").

Thanks for the number,
Marcie

(budget will be done this week; due to the FS feedback on not getting ahead of the process for
alternatives, Tom suggested that | look to the beginning of January for my next visit- does that work for

you?)

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2008 8:51 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: RE: Rosemont - Meeting with Daniel Roth

Terry's number is (520) 388-8356. Ask her about the Arizona Trail layer...I think our GIS data is
consistent with the relocated trail on the ground, but please verify that with her. If you're asking about the
portion of the trail that is off-forest, | don't know what the status is. I'll check into that. It seems unlikely

that the project would be visible from the area north of the Forest boundary. Thanks.

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

12/04/2008 07:09 AM e
Subject RE: Rosemont - Meeting with Daniel Roth

Debby,

That sounds great.

Will the trails layer include the proposed Arizona Trail where it has not yet been constructed?
We also discussed another visual layer, but my notes are not here with me.

I accidentally deleted the number for Terry- could you send it to me?

Thanks,



Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2008 9:21 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Subject: RE: Rosemont - Meeting with Daniel Roth

| asked Terry to get the following GIS layers to you:

VQOs

Wilderness

Roads & Trails

ROS

Recreation points, lines, and polygons

SMS: CLs (including both on and off-forest roads), SA, SIO, and ESI

Let us know if there are others you'd like!
Be aware that I'll be refining the SMS stuff sometime this winter, so there will be an updated version of this

stuff. The Coronado has a new mid-scale vegetation map and improved roads data, and I'm planning to
use a computer viewshed mapping program.

Thanks.

Debby

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbldwell@swca.com>
T0 wpenby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

12/02/2008 08:54 AM €€ Tom Furgason” <tfurgason@swca.com>
Subject RE: Rosemont - Meeting with Daniel Roth

Debbie,

She makes good points~ | am available for a call anytime the week following the 5th. Or on the 4th if we
want to strategize.



| received a call from the FS GIS person about data layers while | was away for a funeral. | will return that
call today. However, if you have suggestions about what layers | should receive, please pass them

forward.

Thanks,
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Monday, December 01, 2008 2:21 PM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Tom Furgason

Subject: RE: Rosemont - Meeting with Daniel Roth

I'm no longer available on Dec 5. Have either of you had a chance to call Daniel? If the next couple of
days won't work, how about next week?

Also, | was recently talking with Rita Laford (Deputy Forest Supervisor) about our meeting with Dale.
She's fully supportive of our work, but mentioned that we should avoid the use of the word "Alternatives”
for now. As we explore possible different ways to shape the waste rock and so forth, we should refer to
these as design features (or something similar)...alternatives will come later. | tend to mentally jump

ahead, and guess | need a NEPA-minded person like her to remind me about this stuff.

Thanks.

"Marcie Bidwell” <mbldwell@swca.com>
To “Debby Kriegel” <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>

11/20/2008 10:49 AM cc
Subject RE: Rosemont - Meeting with Daniel Roth

Debbie,

| can be available on the 3rd, and so far | have nothing that | cannot move. So make a suggestion about
when you are available.

| will coordinate with Tom for Daniel's contact.



Thanks,
Marcie

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2008 8:46 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell; Tom Furgason

Subject: Rosemont - Meeting with Daniel Roth

Hi Tom and Marcie:

I spoke with Bev, and she says that it's ok for me or Marcie to contact Daniel Roth at M3. Bev would
simply like us to let her know when we meet with him.

We're meeting with Dale next week, and I'm out of the office the following week. | propose that we set
something up with Daniel for the week of Dec 1. I'm available Dec 2, 3, and 5. The 3rd would be
ideal...Bev told me that there won't be a Rosemont meeting that day. Would any of these dates work for
you two?

Tom, would you please get Daniel's phone number to either me or Marcie so we can call him?

Thanks!

Debby



"Marcie Bidwell " To "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason"

<mbidwell @swca.com> <tfurgason@swca.com>
01/20/2010 04:41 PM cc "Melissa Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Trent Reeder"
<treeder@swca.com>
bcc

Subject Update on Visual Resouces

Hello Debby,

| wanted to bring an update to you on visual scope, budget, and a few other details.

The meeting proposed for this week has been postponed for now, and | would like to propose a meeting
next week (Thursday or Friday, Feb 28-29 or following Monday) to finalize direction on simulations (colors,
textures, planting, etc) for SWCA's analysis and scope.

1. TT Scope

Rather than having a meeting, Rosemont and TT caught Tom and | on the phone to just go over the

basics. In talking with Rosemont and Tetra Tech, | have a better understanding of what Sage and Tetra

Tech has been scoped to do (summarized as the following bullets) | have encouraged TT to submit this

scope to you so that you are aware of their activities and can give any guidance that would be beneficial to

their project. They said that their scope includes: ol Mur,l«
e KOP Viewshed Analysis for up to 8 KOPs with views of disturbed ground for all 6 alternatives Norslue

e Simulations from 2 KOPs of@/egetation growth and a e vegetation growth (MM _yrs —+—.

B T P R U

46 and MM 44) (like the image in the December deliverable for the and forming tour). —-basec{ 24
e Simulations from Overview Image (Aerial photo or Oblique Angle) wit@egetation growth é‘é"gd ; "f} )
a_nd a id-gtag vegetation growth (similar objective of showing final vegetation but from the 4+ \JVS
birds-eye view). el sl ,HAQ‘, emulaly Lis pit 7 £ain
Additionally, you may be interested in providing feedback as to the process that Sage is using for their %Zf

simulations. For instance, | am not sure how full vegetetation and mid-stages are being defined or what Jate
they are attempting to show. If some of the list above you do not see as useful, there may be other ways
to direct this effort. Its up to you.

2. COMBINED LIST OF KOPs
e i We discussed the KOPs that the USFS had selected in June, compared them with the KOPs that TT was
working with. These KOPs continue to provide the coverage for the top priority KOPs that you selected,
; - and fill in some data gaps for the KOPs that were on the USFS list (mainly Mt. Wrightson and the AZ trall)
Thatr M UJh ?
From this, TT and SWCA would like to propose the following "combined list" for your consideration. 0
reduce confusion for everyone, the following KOPs and naming conventions were recommended (also in
attached excel file for better formating):

i FINAL Name Location  USFS KOP Name TT Oﬂme

. ULP; KOP 01 MM 46- Picnic Table Pull Off KOP 4 @ KOP-3

ke < . KOP 02 MM 44- Scenic Pull Off KOP 12 Replaces KOP-1 0 oe”
7 KOP 03 Arizona Trail KOP5 Replaces KOP-4 ) N Lo et
; - KOP 04 Mount Wrightson- Four Spring Trail ~ Replaces KOP 17 KOP-11 o

KOP 05 North of Sonoita Junction KOP 8 KOP-12
- KOP 06 Las Cienegas BLM Kiosk/ Empire Ranch Entry  KOP 11 (new)

KOP 07 Hilton Ranch Road rural residential area KOP 16 (new)

KOP 08 Box Canyon Road/ Arizona Trail Crossing (new) KOP-7



KOP 09 Sahuarita Road KOP 20 (new)

This is just the short list. The other USFS KOPs would still be used for analysis.
n ol whexe?.

Several of TT's KOPs are very similar to the USF3selected ones, and these were matched. A few fill in
data gaps from USFS list (Mt. Wrightson and Box Canyon). Several of TT's KOPs would then be dropped
from the list, as they were additional to the USFS ones (upslope of the pit, Gunsight,etc) unless you feel

. \
differently. meler- Sim, !9:.-{- -{—m?w.

Suk daivip

3. Viewshed Analysis- presentation

—’—3 Tetra Tech would like some direction from the USFS on how to present the viewshed analysis to fit into

KN

v

i

the overall analysis process.

3.1. What KOPs should they use? We discussed that they would(use the top 8 KOPs, what | am
calling the "short list" from your strategy for the detailed analysis. .
JW&(' Eov Vit hedsS 2

3.2. How should they present the results?

| suggested the following options:
e Views of Disturbed Area (thns is what TT diagrams show now,only views of inside the

oS S active mining area)
‘?NML e Full Cone of Vision (typical presentation, one KOP per map showing the full spectrum of

their view)
e Multiple KOPs overlain on one map, the “cumulative viewshed analysis" that you and |

discussed last week.
e  Just deliver the data, not maps, to the admin record and SWCA can map it.

4. SWCA Scope and Analysis- any ad]ustments?
Once we have a chance to discuss these, let me know if you see any adjustments to SWCA's scope of
work. | will not proceed with viewshed analysis maps, unless you feel we should still do them.

<<KOP Combined List.xls>>
That's it for now!!

Marcie

Marcie Demmy Bidwell
Environmental Planner
130 Rock Point Drive, Suite A

Durango, Colorado 81301 U) h'&-{' Lolr H' hel P \/9}\_ e

Office: 970.385.8566

Fax: 970.385.1938 —Simulate Hee pl nt?

—edc .

www.sweca.com KOP Combined List.sls



7

o

opust K[
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W ﬁ( KOP 0T~ |MM 46- Picnic Table Pull Off KOP 4
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Marc Kaplan/R3/USDAFS To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>

09/21/2009 01:12 PM cc "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>, “Stephen Leslie"

<sleslie@swca.com>, treeder@swca.com
bcc

Subject RE: Fw: Rosemont - Updated Map of Visually Sensitive
Travelways

Here is the shapefile for concern levels 1 through 3 in the Santa Ritas and surrounding major roads. This
file has not been cleaned of topological errors and is still being reviewed to make certain correct attributes

are sticking. NAD 83 UTM 12 This shapefile is still under review, but is the most recent we have.

Thank you
Marc

Marc G. Kaplan

Planner Analyst

Coronado National Forest

300 W. Congress, Tucson, AZ 85701

520-388-8358

"Marcie Bidwell" <mbldwell@swca.com> To
"Marc Kaplan" <mkaplan@fs.fed.us>, "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

09/16/2009 09:39 AM CC ngtephen Leslie” <sleslie@swca.com>
Subject RE: Fw: Rosemont - Updated Map of Visually Sensitive Travelways

Marc,

Please CC treeder@swca.com on Friday, as | may be away from the office.

Thank you,
Marcie

From: Marc Kaplan [mailto:mkaplan@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2009 10:32 AM
To: Debby Kriegel

Cc: Marcie Bidwell; Stephen Leslie

Subject: Re: Fw: Rosemont - Updated Map of Visually Sensitive Travelways



| expect to send by COB this Friday.
Thank you

Marc

Marc G. Kaplan

Planner Analyst

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

520-388-8358
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS
y S To Marc Kaplan/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
cc
09/16/2009 07:09 AM Subject Fw: Rosemont - Updated Map of Visually Sensitive Travelways
Hi Marc,

Would you please send the GIS shapefiles for the Santa Rita Concern Level 1, 2, and 3 travelways to 2
people at SWCA?

mbidwell@swca.com
sleslie@swca.com

Thanks!

Debby

—-— Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 09/16/2009 07:07 AM -----

“Marcle Bidwell” <mbidwell@swca.com> To
"Stephen Leslie" <sleslie@swca.com>, "Debby Kriegel" <dkriegel@fs.fed.us>

09/15/2009 08:38 AM
CC *Trent Reeder” <treeder@swca.com>
Subject RE: Rosemont - Updated Map of Visually Sensitive Travelways

Debby,



Steve's points apply to visual as well. Visual and rec AE was submitted back in June/July.

We definitely will need the GIS layers that you used to create this map to analyse the CL's. Please forward
those at your nearest convenience (or have Terry contact Trent).

Thanks,
Marcie

From: Stephen Leslie

Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 9:35 AM

To: Debby Kriegel; Marcie Bidwell

Subject: RE: Rosemont - Updated Map of Visually Sensitive Travelways

Debby,

This looks good. Just so you know, | have already submitted the initial draft affected environment for
recreation. I'll keep this information handy for when we respond to any other necessary changes. Have
you provided the travelways data in GIS yet? We'll need that in order to quantify miles of travelways that

would be impacted by each alternative.

Thanks,
Steve

From: Debby Kriegel [mailto:dkriegel@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 8:06 AM
To: Marcie Bidwell; Stephen Leslie

Cc: Debby Kriegel

Subject: Rosemont - Updated Map of Visually Sensitive Travelways

Attached is an updated map showing Concern Level 1, 2, and 3 travelways for the Santa Rita Mountains.
Our original CL map was 10 years old. The Rosemont project inspired me to review this map, discuss it

with our district field person, and make a few changes.

CL1 travelways are most sensitive. CL2 are moderately sensitive. CL3 are least sensitive.

Marcie: Please use this as you write the affected environment section for visual quality. | also sent this
map to Jimmy Pepper.

Steve: CL1 roads and frails are our most popular recreation routes. This should be useful as you write
affected environment for recreation, and possibly will be a good starting point for exploring restoration of

road connections/loops post-mine.



Thanks.

[attachment "srita_travelways_092109forSWCA.shx" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "srita_travelways_092109forSWCA.dbf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "srita_travelways_092109forSWCA.prj" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "srita_travelways_092109forSWCA.sbn" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "srita_travelways 092109forSWCA.sbx" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "stita_travelways_092109forSWCA.shp" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]
[attachment "srita_travelways_092109forSWCA.shp.xml" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS)]



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

12/28/2009 03:12 PM

cc

bee
Subject

Debby,

<kriegel98@msn.com>

"Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D
Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Dale Ortman PE"

<daleortmanpe@live.com>, "Debby Kriegel"

FW: Rosemont Copper Project Landform Design Study
Proposal

Attached is Horst's proposal. I'll review this in the next day or so. Happy New Year!

Tom

From: Horst [mailto:hjschor@jps.net]
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2009 3:08 PM
To: Tom Furgason

Subject: Rosemont Copper Project Landform Design Study Proposal

Tom,

Attached is the requested proposal for Rosemont.

Let me know if there are any questions.

Horst Rosemont Copper Project Landform Design Study Proposal.doc



HORST J. SCHOR

Creative Concepts in Land Development and
Landforming/Geomorphic Restoration

December 28, 2009

Mr. Tom Furgason

Program Director

SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street

Tucson, Arizona 85701

Subject: Rosemont Copper Project Landform Design Study Proposal

Tom:

In accordance with requests from SWCA and The Coronado National Forest Service for a
Landform Design Study, I have prepared the following proposal:

Develop an alternative design for the placement of rock waste and tailings from the expected
mine excavation of the Rosemont Copper Mining Project incorporating the following objectives
as outlined in our meeting of December 11, 2009 at your office.

1.

The new design will be based on Landforming/Geomorphic principles as detailed in my
book “Landforming: An Environmental Approach to Hillside Development, Mine
Reclamation and Watershed Restoration”

As such the design will attempt to subdue the monolithic dump structure approach of
traditional, conventional designs characterized by linear and planar exteriors and surfaces

To achieve this special attention will be paid to the footprint outline, transition zone
between natural topography and manmade fills, slope designs, top of fill configurations
and systems of drainage control

Strategic placements of rock as erosion control measure to reduce flow velocities and as
debris entrapments

Utilization of excavated rock as “implants” to replicate natural conditions

The work and product will include the following:

1.

An analysis of the existing topography (to be provided by engineers) to fully understand
the existing geomorphology including landforms, runoff patterns, vegetation distribution
and other natural features to develop analogs for incorporation into a new design



2.

8.

9.

A to scale fill disposal overlay plan over the existing topography (to be provided by
engineers) incorporating the above criteria

. Alternative studies to either concentrate fill disposal in one location, i.e. Barrel Canyon

(primary focus) or possible partial dispersion into McClean and/or Sycamore Canyons

Necessary earthwork calculations to assure adequate capacity in the design to
accommodate the projected 1.2 billion cubic yards of excavation

. Prepare cross-sections in strategic location

Typical details for drainage control including, erosion and flow velocity reduction,
detention and desilting measures

Coordinate design of land/slope forms and runoff patterns with George Annandale to
incorporate constraints placed by excavated mine material and local monsoonal rainfall
concentrations. Due to the uncompacted nature and the height of these embankments this
will be critical input

Typical details for rock placements to emulate natural analogs

Typical details delineating revegetation opportunities and provide detail for placement

10. One meeting in Tucson and presentation of plans and discussions with parties involved

11. Copies of plans to participants

Time to perform above work: 30 days
Consulting Fee for above services including one trip to Tucson: $27,000

Travel expenses for one trip to Tucson: $1,500

I will need the base topography prior to initiating any work.

Please advise how you wish to proceed.

Sincerely,

Horst J. Schor

626 NORTH PIONEER DRIVE * ANAHEIM, CALIFORNIA 92805 * USA

TELEPHONE: (714) 778-3767 ° FAX: (714) 778-1656 °* E-MAIL: hjschor@jps.net



Rosemont EIS — Recreation Work Required
Debby Kriegel, November 10 (revised Dec 18), 2009

1. Spend time in the field. Get familiar with the project site, proposed project, and existing recreation sites
and activities in the northern Santa Rita Mountains. | recommend:

[ ]

Take Rosemont’s mine tour (Wed & Fri? Check their website).

Spend 1-2 days visiting the major recreation sites in the area. Drive Hwy 83 to Sonoita and through
Empire Cienega RCA. Hike a short section of the Arizona Trail in the Rosemont area. Drive at least one
OHV loop road in the Rosemont area (including Barrel Canyon), across Box Canyon Road, and into
Madera Canyon.

Consider visiting nearby Wilderness areas as appropriate/needed.

2. Review the following items for recreation direction, citations, etc.:

Public comments (Recreation report on WebEx)

FSM/FSH 2300

Coronado National Forest Plan

AZ Trails 2010

BLM'’s Las Cienegas RCA Plan (including the approved Arizona Trail alignment through the area)
National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) and Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan
(SCORP)

Preserving the Santa Rita Rosemont Ranch (Pima County document available on WebEx).
Corridor Management Plan for the Patagonia-Sonoita Scenic Road

The Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (including the major documents on the website
http://www.pima.gov/CMO/SDCP/, as well as the reports “Recreation Impacts in Eastern Pima
County” and “Overview of Natural Resource Based Outdoor Recreation in Eastern Pima County”.

3. Research the following (most will require field time and meeting with local people):

Possible ways to offset the loss of recreation opportunities in the area for 20+ years (especially OHV
touring and wildlife recreation). In addition to the obvious direct effects, indirect effects would include
displacing OHV users from the Rosemont area into areas south of Box Canyon Rd, which is popular
with equestrians, causing more user conflicts. Review Art Elek’s proposal for adding roads and OHV
facilities on FS lands east of Hwy 83, then meet with Art and spend time in the field determining what
might be possible. Participate in the process for identifying lands off-forest that could be provided by
Rosemont to use by birders, hunters, etc. Debby is hosting a meeting on Nov 19 with Arizona Game &
Fish to begin discussions. Visit each possible site to determine recreation values.

OHV improvements funded by Arizona State Parks. Contact Bob Baldwin at Arizona State Parks to get
information on grants(amounts, dates, improvements) were provided for OHV facilities in the
Rosemont area, and what obligations the Forest Service has to maintain these improvements and keep
them available to the public.

Hiking opportunities and use in the Rosemont area, including the Arizona Trail, the 16 Green Valley
Hiking Club (GVHC) hikes in the Rosemont area, the Greaterville Trail, and options for post-mine trails
in the area. Meet with GVHC. Debby is meeting with Arizona Trail Association on Nov 12 to begin
discussion of the mine’s impacts to the Arizona Trail. Depending on the outcome of this meeting, visit



alternative re-routes and provide post-mine recommendations. Meet with the Arizona Trails
Association and spend time in the field as needed. Assess current use on the trail and describe how
designation as a National Scenic Trail (NST) is likely to increase use, whether a mine would affect the
scenic designation, and if there are national guidelines that could be helpful; Contact Tom Dwyer
(Forest Service Wilderness, Trails, Wild & Scenic Rivers, Dispersed Rec Program Manager, SW Regional
Office, 505-842-3233) and Johnathon Stevens (Forest Service Congressional Designated Areas and
Trails Program Manager, Washington Office). Consider safety along the trail if the location follows the
toe of 700 ft tall waste rock piles. Research whether NST status would be jeopardized by the mine
and/or what mitigation/relocation would be necessary. Determine whether access points to the trail
would be lost.

Research Inventoried Roadless Areas and footprints and requirements for analysis (e.g., Effects on
Roadless Character Report, if any roads proposed in IRA, Secretary of Agriculture approval needed,
etc.)

Restoration of popular road loops and road connections (for dispersed recreation and OHV touring)
through or around the project area during mining and post-mine. Get familiar with the FS system
roads and topography (existing and proposed). Get a copy of the proposed action for Travel
Management for the Santa Rita Mountains (which should be available in mid-December). Consider
also access across the ridge (currently at Gunsight Pass). Evaluate where existing visitors will likely go
and whether OHV routes east of Hwy 83 would be helpful (see first bullet). Consider whether roads
across the mine’s waste rock and tailings would help restore recreation access and routes. Spend time
in the field as needed. Provide recommendations for the proposed action and each alternative.
Consider that the road into Sycamore Canyon has a locked gate at the bottom of the canyon and
currently does not provide a loop or through-route.

Recreation special use permittees in the Rosemont area that may be affected by the mine. Two known
permittees include an equestrian outfitter guide, and a hang gliding operation in Box Canyon. Provide
complete information on others (Archers and Bow hunters club, Muzzleloaders club, etc.). Contact
Duane Bennett to discuss further.

4. See my comments on the “Rosemont Project EIS Draft Chapter 3 Outline, October12, 2009” and additional
comments from Tami Emmett.

5. Follow up on the status of revision of Tetra Tech report “State Route (SR) 83 Scenic Road Evaluation for
Rosemont”. On September 14, 2009, Debby provided comments to Rosemont. Rosemont or SWCA will need
to contact Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Scenic Roads Program staff to discuss the mine and
determine whether the scenic road status would change.

6. Provide a specialist report for recreation that includes the following. Summarize as needed for the EIS.
Include appropriate graphics, maps, photos, charts/figures, etc.:

Affected environment. Include relevant information from above items.

Environmental consequences analysis for the proposed action and each alternative. Include analysis of
all mine impacts: pit, plant, waste rock and tailings piles, roads (including lost access, traffic, litter,
etc.), power and water lines, displaced recreation, etc. Use information from site visits, research, and
reviews above. Consider impacts during the active mine life and post-mine. Reference appropriate
visual simulations. Utilize both qualitative (descriptive) and quantitative (acres of ROS, miles of road,
miles of trail, number of rec sites lost, etc.) analysis.



e Cumulative effects analysis (a list of past, present, and reasonably forseeable future actions should be
available soon).
¢ Recommended mitigation.



Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS To “Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>
03/04/2009 09:41 AM cc Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bec
Subject Rosemont Visual and Recreation Resource Analysis@

Marcie:

I'm attaching some of my more recent specialist reports from some other projects. This might be helpful
for you to see the topics | normally cover in my analyses, and you might want to use these general formats
as you start writing stuff.

Keep in mind:

o  Most of these are for projects that benefit visual quality, and the TEP project's negative effects pale in
comparison with impacts that would be caused by the proposed Rosemont project, so obviously there
will be considerably more work/analysis/words/etc. for Rosemont. Plus, for Rosemont there will need
to be a substantial analysis and discussion of waste rock pile re-shaping and alternatives.

e We might complete our Forest Plan revision before the Rosemont EIS is complete. If we do, then we
will likely be using SMS and Scenic Integrity Objectives (not VQOs), so | recommend using both
systems throughout your work.

Thanks.
Debby

[attachment "TEP_SMScumulativeimpactsreport.doc” deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment
"FireMgmtSpecialistReportSMS.doc" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment
"PERP_Rec_Report_May_2006.doc" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment
"Tumacacori_Habitat_Improvement_Visual_Quality_Report_Feb_2009.doc" deleted by Debby
Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] [attachment "Oracle_Ridge_Visual_and_Rec_Report_Nov_2007.doc" deleted by
Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS]



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

11/04/2009 07:28 AM cc
bece

Subject Rosemont Visuals update

Debby,

Sorry this is not more detailed, but its all that | had time for on short notice.

1. Update on current funding and non-funded items

2. Request for a
e As we haveadded new KOPs (in Tucson, any other potential places), we need more field time to

document.
e My original specialist report did not envision 24 KOPs, and just the regular analysis of 24 KOPs

takes a lot of time
e Bounds of Analysis- if this ends up being another round of viewshed analysis in GIS to create a

viewshed bounds, this takes time (about 6 hours for such a large area)

3. Connection between Horst and original plan (and my participation).

e  Until you have had a chance to discuss this through further with Horst, | think the 3F task is the
right one. There will be a lot of time required to create 3D models of the alternatives and do
shaping to all of them. As we have only briefly discussed this, not sure what RCC and USFS has
agreed to do. But to recreate each 3D model from a sketch can take 6-10 hours, depending on
how good the sketch is to begin with. So you can see that adds up quickly.

Visual RCC Scope Update- See Attached- Does this work (see 3f)?

e Update attached for your meeting.
e | have never actually assigned any numbers to the tasks that are listed as unfunded from what |

can tell. Still looking.

<<Visual_Resource_Proposal_2009-11-04 Update.pdf>>

Marcie Demmy Bidwell
Environmental Planner

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

Fax: 970.385.1938

www.swea.com Visual Resaurce_Proposal_2009-11 -04 Update.pdf



1sanbay 1apiQ

Auedwoo pua ybiy e Ag abueyd Odw SUONBINWIS)| ‘sAemjanes) Aay Jayio Jo/pue AemAq 9juaos umop Buiaup uopenwls
auop uojjezjjensia yojou doj e Buey Jepisuod o) Juem Aew 9OH N suojje|nuisg SanjeuIa)|Y| uoliB[NWIS MaInaY QE 8plAold oapia Jo sBujmesp uopienwis patapuai 1sjue 1o [eay olold aledaig e
|EERLED PE][6]
“days siy) Buimojoj ebueyd Odw
SUO[JE|NLUIS [BUOIIPPE 8}EAJD JO/PUB UOIIBINWIS 18)[e 0] paau Aepy N suojienwis sanewaly| Buyeaw puayy Bujlaaw v 1soH “joeqpaaj jeuojyppe 1ab pue dnoib doysyiom o} yg dais jo synsas moyg IE!
i1sanbey 1apig “suuoj a)id Bujjjel pue
abueyd Odw SUOJIE|NLWIS %201 ajsem Bujpnjauj aujw pasodousd ay) 10} seap| adeaspue] pauyal pue
N suojjenwis SaAjRWB| Y uoyje|nuis malaay| pue |apow gE apiaoid| swioj adeaspue jejlualod jo suopenwis Jaindwea g-g aour Jo auo ajeal) ye
Jsenbay Jopio
abueys odw 'Papeau SE S)iS|A a)ig) ‘safiew) ,810)aq,, aiedeld ‘549 pue AydesBojoyd yym
"BE YSE} JO S||NS8I Jap|SU0n N suojeNw|s SOAIBLIA) Y 1UBLULIOD PUE MBJABY| "|EUJ) PUR )jBIP SPIADId| SU0JIB20D| 8581 Jualunaog “suojienwis Jo} sjujodmain Aoy aajiejua) 108jag Bg

, ) __mEm B 8L} 10} sidaouoa: cc;ﬁmmg& pue ‘Bupr 0jU0D|

1M O M mn>=mEo=< E._a__ mac___mu U pue: 300l A1SEM By)|
J0) sUoleoo| BABLIGlE _o_ senss| ualuadeld aajosal pue aaoidil)

B nmzmw 21 /suB|sep jusweae(d anoidw) o) InyasisioH|

“pur’ mmmu d uma._

EnnE uEnEmnn_a

gse cu_._a n_uoEnE 481410 82{i1n ‘de)s s|iy} 22&53 01 Jusjayyns

u s ms:m_uo:__ Jainduion a-gl {abipa wejsom. En__u_s isour i _mssuEE
g.yans) jid eyy jo n.unn_E_ 8)eby)(w JyByil 18y) asoy] pue s82In058.
81410 PUB IB)qEY BHIP|IM. Jyeueq Avw ey} u:u:n_o A8p|suog, sadojs opjs

s190)0.4d ] .azan __E.: soyd sbujie) .23 4001 8)5BM JO _msinﬁ n:q Easaum__n.

Uena pug i& 18]) .E.E_‘ 9|yljjouow el pjone o) _msinnm Jusleljip x....w&uE :
Ec__n_nm. taquc_u wn_uuuuca n_uEE_ pue: mELo._.u:w_. 184njBU sojw|ul pue|’

AEUIS) R 1oj doysyiom U] pajjiiuep| sideauad eujtal pue eiojdx3 |

‘pasojo

] auiw Jaye (sajd ¥o0u 81sem uo Bujpnjouy) ease ay) ybBnoiy) spes
pUB SPEOJ 24NN} 0S| JAPISUDY “S1oBdWI 80IN0SAI UASSa| PINOM
1Byl saAnewalfe 10} 30o| os[e Inq ‘ebeuresp uokuey |aurg uym
Ajuo eyid Buideysai Japisuon “(juepms e BuiAed Japisuoo) uoyoy|
pasodoud so/pue Aydesbodo) Bupsix3 ey jo japow preoqpie)
yainb 'yBnou e dojanep Ajqissod ‘sasuodsas ubjsep fepuajod
Buidjnuapi pue uonoe pasodosd ay) Buinbiuo Al2anonisuoa

ul Isassiu] yim sisielads apnjaul pinom doysyiom auy o} sealiau|
'SaWoojno pue doysyiom auyj josulp o} Joje]

Guipuny sisipuy

doysxiom

‘1epow A2 ejdwis yym

51080109 8UI0S B]EJJSUOWSP PUB !S8IN0Se) Joj SIUIRNSu09 pue sepunuodde
Ajnuep suse)ied edeaspus) pue senfeA 82In0sal jUaLN WIOJSUBIG (SIWI.LI
NOILOV 918 ‘sedojs apjs jo Juawiees) ‘selid sbule] pue 320) 8)sem jo Buideys
‘sejd sGujye) pue %201 8]SEM JOJ SUONIRIO] 1S8q :SSBIPPE O] SEAIE [BIUB]0
“(uopepodsues) 'Bujljes uoneasoas ‘ABojoipAy ‘Teyqey ‘ejypum ‘vonelabaa
‘1ensia) sjpol ubisap S4Sn aAeyIE J8Y) 10jdxa o} Seap! [BlU] 61218US0

01 (20H Alienusied) suedxe Buuw pue uopeipswes pue ‘(o)a ‘isieioads
uoyepodsuel) 'sisyereds uoeainal 'sisiBojoipAy ‘s)sibojolq sjpum) Jeis

B| B 8zI|In A|qissod N saaleuIB)|Y sanewsly doysyjiom u| aje 3je]I0B) pUB pES YOMS Pue 84S J8Yj0 ‘joaliyose edeaspuel S4S1 Yia doysyiom e ejelioe ag
'qg pue eg dajs woyy sjonposd
Bujpuny sisAjeuy ejeJodioou; ‘doysyiom 10; sweyed edeaspue) pue ‘Aydesbodo) ‘suopipuos
N saAleuIa))y SaANBWBlY uopejuesasd mainay| uonejuesaid asedaiy Buysixa pue sisAjeue e)js moys o) doysyiom ey Joj uojjejuasad e aIedaiy PE
1sanbay Jap1Q
abueyd odw
N suoljenuig|- SaAfBRWallY uohe|nuls majnal|  suoie|nwis spiaoid| “aujw pasodosd pue adeospue) Bujisixa jo suoyenw)s seindwos g-g ajealn qg
sdew|
M3IAB] pUB papesy ‘sseooud Buiddew exy-GieHopy v Bujsn Jepisuo) ‘(susaouod
*018 's§9008 'S5 '$8)|S UO)BaINaI Bujpun4 sisdjeuy se ejep ABojoayose] ‘papaBu SE SlISIA 82.in0ses 18110 pue ‘ABojoaryale ‘ajlipjm M8) YliM SUCHRI0] USSS WOP8s,
‘ueyedy ‘sBupds y ‘'spaysiejem ‘[einjjno 'ajj|p| ‘|ENSIA J8pISUDY) N SeAlBWIB)IY SaAlewWwally pUE aj|pjis apIaDld alis ‘sdew epwoid| Jo usasun) sbuyye) pue yoos ejsem saed Alrejusiod o) suoyeoo) ereusaye Ajuepy g
S13U10
PUB YOMS 'S45N
6002/5 4% ejeudouidde| Joj sunoj abueue |esodoud 108(oid
N 10 SB papunj jon 6002 Jewwng SE S|ISIA 3)IS pualy/| ‘salis Buiuiw isip|  Joj seoporid juswabeuew jsaq ues|B o) s8)js ujw JaYI0 jo SIISIA a)1s Janpuog 6)
S8J0N| 10BNHUO0D snjels aleg| ajeqguopasidwoly| sapgisuodsal s4sn sa|lj|iqisuodsal Hop jo uopduasag| ysel
HELET g daig aujaw|L pasodoig YOMS
uauny S13 pajejoossy
UIYuMm
“BIEP 01 158NnbaJ [EUOIIPPE OU PUB G}/ papunj 10N = 1uo4 Je[nGeY *TAIUC OdW 0} 6002/51/L0 PeNIWIqns) 1senbay SUONBINWIS = G108 *153/1034 DNIGNT TNHIS LSHOH *SOIV.LI a7108 “Papun sisAeuy SeAleuIs)y = sojel]
_ _ “6002/51/¥ J0 SE 5451 Aq parsenbar ainpayas pue ‘say)j|q) isal ‘sysej p 1404 Bujpuny uo ajepdn sazy P S|yl :aloN

|

|

sisA|euy sainosay |ensiA Joj ABajens 14yHQa 600z/S1/y Wol} papunjun buj

|EWaY SYSEL U0 600Z/E0/L1 @1epdp Buipung [ENs|A - g5 Juowasoy




“Marcie Bidwell" . To "Marcie Bidwell" <mbidwell@swca.com>, "Keepers, Ashley"
<mbidwell@swca.com> <Ashley.Keepers@tetratech.com>, "Krizek, David"
. <David.Krizek@tetratech.com>, "Debby Kriegel"
01/27/2010 01:22 AM cc “Trent Reeder’('(ztreeder@swca.com>, ¥Michgel Andres”
<mandres@swca.com>, “Tom Furgason®
<tfurgason@swca.com>
bce

Subject RESEND: Tetra Tech Viewshed and KOPS - previous
analysis - descriptions

Hello Debby and all~

I am attaching a better map for the Cumulative KOP example (that is why | attempted to recall the original
message). The reason that | am replacing the original one is that the KOPs were a combination of old and
new.

This map is using the old KOPs as an example. The viewsheds were completed for the old KOPs and so if
| replace them, the views do not match. This example is of the existing conditions, showing only the
footprint of the MPO for reference.

Additionally, all of the 8 KOPs and their GPS coordinates are included (combined Tt and USFS).

In review of the proposed combined list that were to be approved by the USFS, the Arizona Trail KOP that
was proposed for the AZ trail views will be outside of all of the alternatives and it should therefore work for
USFS analysis (until a potential realignment is selected).

Secondly, the Mt Wrightson KOP (GPS location) along Four Spring Trail should also work, however the
photographs may not be of the right resolution and clarity (due to haze and clouds) to be useable. Tetra
Tech is checking their files to see if they have other images, but these photos may need to be retaken if a
simulation is to be produced from this location.

Thank you, let me know if you have any questions
Marcie

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2010 12:21 PM

To: Marcie Bidwell; 'Keepers, Ashley'; 'Krizek, David'; 'Debby Kriegel'; 'Kathy Arnold'
Cc: Trent Reeder

Subject: RE: Tetra Tech Viewshed and KOPS - previous analysis - descriptions

Hello Kathy and David,

In discussing with Debby Kriegel the many options for presenting viewshed analysis data, the USFS would
like to use a format that combines the many KOPs for eah alternative into one map for presentation (one
map X 6 alternatives= 6 maps + existing conditions map). This allows a comparison of the alternatives
across the many KOPs at a single glance.

| am submitting this map from SWCA as an example of how this can be presented. Let me know if you
have questions on methodology to achieve adding the multiple viewshed analyses into one data layer that
can be presented as below.



KOPS- In response to Rosemonts request to reduce the number of viewshed maps and analyses, the list
may be shortened to the middleground areas (within ~ 5 miles of an alternative). The list is provided below
in a previous email.

MAIN MAP- Shows detail in the ground disturbing areas (footprints of the alternatives), but the scale
should be consistent for all maps (showing from Box Canyon up to the north of the project area).

INSET MAP- Should show the extent of the KOPs included in the analysis.

COLORS- flexible, but should include a hillshade or topographic background with a gradation for the
number of KOPs that can view each pixel. There may be a way to show this in black and white, but the
two gradients are important.

Lets discuss,
Marcie

From: Marcie Bidwell

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2010 8:24 AM

To: Keepers, Ashley; Krizek, David

Cc: Trent Reeder

Subject: RE: Tetra Tech Viewshed and KOPS - previous analysis - descriptions

Hello Ashley and David,

Trent and | will need to talk with you or someone at Tt to understand the data set that you sent us and
what it does/does not entail. At a minimum we will need for Tt to send us a "legend" or list of layers that
should be used in YR 10 and YR 20; it would be best if you could just create two geodatabases that are
separate for YR 10 and YR20 so that we can be sure to use the correct layers for the correct scenes. We
will contact you first thing this morning.

If the reclamation grading has not been finished for the tailing and waste rock piles, then hopefully we can
start with the 10 YR simulations. Otherwise, we are just waiting on you, at this point.

As for KOPs, the KOP locations have been approved for all 8 KOPs.

e The Mt. Wrightson photograph will need to be redone if we are to use the image for a simulation,
but the GPS point is approved.

e The Box Canyon point we can work with, and hopefully the photographs will not be too dark for
simulation.

o The AZ trail at KOP 5 (SWCA original number) will be used for the MPO, and others that make
sense. We may need to add another point for alternatives that do not show anything from that
point. We will not know for sure which ones will not work until we get further into the analysis. | am
hopeful for this KOP.

To present the KOPs, as detailed on Friday, USFS requests that the individual KOPs be presented on one
map per alternative as a "cumulative viewhshed" or a "combined analysis of multiple viewshed analysis"
map (title is negotiable). This will reduce the number of maps substantially.

Additionally, USFS said that the number of viewshed analyses could be reduced from the list of
8 to those KOPs approximately 5 miles or less from the proposed alternatives- that would include
the following 6:

KOP 01  [MM 46- Picnic Table Pull Off
|




KOP 02 MM 44- Scenic Pull Off

KOP 03  JArizona Trail

Las Cienegas BLM Kiosk/ Empire Ranch
Entry

KOP 07  |Hilton Ranch Road rural residential area

Box Canyon Road/ Arizona Trail
Crossing

KOP 06

KOP 08

However, for Sycamore Alternative, we will need to create a similar short list for the western views that will
show multiple views from the western perspective. | will get you those KOPs.

Finally, | will have Trent send along an example of the layout that the USFS has requested. The scale for
the Multiple KOP viewsheds should be set to include the USFS boundary north of the project area to the
Box Canyon Road in the large view and an inset that would show the larger area surrounding the
alternatives to show the context. The focus of the map is to show the elements of the mine that will be
visible from most places. In order to see this detail the closer scale for the larger image is required.

| suspect there will be questions, and we can discuss this further once the map arrives.

Thank you,
Marcie

From: Keepers, Ashley [mailto:Ashley.Keepers@tetratech.com]
Sent: Mon 1/25/2010 3:13 PM

To: Marcie Bidwell; Krizek, David

Cc: Trent Reeder

Subject: RE: Tetra Tech Viewshed and KOPS - previous analysis - descriptions
Hi Marcie,

The contours that we provided are not the reclamation contours. We are still waiting for the site grading
from M3, then we can do the final grading.

The current layout of the MPO is unlikely, some of the benches will still remain. The most current version
of our reclamation design that we are working on currently is a good example of what it will look like after it
is reclaimed.

Hope this answers your questions.

| have a question for you, have you guys verified the final KOP locations we agreed upon last week after
our meeting yet? (the 8 we chose using SWCA,Tt, and FS points) | think we all want to make sure that
the FS buys off on them before we finalize anything.

Thanks!

Ashley Keepers | Staff Civil Engineer
Main: 520-297-7723 | Fax: 520-297-7724
Tetra Tech



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

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

From: Marcie Bidwell [mailto:mbidwell@swca.com]

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 1:19 PM

To: Krizek, David

Cc: Keepers, Ashley; Trent Reeder

Subject: RE: Tetra Tech Viewshed and KOPS - previous analysis - descriptions

David and Ashely,

Thank you for the geodata base info. We are inventorying what was included and preparing a list of
questions to make sure we understand what we are receiving.

One immediate question~ Do the contours in the data base represent final grading?
For instance, will the benches still remain at reclamation or be graded out to 3:1 slopes or less?

We were working with the understanding that the final MPO grading plan would be smooth, without
benches, and we were smoothing the surfaces in GIS to show that (see attached image of KOP 2 land
form placed in the photo).

Thanks in advance for your immediate reply!!
Marcie

From: Krizek, David [mailto:David.Krizek@tetratech.com]

Sent: Friday, January 22, 2010 9:31 AM

To: Marcie Bidwell

Cc: Keepers, Ashley; Trent Reeder

Subject: Tetra Tech Viewshed and KOPS - previous analysis - descriptions

Marcie,

| have loaded to the ftp site the photos for the KOPs and other information related to KOP selection, etc. |
also included the viewshed analysis that we did previously (pdf versions).

Sincerely,

David Krizek | Principal
Main: 520-297-7723 | Mobile: 520-260-3480 | Fax: 520-297-7724

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

PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any
distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be uniawful. If



you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

attachment "11204_Cumulative_VS_Existing.pdf" deleted by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS] Rosept 20100125.dbf

% H

Rosept_20100125.p1j Rosept_20100125.sbn Rosept_20100125.sbx Rosept_20100125.shp Rosept_20100125.shp.xml

Rosept_20100125.shx
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May 29, 2009 RECEIVED MAY 29 2009

Ms. Jeanine Derby

U.S Forest Service, Coronado National Forest
300 West Congress Street

Tucson, Arizona 85701

Dear Ms. Derby:

This letter is in response to your letter (Derby to Sturgess) dated April 15, 2009, requesting
response to draft issues and alternative and mitigation measures that would be responsive to
those issues. Pursuant to Iitem E11 of our Memorandum of Understanding (MOU #03-MU-
11030510-010, as modified), Rosemont Copper Company provides these comments as
assistance in development of mitigation to the Proposed Action.

Our team member Kathy Arnold participated in the April 22, 2009 ID Team meeting as
requested, and followed that with a presentation to the ID Team at a May 22, 2009 meeting

that included members of the cooperating agencies as well as the NEPA contractor to the U.S.
Forest Service, SWCA.

The attachments and materials referenced below are offered to formalize the Rosemont
response to your request for Rosemont to identify alternative approaches and mitigation
measures that are responsive to the issues and concerns raised by members of the public and
agencies during the public scoping process.

Rosemont has provided a preliminary review of the alternatives that were provided on April

22" and based on those discussions provided the Forest Service with information on each item

identified. A transmittal of this information was made onfMay 7, 2009fand included all issues
that could reasonably be addressed by Rosemont with the€xception of 6 items. Because the

items took slightly more time to assemble the information or perform the analysis, Rosemont is

still working to provide the information to some of these items. Those items still outstandmg
are itemized in the table below. In addition, there was a question raised in the May 22M

meeting regarding using only fee simple lands for the Rosemont project, that analysis is
attached.

WEB: www.rosemontcopper.com P.0 Box 35130 TEL (520) 297 7723

5/7

'
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Fosomons

Issue Issue Information Provided?
Number

2 Slurry tails to Sycamore Canyon Information attached
9 Surfacing roads Information attached

19 Change east access road to avoid riparian Map attached

20 Use LPS Lighting

21 More efficient equipment Information attached

27 Solar technology

In a summary and draft manner, Rosemont offers the following example of alternative
operating methods, sites, technologies, and approaches to the Mine Pan of Operations, and a
list of mitigation measures that are considered to be feasible additions or substitutions to the
Mine Plan of Operations submitted in July 2007. A full compilation of the alternatives and

mitigation measures organized according to the issues we have been asked to be responsive to
and will be submitted in mid-June 2009.

Best Regards,

Original Sigred by

Jamie Sturgess

V.P. Sustainable Development
Rosemont Copper Company
Augusta Resource Corporation

cc: Kathy Arnold, Rosemont Copper
Brian Lindenlaub, WestLafid
Tom Furgason, SWCA

Doc. No. 8.6.9.1-032/09

2|Page




Issue Number - 2

Slurry Tails to Sycamore Canyon

Alternative Presented

One or more members of the public or agency representatives have suggested that the EIS

should consider an alternative that would use Sycamore Canyon for waste rock and tailings
storage, instead of Barrel Canyon.

Feasibility of pumping tails slurry to Sycamore Canyon

Pumping of tails slurry is routinely performed within sulphide ore processing plants. What is
unique about this alternative is the remote locate and distance. The tails filter plant for the
proposed action is located adjacent to the tails thickeners. Under this option the filter plant would
be located near Sycamore Canyon. Tails slurry would be pumped from the thickener underflow
pumps and conveyed by pipeline to the remote filter plant. For this consideration, a site was
determined at N11564524, E1719162 within a saddle, along the ridge line, between two peaks at

elevation 5295’. The building is about 65' tall and would be placed at a pad elevation of 5230’ so
that the roof would be no taller than the adjacent peaks.

The pipeline would follow the haul road alignment determined under Issue Number 1. Since the
slurry is a process solution, the pipe would have to be placed within a lined trench for double
containment. Access for maintenance would be necessary but must be separated from haul truck
traffic for safety reasons. Two 24” pipes for slurry and one 24" pipe for filtrate (process water to
be retuned to the plant) would be placed in the trench) A one-lane road and 10-foot wide trench

would require an additional 30-foot wide cleared area beyond the haul road safety berm which
equates to about 8 acres of disturbed area.

The pipeline alignment is 12,500 feet long. Slurry must be lifted vertically about 450 feet. Two
1900 horsepower (hp) pumps would be required as compared to 250 hp under the proposed
action. This additional 3300 hp equates to about 17 million kW-hr per year. Additional power
costs over the life of the mine would be at least $20 million.

Costs for the additional volume of earthwork required have not been determined. Other additional
costs for this option would include 37,000 feet of 24" carbon steel pipe and 200,000 square feet of
60mil HDPE liner at a cost of about $8 million. Additional costs to provide power, data and voice
communications, and accommodations for staff in a remote location have not been determined.

Also, during upsets, slurry cannot remain motionless within the pipe or it would settle and
potentially plug. Therefore the pipes would have to be dumped (to the Settling Basin) on
occasion. The volume of slurry within the pipes would exceed 580,000 gallons. Provisions would
be necessary to purge trapped slurry in low points along the pipeline alignment.

Though technically feasible at significant additional capital and operational cost, when combined
with the negative impacts of Issue Number 1, this alternative seems undesirable.
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Issue Number-9

Road Surfacin
Alternative Presented

One or more members of the public or agency representatives have suggested that the EIS

should consider an alternative that would consider road surfacing as a means of reducing
possible dust and air pollution.

Proposed Action — Summary of Pertinent Info

The East Access Road was proposed with 8" thick compacted gravel (ADOT Class 2). All other
roads would be earthen and may receive gravel surfacing depending on purpose, frequency of
use, location relative to facilities, and anticipated loading. All site traffic would utilize the East

Access Road which will be signed at 35 mph. All in-plant roads will be 25 mph or less. The vast

majority of traffic to/from the mine consists of commuting plant personnel. Personnel would park
outside the main gate.

In-plant traffic would consist primarily of supply and product trucks and limited personnel and
vendor vehicular traffic. Warehousing, reagent storage (most) and copper concentrate loading
functions are located near the main gate and account for about 75% of the truck traffic within the

plant. An additional 17% of truck traffic would use the Mine Access Road to go as far as the
SX/EW Plant area.

The proposed action commits to apply water spray to haul roads for dust suppression.

Road Classification — Potential Benefit

Service roads and secondary access roads within the plant (including the West Access Road) are
characterized by infrequent use. These roads tend to be narrower and steeper thereby limiting

travel speed. They would be similar to Forest Service Roads. Surfacing of these roads is
unnecessary and would yield little benefit.

Haul Roads are best managed by water spray as proposed. Most will be constructed with run-of-
mine and excavated materials and will be consistent with gravel surfacing. Most haul roads will be

dynamic in location and elevation. Any hard surfacing would be substantjal to support the heavy
loads and be short-lived and therefore impractical.

The greatest achievable dust control benefit would involve surfacing of the east access road. This
road serves the most vehicles at the highest travel speeds {35 mph) over the longest distance
(3.2 miles). An engineered pavement section has not been determined. However, a pavement
section consisting of 3" asphaltic concrete over 6” aggregate base course is typical of arterial
roadways and was considered for this Alternative. The cost of this surfacing would be about 25%

to 35% greaterthan the proposed 8” gravel roadway.

Water spray of in-plant roads would offer some additional benefit. Water application frequency
would be less than for haul roads. Pavement of in-plant roads is unnecessary due to low travel
speeds inside the main gate and the short travel distances involved.
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Issue 21

EMPIRE Uy

Since 1950

Fermin Samorano
Rosemont Copper

P.O. Box 35130
Tucson, Arizona 85740

April 29, 2009

Re/Tier emissions

Dear Mr. Samorano

Please accept this letter regarding information on Tier information as it applies to Federal and
state compliance. Here the current and future off highway emissions requirements from the

EPA.

Engine Power Tier VYear CO HC NMHC+NOx NOx PM

kW =2 560 Tier1 2000 11.4(8.5) 1.3(1.0) - 9.2(6.9) 0.54(0.4)
(P2750)  riero 2006 35(26) - 6.4(4.8) - 0.2(0.15)

Tier 4 Emission Standards—Engines Up To 560 kW, g/kWh (g/bhp-hr)

Engine Power Year CO NMHC NMHC+NOx NOx PM
130 < kW < 560 2011- 3.5 0.19 - 0.40 0.02
(175 < hp < 750) 20144 (2.6) (0.14) (0.30) (o.015)

a - hand-startable, air-cooled, DI engines may be certified to Tier 2 standards through 2009 and
to an optional PM standard of 0.6 g/kWh starting in 2010

b - 0.4 g/kWh (Tier 2) if manufacturer complies with the 0.03 g/kWh standard from 2012

¢ - PM/CO: full compliance from 2012; NOx/HC: Option 1 (if banked Tier 2 credits used)—50%
engines must comply in 2012-2013; Option 2 (if no Tier 2 credits claimed)—25% engines must
comply in 2012-2014, with full compliance from 2014.12.31

d - PM/CO: full compliance from 2011; NOx/HC: 50% engines must comply in 2011-2013

Tier 4 Emission Standards—Engines Above 560 kW, g/kWh (g/bhp-hr)
2015 All engines except gensets 3.5(2.6) 0.19(0.14) 3.5(2.6) 0.04(0.03)

The entire fleet you are evaluating for purchase (see below) meets or exceeds the current EPA
* requirements.

793F (greater than 750 HP

D11T (850 HP)

D10T (580 HP)

D9T (410 HP)

16M (259 HP)

24M (533 HP)

844H (627 HP)



988H (501 HP)
385C (523 HP)

It is important to note that this is accomplished based on the actual emissions profile of all of the

Caterpillar equipment you are evaluating for purchase. None of these machines are utilizing flex
credits* which are available to some equipment manufacturers.

*Certain manufacturers can manufacture and sell equipment that does not meet {he EPA
requirements if they are ahead of the requirements in other horsepower ranges within their

equipment offerings. This is referred to a “flex credit” scenario. All of the Caterpillar equipment
RCC projects to use for this property is free of any flex credits.

Please do not hesitate to call if you should have any questions or need additional information

Sincerely,

Steve Maracigan
Mining Account Manager
Empire Southwest



Limit Mining Footprint to Fee Simple Lands or Patented Mining Claims

Alternative Presented

One or more members of the public or agency representatives have suggested that the EIS
should consider an alternative to the MPO Dry Stack Tailings Facility and the Waste Rock
Storage Area locations. Specifically, this alternative would limit the mining footprint to fee simple
lands or patented mining claims to protect the current USFS lands.

Alternative Evaluation

The largest contiguous parcel of land that could be assembled as an alternative location for the
waste rock and tailings facilities consists of a combination of both Patented Land and BLM land.
This area is located to the north and west of the Pit area and crosses a large natural ridge that
runs roughly north south. The boundary of this area is shown on Figure 1.

In order to evaluate the potential storage volume of this area, a geometric model was developed
by projecting the boundary lines up and back at a 3H:1V slope until they converged at a peak.
The total available volume for this alternative landform is 852 million cubic yards, as shown on
Figure 2. As the total combined volume for both tailings and waste rock materials is estimated to
be approximately 1.1 billion cubic yards, this site would not provide the required storage volume.

This volume calculation does not take into consideration other factors that would further reduce
the storage volume. The geometric shape of the model would have to be modified to be
constructible in the real world, with benches for haulage and water management channels. The
toe of the facility would have to be set back to allow for drainage and access at the property lines.

These factors would produce further reductions in the available volume that is already insufficient
by 248 million cubic yards.

Figures 3 & 4 provide oblique 3D views of the existing topography and the topography of the 3:1
alternative landform, respectively.

In conclusion, the alternative of locating the waste rock and tailings facilities on non USFS lands
is not feasible.
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Rosemont Copper Project

Alternative Mine Plan Elements
In Response to Issues Raised During Public Scoping
and for
Development of a Mitigated Alternative
for the
Rosemont Mine Plan of Operations




Alternative Mine Plan Elements
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Alternative Mine Plan Elements

Visual

As expressed in public comments and at meetings, the concerns about the visual resource appear to
relate more to conditions at closure rather than throughout the operating life of the facility. It was
proposed in the Mine Plan of Operations, and continues to be proposed by Rosemont, that reclamation
activities will take place throughout the life of operations beginning in the first year of operations. In
the mine plan, a prescriptive ridge and valley method of water management and surface treatment as
well as fairly monotonous surfaces was proposed. The proposed vegetation treatment for these
surfaces was a grassland, forbs, and shrub mixture that was uniformly applied throughout the landform.

The “Diverse Mosaic Reclamation Approach” (DMRA) that Rosemont now proposes would include
addition surface treatments, varying slope lengths, slope aspects, and slope angles with less prescriptive
water management techniques. Some of the additional cqnsidéfétldns include re-establishing drainage
areas that integrate talus slopes, rocky outcrops, trees, and riparian characteristics. While grasslands
with forbs and shrubs would be the predominant plant community, examples of the existing plant
communities would also be re-established at selected locations on site. These communities will include
agaves, trees, ocotillo, and shrubs, and will provide diversity to the visual IandScape.

Variations of the drainage vs. uplands areas will also be worked into the design su&i ih_at the

prescriptive ridge/valley considerations will be augmented by other treatments to provide a more
variable landform. ¢ :

As a separate action, the east access roadway has be’en‘ r'e_lp_cated tb keep it more hidden by the
surrounding hillsides. (See Appendix A)

Alternative DMRA

1. Increase slope diversity on the perimeter of the waste rock and tailings stockpile area
a. Vary the slope angles, aspects, and contours on the most visible slopes
*b. Align offslope dré_inégé management to approximate surrounding terrain
¢. Increase the diversity of landscape surface soil and vegetation texture
i. Vegetation types
ii. Tree and shrub mosaics
iii. Scree/talus slopes
iv. Rocky outcrop
2. Modify tails sequencing to build out Phase One Tailings prior to depositing tailings in the Phase
Two Tailings area
Realign the East Access Road to reduce overall footprint of mine facilities
4. Increase priority to establish vegetation on upper benches of pit highwall as soon as practicable

w

Mitigation Viewpoint program

1. Tree planting at selected locations near key observation points to enhance the viewshed

2. Provide alternative viewpoint(s) access on Rosemont Private Lands on the east side of Highway
83.



Alternative Mine Plan Elements

Transportation

The access road intersection of SR83 will be reviewed and updated in cooperation with Arizona
Department of Transportation (ADOT). Alternatives that will be provided for consideration will include a
divided pass-through lane that will allow traffic to by-pass the access road entrance and a dedicated

turn lane with an acceleration lane. This will provide an “Optimized Access Road Intersection” {(OARI)
alternative for consideration.

Carpooling plans and opportunities will also be examined and encouraged to eliminate to the extent
practicable the number of vehicles on the roadway. These activities will take the form of a “Park and
Ride Program,” (PARP) the details of which will be worked out as empléyees are hired. (See Tetra Tech,
Traffic Analysis Report, April 2009, delivered to the Forest Service on April 11, 2009.)

Alternative OARI and PARP

1. Optimized Access Road Intersection: Upgrade design of State Highway 83 and Rosemont Access
Road Intersection to optimize safety factors possible designs include

a.

b.

Divided highway pass-through lane
Dedicated turn lanes with an acceleration lane . -

2. Parkand Ride Program: Establish program for employee and construction Iabor carpooling with
off-site park and ride areas located in cooperatmg communmes such as:

a.

Paoo

Sahuarita

Corona de Tucson
Patagonia

Vail '
Sonoita

Mitigation "Off-slte Safety Upgrade

1. Prov:de design for two (2) truck turnouts a!ong Hughway 83

W

* Provide design for up to five school bus turnouts along Highway 83
Participate in establishing Park and Ride areas

Provide deslgn for Acceleratlon/DeceIeratlon lane for ADOT consideration



Alternative Mine Plan Elements

Plants and Animals

Diverse habitat is key to a diverse and stable plant and animal community. The creation or

improvement of a system of Sustainable Wildlife Water Sources (SWWS) at locations throughout the
Rosemont Ranch is improvements to a critical aspect in the Rosemont area.

The DMRA for vegetation will include a variety of landscape features that will encourage diverse plant
and animal habitats to develop. The overall use of the area will vary depending upon location, aspect,
elevation, etc. Agave will be salvaged and replanted to ensure their availability for nectivorous bats,
talus slopes will be created so moisture and debris will encourage the development of snail habitats in
selected areas, water management will target areas that will prqvide opportunities for leopard frog
habitat to develop, and ranching will continue in areas appropriate for livestock grazing.

Alternative SWWS and DMRA

1. Sustainable Wildlife Water Sources: Provide sustainable wildlife water sources at selected
locations during reclamation and closure of the Rosemont Mine Facilities.’

2. Diverse Mosaic Reclamation Approach Upgrade the Reclamatlon Plan wnth emphasis on wildlife,
native plants, and other priority species by identifying a habitat mosaic with areas targeted to:

a. Wildlife — vegetated travel corndors

b. Bats —agave

¢. Snails - talus slopes and seeps

d. Leopard frogs — perennial water sources R

e. Livestock ranching - '
Mitigation SWWS

1. Sustainable Wildlife Water Source Upgrade the Rosemont Ranch livestock water system with
goal of one sustainable wi!dl:fe water source ln each of the individual pastures under lease to
Rosemont.

2. Provide fenced livestock exclosures for hnghest value riparian habitat on Rosemont Ranch
private lands ‘
3. implement specified areas of of‘f-slte mitigation to meet permit conditions or stipulations of US
ACOE, US DOI FWS, BLM, and other cooperating agencies such as the AGFD
a. Identify and protect with fencing, that portion of the stock ponds in {eopard frog habitat
that would provnde protection for frog habitat within the pond area
b. Upgrade protection of selected bat habitat on Rosemont Ranch private lands



Alternative Mine Plan Elements

Recreation

The July 2007 Mine Plan of Operations included a description of forest road realignment, trail upgrade

and access road maintenance program. In response to public input, Rosemont proposes additional
recreation considerations as follows.

The Arizona Trail was aligned through the Rosemont Camp private ranching lands and has been re-
aligned to avoid this area. During operations, a portion of the Arizona Trail may need to be realigned to

avoid the toe of the dump area. This would provide an “Arizona Trail Interpretive Segment” (ATIS). (See
Appendix 8)

The East Access Road has been re-aligned where the roadway comes out of the Hidden Valley area. The

realignment provides opportunity for an ideal viewing location for the operational areas. (See Appendix
A) ‘

Rosemont has also committed to continue to work withih the Arizona Game and Fish Cooperative Land
Owner Program (CLOP) which will help ensure public access to private lands not affected by operations.

Alternative ATIS and CLOP

1. Arizona Trail Interpretive Segment. Arlzona Trail reallgnment (completed with Rosemont
contribution)
2. Realign east access route to facilitate viewmg of pro;ect site — provide an overlook
Realign west servtce road and utility corridor route to maintain recreational access
4. Adjust facility to. further increase distance from the Arizona Trail
a. Southeast corner of waste rock storage
b. Additional slope -toe ad]ustments for buffer zone along the southwestern edge
5. Provide water station for horses at the Los Colinas segment of the Arizona trail
6. C00perat|ve Land Owner Program: Commit to place west side private lands in the Game and
Fish cooperative land owner program where safety considerations permit

w

Mitigation “Offsite Trailhead Access”

1. Provide interpretive segment along the Arizona Trail (through a grant)

2. Public access or development covenants on private lands within forest boundaries where safety
permits :

3. Develop new recreational trallhead on the east side of SR 83
4, Complete additional Arizona Trail segment up to Sentinel Peak with an observation point



| DRAFT |

APPENDIX A
Access Road Relocation
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APPENDIX B
Arizona Trail Alignment
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Debby Kriegel /R3/USDAFS To tichute@msn.com, Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

07/26/2010 10:03 AM CCc Robert Lefevre/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Debby

Kriegel/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject Rosemont Mine: tree and shrub research needed for
reclamation

Terry and Mindee,

Bob Lefevre has reviewed Jeff Fehmi's reports, and has also made comments on what work is complete
and what is still needed. Please review the attached document.

Tom Furgason told me on Friday that he needs FS leadership to approve the scope of work and to tell
Rosemont that this work is needed. SWCA can then identify a person with the right background to
proceed.

Thanks.

Debby Kriegel
Landscape Architect
(520) 388-8427

—- Forwarded by Debby Kriegel/R3/USDAFS on 07/26/2010 09:47 AM —
Robert Lefevre /R3/USDAFS
cc

Subject trees and Shrubs Research needs for reclamation

Debby, | went through the document and highlighted those items that were not yet done in yellow and
those that | think are done or at least partially done enough to proceed in green. There are comments on
each bullet. | hope this is what you needed. Let me know.

Rosemont_Research_Trees_and_Shiubs_Scope_of_Work_Lefevre.docx

I have not received any comments from Craig in response to your question to him (in red near the bottom
of the first page). Have you?

Robert E. Lefevre

Forestry and Watershed Program Manager
Coronado National Forest

USDA Forest Service

520-388-8373



Scope of Work - Research on establishing trees and shrubs on the Rosemont Mine site
May 27, 2010

The purpose of this research is to develop a strategy for the success of trees and shrubs on reclaimed
lands in the proposed Rosemont Mine area (primarily the waste rock and tailings piles). The current
research on seeding is an excellent start, but reclamation also needs to include trees and shrubs

(including cacti) in order to more quickly stabilize the slopes and meet visual quality and other resource
goals.

Recommended Tasks

° hevrew previous revegetatlon research for establishing trees and shrubs on similar projects (i.e.,
mines or other large projects, similar vegetation types, similar elevation and climate, etc. ) One
contact should be Dr. John Harrington (joharrin@nmsu. edu)

Determine how fe-estabirshment of some Madrean Encinal habitat would benefit N-S and E-W
wildlife corridors and gene ﬂow for wildlife species. Coordmate this work with Larry Jones

! 15 Re\rlew studles of stock size and
transplant success. Determine the best plantmg methods (season, site prep, supplemental
moisture, etc.). Consider sa!vaging mature shrubs to develop off-site seed production blocks.

z
/

~

. [Determlnei whether there are speclf‘ ic species or groups of trees and shrubs best adapted tothe

different "growth medlums" planned for reclaimed areas. An example |f the growth medium
best for Agave survival is placed on slcpes which are not conducive to Agave survival, an

opportumty would be lost. At a later date, this information would be used to resolve what f

"growth medium" goes where -

- for both visual and plant growth needs. :

S LComment [rel1]: This has not been done

- -{ Comment [rel2]: Reviewed by Lefevre.Or. |

| r_Commm_t [rel8]: No clearing of grass or shrubs ]

e '{.Commqgt[mlﬁ]:.Thls'ii;s not been done. ]

Fehmi has used appropriate plants to mimic the
land. with the ption of trees, which are
rcurrnnuv notin the seed mix (and shouldn't be. We
would want to plant seedlings, not sow seeds.)
Brian Lindenlaub has probably not been contacted.

- -{ Comment [re13}: This has not been done ]

-| Comment [rel4]: This has been completed and a
‘version of it Is being used In the DEIS, i

: Cm‘nment[relS] Thisis not a task. Thisisa
_standard [ think we should use,

{ comment [rel6]: This is partially done through
the Ganerai Ecosystem Sumv review and table of

pected results development. Salvaging shrubs
~and/or trees has not been proposed asa mitieatbn
mealura as of 7/26/2010 :

Comment [rel7]: The practice of using native
plants is inferred in the mitigation proposed,

is anticipated in the proposed mitigation measures.
The only standards for invasives listed in the
mitigation measure is that they would be non-
perslstent. No determination for simultamous

| seeding and transplanting has been made.

Comment [rel10]: The'ti-eannenno!gmwm
muuures The ma}orlty of the growth media s not
topsoil, so stabilizing the stored material is the
primary task and is addressed in the mitigation
‘measures. True topsoil, with living organisms, is
limited compared ta the total, and do date no
| Provisions for special treatment have been made.




Comment [rel11]: This was started in the
greenhouse study and Is being continued in the field
studles. Recommendations are not out yet.

|

.- '| Comment [rel12]: Not done yet to my
knowledge.

* =~ { comment [rel13]: Not done yet.

reclamation standard). Consider the difference of transplant growth rate vs, naturally-occurring

growth rate
Evaluate whether native transplant plugs and topsoilislands would be beneficial o establishing. - - [ Commentireldl:hotoone yictomy
revegetation {including trees and shrubs) on reclaimed areas. Debby Kriegel can provide EDowisde

research papers on this topic.

determine where the needed plants can be obtained in the species, sizes, quantities, and __ - comment [rel15]: Not done yet.

appropriate time frame that would be necessary for varlous phases of reclamation. Options
could include salvaging from the site (or nearby), purchasing from local nurseries, contracting
propagation, or some combination. Contract propagation would require working with nurseries
early, especially be specific about seed sources and minimum stock parameters; determine
propagation protocols necessary to generate the stock types necessary for the reclamation.
Determine what is needed to collect, process, and storing native seed (for seeding and
propagation) in order to provide plants needed for revegetation throughout mine reclamation.

fProvidekdvraft_ and final written reports that address all of the above. . - { comment [rel16]: not done yet.
Coordinate, all work with the Coronado National Forest (Debby Kriegel, Craig Wilcox, and Larry - ( comment [rel17]: Not done yet. 7
Jones).



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

<ccoyle@swca.com>
CC "Tom Furgason” <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Melissa

07/10/2009 01:26 PM Reichard" <mreichard@swca.com>, "Robert Lefevre™
<rlefevre@fs.fed.us>, "Salek Shafiqullah"

bice

Subject RE: meeting to discuss specialist communication with
Bounds of Analysis

Hi Bev,

| believe I've already identified a couple areas of miscommunication and/or lack of communication that
contributed to the glitch.

First off, | was using the CNF’s Propozed IDT roster as a reference when | developed guidance to send to
the SWCA team members as to whorm their CNF rasource counterpart would be for seeking input on the
bounds of analysis. That docurnent idzntified Salek as the lead specialist for groundwater, surface water,
and soils:

Hydrogeology (Ground Water) Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah Dale Ortman
Hydrology (Surface Water) Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah Dale Ortman
Soils Hydrologist, Salek Shafiqullah Dale Ortman

| did not notice on the following page that Bob Lefevre was listed as lead for Clean Water Act Compliance.
| only showed him as lead for Air Quality in the guidance to our team (see attached 5-27 version, but note
that | have subsequently updated this file since that date to reflect recent adjustments in staffing).

My instructions to the SWCA team ware to first call or email their CNF counterparts to get a dialogue
going, then draft a narrative of the spatial and temporal bounds of analysis and send that to the CNF
specialist for input and approval. Only then were they to work with Lara Mitchell to have an appropriate
map created that reflected the approved spatial bounds. In my initial guidance | did not give specific
instructions that the maps also needed to be sent to the CNF for approval, though most people chose to
do so & | recommended doing so if anyone was unsure and called or emailed me about it.

On May 29, Dale Ortman submitted a draft memo of the water resources bounds of analysis to Salek,
Rion Bowers, and Chris Garrett. He received comments only from Rion and Chris. Because Jill Grams
was no longer available to work on soils, on June 7 Dale resubmitted the same water resources draft to
Salek along with draft bounds of analysis for soils. No comment was received, so on June 9 Dale
resubmitted the “final” documents to me, cc’ing Salek, Tom, Rion, and Chris, and letting us know he was
coordinating with Lara Mitchell on developing the maps for those two resources. On June 16 | emailed
Dale to inquire whether he had heard back from Salek, and he wrote to say he had received no response
on either the water or soils texis.

I've learned that Rion is out on vacation this week and next, so | can’t say whether he independently
submitted any text or figures and did not cc me. | know he had responded to Dale’s May 29 water
resources bounds memo and cc’d Salek, Chris Garrett and me with his comments. He had been quite
prompt in submitting the hazardous materials bounds of analysis to Eli Curiel on June 3, which Eli
approved on June 9.

Charles

From: Beverley A Everson [mailto:beverson@fs.fed.us]



Sant: Thursday, July 09, 2009 3:35 PM
To: Tom Furgason; Charles Coyle; Melissa Reichard; Robert Lefevre; Salek Shafiqullah; Melinda D Roth
Subject: meeting to discuss specialist communication with Bounds of Analysis

Charles,

Yesterday Bob Lefevre and Salek brought to my attention that they had only recently received some
information from SWCA that was necessary for their Bounds of Anaylis reveiws. Apparently there was
some breakdown in communication with transmission of the needed information. I've asked that the four
of us meet next Wednesday at 8:00 to talk about the issue and stratagize to facilitate better
communication between FS and SWCA specialists in the future. Tom and | discussed the meeting time

and date, and it sounds like you're available to join us by teleconference next Wednesday at 8:00.
Salek, | need to confirm your availability also. The plan is to meet in 6V6.

Bev

Beverley A. Everson

Forest Geologist

Coronado National Forest

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

Voice: 520-388-8428 i

Fax: 520-388-8305 Chapter 3 Sections and Assignments 5-27-03.doc



"Melissa Reichard " To "Tom Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A
<mreichard @swca.com> Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, <mroth@fs.fed.us>,

07/07/2009 11:17 AM "Teresa Ciapusci" <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>
cc

bce

Subject Theme tracking summary with Final Direction-Mel's Draft

Let me know if there are any changes that you would like made .
Thanks!

Mel Theme tracking summary with Final Direction.«ls



[ Theme #

"~ Theme

Category Notes
Mine may contribute to
12 CC climate change Sig. Theme with No Issue
17 |FM Increased risk of wildfire Sig. Theme with No Issue
Just had rationale to make it a Not Significant but E &
27 LG Degradation of Rangeland [N are siting it as included
Explosives Storage and
51 PHS Handling Not Sig. but C is siting it as included
59 Rip National Conservation Area Sig. Theme with No Issue
61 Socio Local Economic Activity Sig. Theme with No Issue
Vegetation Moisture Just had rationale to make it a Not Significant but N is
80 Veg Availability siting it as included
Reclamation Timeline and
86 VBM Persistence of Impacts Sig. Theme with No Issue
Consistency with Federal,
State, and Local Visual
Resource Management Just had rationale to make it a Not Significant but O is
88 VRM Objectives for the Area siting it as included
Groundwater Depletion in the [Just had rationale to make it a Not Significant but N is
89 WR Mine Area siting it as included
Just had rationale to make it a Not Significant but Q is
92 WR Potential Pit Lake siting it as included
Loss of Recharge in the Mine [Just had rationale to make it a Not Significant but N is
93 |WR Area siting it as included ]
Surface and Storm Water  [Just had rationale to make it a Not Significant but R is
94 WR Control siting it as included
97 WR Mine Water Supply Pipeline _[Sig. Theme with No Issue
Alternative Mine Water
100 |WR Supply Sig. Theme with No Issue
Loss of Wilderness S sites this as included, but | suspect that 100 is
101 |Wild Characteristics intended
|Impacts to Other Sensitive  [Just had rationale to make it a Not Significant but N &
105 |WH Areas in the Vicinity T is siting it as included




Kathy Arnold T
<karnold @rosemontcopper .c
om>

o

Melissa Reichard <mreichard@swca.com>

cc Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>, Melinda
D Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "tciapusci@fs.fed.us"

12/03/2009 10:37 AM <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason
bce

Subject Re: Rosemont GIS files

Melissa -
I want to be sure the GIS files remain in context for the reporting. The alternatives that were generated
at Tetra Tech will be available on a disk for you today.

| am requesting the consultants provide list of all GIS layers available on a per report basis so that | can
provide the Forest Service, ACOE, BLM, and SWCA with the appropriate information necessary to
prepare the EIS documents and perform analysis. We will provide a list of the information available and
be prepared to answer your questions (and possibly provide electronic information) on a per request
basis. As | have stated before | am concerned with sharing electronic information that will be packaged
up and handed out to the state and local governments (those regulatory agencies that have permitting
authorities can request information specific to their permits through appropriate channels). | remain
concerned that electronic information, once turned over to others, becomes subject to change or
misinterpretation if it is not in the context provided by the reports and not accompanied by the
appropriate legends, footnotes, titles, etc.

Regards,
Kathy

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

karnold @ rosemontcopper.com

e

Fhanyn s e

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

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

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

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

From: Melissa Reichard <mreichard @swca.com>

Date: Mon, 23 Nov 2009 16:44:30 -0600

To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, Melinda D Roth <mroth@fs.fed.us>, <
tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com>

Cc: Jamie Sturgess <jsturgess@augustaresource.com>

Subject: RE: Rosemont GIS files




Kathy-

I understand your concern. You are correct about the Cooperators requesting this type of data. To my
knowledge, the Forest will be receiving an index of the data that we have. We also have been, to date,
the ones actually constructing any data layers and maps. So, | believe- at least initially- we will be the
ones housing it on a secure server with very limited access. After we receive the data, index it and
organize it, we will be utilizing it for the analysis in various draft/deliberative forms.

For the record- | understand that | need to capture all the GIS data when the DEIS is released to
document available information at the time and then again at the release of the FEIS. | do not believe it
will be in the record until those times.

As far as when, how and what the data will be released to Cooperators, we would need to refer to
Mindee, TA or Reta.

I have heard back from Jim Davis at Montgomery and he is working on compiling data for me . | will alert
him to run things by you first before my pick up.

Thanks!

Melissa

“Science is organized knowledge. Wisdom is organized life." -Immanuel Kant

From: Kathy Arnold [mailto:karnold@rosemontcopper.com]

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2009 3:31 PM

To: Melissa Reichard; Melinda D Roth; tciapusci@fs.fed.us; Tom Furgason
Cc: Jamie Sturgess

Subject: Re: Rosemont GIS files

Melissa-
We have been hesitant to turn over GIS files for materials because the Forest has been asked by the
cooperators to give them any GIS files developed. Because of the state sunshine rules, some of your

cooperators may feel obliged to share the layers which we are concerned would end up publically
disseminated without context.

What is the intent of gathering additional GIS information? Where will this be used/housed/etc.?
Because we have some items that have not been submitted to the Forest yet, | will need to review
everything prior to my consultants pulling that information together ~ | will do my best to be sure we
make your Dec. 3 deadline but | would like to know what the parameters are first,

Thanks -

Kathy

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

karnold@rosemontcopper.com
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Rosemont Copper Company
P.0.Box 35130 | Tucson, AZ 85740-5130

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

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

please delete all copies and notify us inmediately.

From: Melissa Reichard <mreichard @swca.com>

Date: Mon, 23 Nov 2009 13:16:21 -0600

To: Katherine Arnold <karnold@rosemontcopper.com>, <mroth @fs.fed.us>

Cc: Brian Lindenlaub <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>, Hale Barter <
hbarter@elmontgomery.com>, Jamie Joggerst <jamie.joggerst@tetratech.com>, Jaime Wood <
jwood@epgaz.com>, Teresa Ann Ciapusci <tciapusci@fs.fed.us>, Tom Furgason <tfurgason@swca.com
>, <droth@m3eng.com>, <derek.whittwer@amec.com>

Subject: Rosemont GIS files

Hi Ladies-

We have recently received the assignment to gather ALL GIS data for the EIS. | need everyone to bundle
up ALL GIS data files that you have- even if you may have already sent some. | would like ALL the files
you have, so we can be sure that nothing gets missed. Knowing that these files can be extremely large, |
would like them in a tangible form (i.e. DVD or external hard drive).

I’'m sure that everyone is aware of our newly published, extremely tight, deadline for the DEIS.
Therefore, 1 will be collecting these next Thursday morning- December 3rd . | plan on driving to all
necessary locations to pick these up for you. If you have them done ahead of time, | can make other
arrangements. | am also happy to help in any way I can to make this happen. The point being, that |

need to make this happen in short order. So, please let me know if you encounter any obstacles that
require my help.

This is the current list of companies/agencies that | have thought of to respond to this request:
Montgomery & Assoc
TetraTech

Rosemont Copper
Westland

AEC

Stantec

AMEC

M3

EPG

Forest Service

Pima County



I have tried to include all the necessary contacts, but there are a few that | didn’t have contact

information for. So, please look at the distribution and forward this on to whomever necessary and cc
me.

I appreciate all of your attention and time on this task- especially in the Holiday season.

Melissa Reichard
Frczjcct Administrator

SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street
Tucson, Arizona 85701

(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax
Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

“"Man's mind, once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions." -Oliver Wendell Holmes
Y 8



*Jonathan Rigg" To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, <beverscn@fs.fed.us>
<jrigg@swca.com>

05/05/2010 08:53 AM
bee

Subject MPO analysis and outline test

Mindee and Bev,

After digesting yesterday’s meeting last night it has become clear that the document SWCA is putting

effort into submitting on May 7 will not meet the updated needs of the FS. These needs, as discussed
on Friday, and again yesterday, are:

1) supply a revised MPO description per the new EIS outline provided by Rochelle Desser,
2) apply the recently approved issues and units to measure to the analysis of resource’s
Environmental Consequences sections for the MPO

'3)  try on the new outline to find any issues that may arise by its implementation
4) highlight data gaps, pending report finalizations, etc.

The critical path for SWCA to produce a document that will meet these needs is to reformat Chapters 2
and 3 per the new outline, however, we only received verbal approval of the outline on Monday, May 3

d

, after hearing that Reta did not have any major concerns about the outline. Implementing the revised
outline is critical not only because needs 1 and 3 are directly reliant upon its implementation, but a
revised Affected Environment section is necessary to support need 2.

During our discussion at the meeting yesterday, it became apparent to you that what we are putting

together for May 7 isnot going to be a document that is of enough value for a detailed review and
commenting, predominantly because we do not have enough time to revise Chapter 3 per the new
outline. My call to Mindee after the meeting was intended to express concern over the level of effort
we are expending for what will ultimately be a document that gets shelved because what the FS really
needs is a revised Chapter 2 and 3. In the spirit of efficiency, | strongly suggest that we regroup and
focus our energy on supplying the FS with a document that will meet these needs and be of enough

value that the FS will review and provide comments. What | propose is: Yo amme WM
A M

/ b~ W .
Chapter 2: MPO description revised per the new outline with Figures: May 21 'M : ’/B'wi
Li and Ber 2t ?'#‘T"#”yf‘j"’/ﬂﬁo gm‘dz"“‘ N « Men M
ist of data gaps and pending information’ needs frém ‘our resource’specialists: May 21 y
Chapter 3: Two completed resource sections per the new outline- Groundwater (very complex), and
th -~ \
Livestock/Grazing (relatively simple)- with figures: May 28  — M-ny m@é M/ s . M%s ?

These two submittals will meet the above-listed needs of the FS, are a realistic time frame for producing

a quality product to address these needs (rather than a reaction to Kathy’s management methods

lecture in a meeting), and will be an efficient use of SWCA and FS effort in determining the final

template for the EIS. Please give me a call to discuss. If you agree, | would like to change direction and

focus our team towards these goals right away. :§

Best,

Pk o wihec vrad” dpe. a0 o 4o M?ﬁ%7‘4?'§

g DL R Losnr it fame e, o W/M%?‘/m;éi



Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS To mreichard@swca.com, tfurgason@swca.com

12/09/2009 07:56 AM cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject Rosemont Scoping Report #3 (draft)

Attached is my latest draft of Scoping Report #3, it continues from the draft Melissa and | jointly worked on
in September.

Note -

1) We previously agreed to not wordsmith pages 1-4.25 since they are what was used in Reports # 1
and#2.

2) Pages 4.25-14 | tried to spell out what the IDT had done. Yes it is tedious with lots of tables. | realize
many readers may not want to read them, but for those who really want or need to know what we did | felt
it was important to cover in such detail. Some earlier thoughts were to appendix such, but on further
consideration | do not advocate such.

) SWCA, please review pages 4.25-14 closely. Look at my comments. See what Appendix items are

referred to. Note that | also will need help defining the lists for the buckets other than the significant
Tssues. Melisssa, we can catch up by phone or other this afternoon to discuss content and scheduling
4) FS, You are welcome to review pages 4.25-14 for accuracy, but | am not interested in word smithing.

2009 12 REtas edits to after lssues recomended 2005 09 24 Melissa Friday SR3_092403_MR.doc

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervi : -
e ord, Deputy Forest Supervisor y 90 ' /{/'Z .4{26 JIS (/’ld"é

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest

300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701 w /’ 3"/‘%«2,, ) W ? - ;W
! 4

Phone: 520-388-8307 (office), 505-452-7557 (cell) Ry '

Fax  520-388-8305 4 gedieme

Email: rlaford@fs.fed.us




.

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL " To "Hattenbach, Steve"

<Marjorie .E.Blaine@usace.ar <STEVE.HATTENBACH@OGC.USDA.GOV>, "Melinda D
my.mil> Roth” <mroth@fs.fed.us>
07/21/2010 04:29 PM ¢c “Brian Lindenlaub” <blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>,

"Reta Laford” <rlaford@fs.fed.us>, “Tom Furgason®
<tfurgason@swca.com>
bee

Subject RE: Rosemont

Mr. Hattenbach

Thank you very much....considering your caseload and possible court schedule,
on which of those days would you be most likely to remain available?

Marjorie

Assist us in better serving you!

You are invited to complete our customer survey, located at the following
link: http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html

Note: If the link is not active, copy and paste it into your internet
browser.

----- Original Message-----

From: Hattenbach, Steve [mailto:STEVE.HATTENBACHQOGC.USDA.GOV]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 3:45 PM

To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL; Melinda D Roth

Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Reta Laford; Tom Furgason

Subject: RE: Rosemont

I am currently available on August 3rd 1 p.m. Mountain Time or later, and all
day the 4th and Sth.

Steve Hattenbach

USDA, OGC

P.0O. Box 586

Albuquerque, NM 87103-0586
phone (505) 248-6020

fax (505) 248-6013

This communication and any attachments may be attorney-client privileged and
confidential and are intended only for the use of the individual or entity
named above. If you have received this communication in error, please
immediately destroy it and notify the sender.

————— Original Message-----

From: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL [mailto:Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 4:40 PM

To: Melinda D Roth

Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Reta Laford; Tom Furgason; Hattenbach, Steve
Subject: RE: Rosemont

Mindee:

Thank you. We'd like to keep it simple. So I just need the date and time in
those three days that is best for him and our attorneys will work that into
their schedules since Mr. Hattenbach has more constraints. Once he gives us
that, then we'll set up a conference call-in number for him. As far as
prework, if you all want to brief him, that's fine but our attorneys are



aware of the issues. Participants would be three of us and hopefully just a
few of you like Mr. Hattenbach, you, and Reta. I'll set up the topics/agenda
once we have the date. So all I need from you/him is the date and time on
one of those days that is the most convenient for him. I am expecting this
will take no more than an hour at the most.

Thank you!

Marjorie

Assist us in better serving you!

You are invited to complete our customer survey, located at the following
link: http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html

Note: If the link is not active, copy and paste it into your internet
browser.

----- Original Message-----

From: Melinda D Roth [mailto:mroth@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 3:36 PM

To: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL

Cc: Brian Lindenlaub; Reta Laford; Tom Furgason;
STEVE.HATTENBACHROGC .USDA. GOV

Subject: Re: Rosemont

Right now, Steve Hattenbach, our OGC attorney in Albuquerque, is available
August 3, 4, or 5, although he has a heavy caseload and is expecting court
schedules to start filling in over the next 2 weeks. It might be best to put
the attorneys in direct communications to work out the schedule, logistics,
prework, participants, topics, agenda, etc.

Mindee Roth

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

(520) 388-8319

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

"Blaine, Marjorie E SPL" <Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil>

07/21/2010 11:54 AM To

"Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us> cc "Tom
Furgason" <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Brian Lindenlaub"
<blindenlaub@westlandresources.com>

Subject

Rosemont

Mindee and Reta
I left messages for you both but will send you a quick email.

I met with our attorneys this morning. Our chief attorney is a NEPA and a



takings expert and our regulatory attorney is a NEPA and regulatory expert.
They contend that NEPA requires the USFS to look at offsite
alternatives....NEPA does not get into takings. So while your decision in
the end "might" be limited by takings considerations, NEPA still requires you
to look at the full array of alternatives including the alternative mineral
resources proximal to the Rosemont ore body and other offsite alternatives.
They would be most happy to have this discussion with your attorneys and

wonder if we can schedule this for either August 3, 4, or 5th...a telecon is
probably the best.

To that end, they have advised me that, until this is settled and agreed

upon, we cannot participate in any meetings regarding mitigation, etec. so I
will not be in the call today.

Finally, I did a quick look at the revision of Chp 1 and find it to be really
problematic as did our attorney. I will be giving you comments but your
purpose and need are still very unclear and our comments were not

appropriately incorporated. Again, I'll provide you our detailed comments
next week as promised.

I look forward to your call or email confirming one of those dates for our
attorneys and us to meet.

Thank you very much.

Marjorie Blaine

Senior Project Manager/Biologist

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Tucson Project Office, Regulatory Division

5205 E. Comanche Street

Tucson, AZ 85707

(520)584-1684 (phone)

(520)584-1690 (fax)

Assist us in better serving you!

You are invited to complete our customer survey, located at the following
link: http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html
<http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html>

Note: If the link is not active, copy and paste it into your internet
browser.
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HEAD OFFICE

§ 4 ROSEMONT COPPER  Zlammasiy e
S S TEL: (303) 300 0134

FAX: (303) 300 0135
WEB: www.rosemontcopper.com

“Tucson, AZ 85701

Raraived

March 25, 2010 E AR 29 2010

. Coronaao Naticns “arest

o arpem e

J—

Coronado National Forest

Supervisor's Office

Attn: Jeanine Derby, Forest Supervisor
300 W. Congress St.

Tucson, AZ 85701

RE: Rosemont Mine Plan of Operations (“MPO”) Alternatives Analysis

Dear Jeanine:

In accordance with the terms and conditions of the Memorandum of
Understanding (“MOU”) between the Coronado National Forest (“Forest Service” or
“Service”) and Rosemont Copper Company, Inc. (“Rosemont”), Rosemont submits the
following comments on the various alternatives to the proposed MPO currently under
consideration by one or more of the cooperating agencies. These comments are being
provided to the Service in the same spirit of cooperation under which the MOU was
negotiated. We hope the information contained in this letter is helpful to the Service in
focusing its alternatives selection.

Under the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), the purpose of and need
for the proposed action are used to define the range of alternatives analyzed in an
environmental impact statement (“EIS”). Because this is an externally driven NEPA
process, Rosemont’s MPO is the proposed action. The Service’s stated purpose for the
NEPA process “is to grant permission to the Company to use NFS land for certain
activities related to operation of the Rosemont Mine.” See Notice of Intent, 73 Fed. Reg.
13527 (Mar. 13, 2008). The agency’s need for action is “based on statutes and policy
that govern mining on NFS land.” Id  The decision the Service will make, after
fulfilling its NEPA requirements, will be to implement the proposed MPO and such
mitigation as necessary to avoid adverse impacts or to implement an alternative to the
MPO along with associated mitigation using the no-action alternative as a baseline for
impacts. Id. :



Ms. Jeanine Derby
March 25, 2010
Page 2

There are related purposes and needs for the proposed action that are more
specific to the development of Rosemont’s ore reserves within the Rosemont/Helvetia
mining district.! When there is an externally driven proposed action, the proponent’s
related ‘purposes and needs are not only relevant to the development and analysis of
alternatives; they must be acknowledged and taken into account under a “hard look”
standard. Perhaps more importantly, in selecting alternatives, the Service should consider
the mandates of Congress set forth in the statutes such as the Federal Mining and
Minerals Policy Act (i.e., to “. . . foster and encourage private enterprise in the (1)
development of economically sound and stable domestic mining . . . industries.”).

We recognize the challenge presented for the Service, in particular for the
interdisciplinary team (“ID Team”), in sorting through the expansive comments received
during the broad ranging scoping effort where no limitations were placed on the
generation of ideas for alternatives to the MPO. At this point in the NEPA process,
however, the specific task at hand for the ID Team is to analyze alternatives to the MPO
necessary to permit a reasoned choice of the preferred alternative. (40 CFR 1502.14) (see
Question 1b, CEQ, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Regulations,
March 23, 1981). Only those alternatives that are reasonable are worthy of further
exploration and objective evaluation in the NEPA process. Id.; see also MOU (Section
D, Paragraph 15). “Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible
from the technical and economic standpoint and using common sense rather than simply
desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.” (emphasis added) (Question 2a, CEQ,
Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Regulations, March 23, 1981).

Additional guidance for alternatives selection is present in the Service’s
regulations implementing NEPA and in the terms of the MOU. The Service’s recently
adopted NEPA regulations provide:

“[t]he EIS shall document the examination of reasonable alternatives to
the proposed action. An alternative should meet the purpose and need
and address one or more significant issues related to the proposed
action.” 36 CFR 220.5(e).

1 These include the construction of facilities to mine and process sulfide and oxide ore for the commercial
production of copper and other economically recoverable minerals in a manner consistent with federal
mining law and applicable environmental standards. The local, regional, and national economic and
strategic needs related to this purpose are significant. The intended development will provide a domestic
source of minerals (primarily copper) to meet the industrial, security and strategic needs of the nation
consistent with the Federal Mining and Minerals Policy Act (84 Stat. 1876; 30 U.S.C. § 21(a)) and the
Domestic Minerals Program Extension Act of 1953 (50 USC § 2181). Further, the development of the
mine will provide high-paying job opportunities to Pima County and local community residents with
indirect benefits that will reach other sectors of the sub-regional economy including diversifying the
employment and tax base. Additional benefit will also be derived through implementation of conservation
projects that will ensure the long-term preservation of heritage ranching operations. Finally, taxable profits
from the project will fulfill the needs of national and state income tax base.
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The word “should” in this regulation is given particular import in light of the Service’s
response to comments in the final rulemaking. Specifically, one commentator to this
regulation objected to the use of the word “should” in the proposed rule and the Service
responded that “should” was expressly left in the final regulation because it “provides
focus for the development and design of alternatives and continues to allow for

reasonable variations, which encompass a reasonable range.” See 73 Fed. Reg. 43084-
43099, 43090 (July 24, 2008).

Further, in Section D, Paragraph 19 of the MOU, the Service committed to
Rosemont that it would “endeavor to foster cooperation among other relevant agencies
and to integrate NEPA requirements with other environmental review and consultation
requirements in order to avoid, to the fullest extent possible, duplication of efforts by
such agencies (40 CFR 1500.5(b)(g) and (h), 1501.2(d)(2), 1506.2).” This type of
cooperation among agencies is expected in any NEPA process. Thus, the alternatives
analysis being undertaken by the Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps™) and the Bureau of
Land Management (“BLM”) on related actions within their regulatory purview as
cooperating agencies are important considerations in this process. For example, the
Corps (in issuing the necessary §404 permit) will evaluate practicable alternatives to
proposed discharges to jurisdictional waters of the United States which will have less
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as those alternative do not have other
significant adverse environmental consequences. See 40 C.F.R. §230.10(a). This
decision-making standard varies somewhat from that of the Service and we continue to
encourage close coordination among the cooperating agencies to increase NEPA
efficiency.

In summary, the standards of reasonableness (practicality and feasibility from a
technical and economic standpoint) and meeting the purpose and need for the action
necessarily guide the development and subsequent analysis of alternatives. Rosemont
submits there are currently four alternatives under consideration by the Service that meet
the standards identified above and that warrant more detailed evaluation. These
alternatives include: the MPO, Barrel Waste and McCleary Tailings, the Barrel Canyon
Waste/Tailing and the no-action alternative. With the obvious exception of the no-action
alternative, each of the aforementioned alternatives is practical and feasible and has the
following attributes:

o the placement of all material in the Barrel Canyon drainage;

o the containment and confinement of surface drainage allowing optimal
surface and groundwater monitoring controls;

e screening of the pit and facilities from view to the maximum extent
possible;
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* optimization of energy utilization, haul distances and resource recovery,
and

* Rosemont’s private lands being utilized for their intended purposes.

In contrast, there are certain other alternatives under consideration that fail to
meet one or more of the legal standards set forth above. In addition, these other
alternatives fail to meet the commitment Rosemont made to answer the demand for
copper while meeting the most progressive environmental standards. This commitment
by Rosemont guided the development of the MPO, in which the mine footprint was
minimized, haul distances were optimized to limit energy utilization and air quality

impacts, visual impacts were limited, and early reclamation was promoted as a
requirement.

For the reasons identified below, we submit that the following alternatives should
be classified as “Alternatives Considered but Rejected" from further consideration.

A. Barrel Waste Rock - Sycamore Tailing

This alternative is not reasonable because it is not practical or feasible from a
technical or economic standpoint. The cost of this alternative is approximately
$475,000,000 over the life of the mine above other alternatives due to increased energy
utilization; conveyor/haul distances, miles of uphill transport and quarrying material on-
site for buttress materials. These costs have been documented by substantial evaluation
undertaken by Rosemont and submitted to the Service via Memorandum to Bev Everson
dated September 25, 2009. This additional cost is compared to an overall cost of
approximately $890,000,000 to construct the mine.

In addition, there are important resource considerations that warrant the exclusion
of this alternative:

o the placement of material in Sycamore Canyon involves a major ridge
crossing and would increase the footprint disturbance associated with the
mine because a new rock quarry would need to be developed on the west
side of the ridgeline for buttress material;

o the towering downstream slope of any Sycamore tailing stack would be
visible day and night (due to lighting requirements for operational reasons)
from 1-10 and I-19 to much of Tucson, Green Valley, Sahuarita and
Corona de Tucson; and

e the placement of tailings material in Sycamore Canyon would eliminate
construction of the northeastern perimeter buttress, and would allow a
direct line of sight from Scenic Highway 83 straight into the mill and pit
facilities and most importantly, preclude concurrent reclamation. ©
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B. Barrel Waste Rock- Scholefield Tailing’

This alternative is not practical or feasible from a technical or economic
standpoint either. The cost for this alternative is in excess of $175,000,000 over and
above other more reasonable alternatives due to increased energy utilization and
conveyor distances to Scholefield Canyon.> This cost excludes an itemization of the
additional haulage costs for buttress material placement which is estimated to be between

$85,000,000 and $90,000,000.* Other considerations weighing against implementation of
this alternafive include:

e the impact to higher value riparian and core biological habitat under this
alternative by placing most of the material in areas identified under the
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan as High Value Biological Core habitat;

o the tailing material would be visible from many more areas to the north
and south due to towering down-steam slope on the tailing and waste rock
stacks impacting our Hilton Ranch Road neighbors, among others;

o the placement of the material would allow a direct line of sight from
scenic Highway 83 into the mill and pit facilities; and

e the placement of material in Scholefield Canyon would impact
Rosemont’s Hidden Valley ranch property in a manner that would
foreclose current and future intended uses for reducing impacts, such as
for ranching and reclamation.

C. Upper McCleary Waste Rock — Scholefield Tailing

This alternative is not practical or feasible from a technical or economic
standpoint. Implementation of this alternative would require entry into a new drainage
north of the Barrel Canyon drainage necessitating a minor ridge crossing. The cost for
this alternative is in excess of $400,000,000 over and above more reasonable alternatives
due to increased energy utilization, conveyor distances and uphill haul distances to
Scholefield Canyon. This economic cost of implementing this alternative as compared to
the overall construction of the mine alone of $890,000,000 should eliminate this
alternative. From a technical perspective, the placement of waste rock above the mill
facilities is less than desirable. Finally, this alternative suffers from all of the resource
and visibility concerns set forth in Section B above.

2 We believe this alternative is being proposed by the Corps, not the Service.

* This cost was also documented in the memorandum Rosemont submitted to the Service (Ms. Bev
Everson) dated September 25, 2009. Rosemont has encouraged review and validation of these estimates by
the Service and is willing to provide any documentation necessary for such effort.

4 This additional cost was not included in the September 25, 2009 memorandum to the Service.
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D. Smaller Pit — Avoid Wasp Canyon

This alternative has been advanced by the Corps and would leave almost 25% of
the mineral resource undeveloped in order to avoid mining in the seasonal wash known as
Wasp Canyon. The selection of this alternative would shorten the life of the mine by
eliminating the final mining phase and does little to reduce the footprint of the overall
project. From a practical and technical perspective, the voiding of mining rights for
sulfide ore mining would seriously impact the economics of the project. In addition, the
proximity of Wasp Canyon to the pit raises substantial geotechnical and safety concerns
about pit wall stability. From a resource standpoint, the Wasp Canyon drainage would
still become isolated from downstream receiving waters by construction of the waste rock
facility. Being bounded by a waste rock dump and the pit would seriously isolate the
hydrologic and biologic functions of the canyon. Any benefit would be superficial.

E. Pit Back Fill

This alternative, advanced by Pima County, utilizes Forest land for temporary '

storage of material in combination with continuous backfill into the open pit;
simultaneously mining and progressively filling the pit with waste rock, spoils and
overburden generated from mining. This alternative is not practical or feasible from
either a technical or economic perspective. Due to basic geology, it is not technically
possible to dig and fill the Rosemont mine at the same time. Representatives of Arizona

_Department of Environmental Quality have expressed their preference for maintaining a
hydrologic sink in the pit following completion of mining, which is incompatible with
backfilling.

From a technical perspective, waste rock and dry stack material cannot be
concurrently “back filled” into the open pit due to the geometry of the operations.
Material is removed in stripping phases which means the open pit continually widens and
deepens over time to maintain a constant ore to waste ratio for constant delivery of
sulfide ore to the process plant until the ultimate pit boundary is reached. Further, 20% to
30% of the material would not fit back into the pit due to swelling of the rock from
mining and would have to be placed on top of the pit area or placed in another location
for reclamation. From a resource standpoint, this alternative does nothing to reduce
impacts and would only add negative impacts such as resource consumption in the form
of fuels, significantly increased air impacts caused by the re-handling of tailings,
additional cost, and related impacts to stormwater, soils, cultural, and other resources due
to mining an area outside of the planned pit. While it may result in a smaller footprint
overall, a large portion of the area will have to be cleared for temporary storage of the
materials and concurrent reclamation is precluded under this alternative. In other words,
implementing this alternative would double the amount of fuel, emissions, power and
equipment required to operate the mine (i.e., crushers, conveyor belts, trucks, shovels)
along with the mine life while making the project economics unfeasible.

- ra co—
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F. Extended Barrel Expanded Landforming Alternative

This alternative, which is a refinement of the original Barrel Only Alternative
advanc.:e'd by the Service, utilizes almost all of Barrel Canyon for placement of waste rock
and tailings. The "refinement" is an expansion of those facilities that uses landforming

techniques to shape the Barrel Only Alternative. Rosemont Copper has serious technical
objections to this alternative as it currently exists:

The alternative buries the plant site (with waste rock/tailings facilities

cover) the operations buildings, the process water pond, and the tailings
filter plant.

This alternative needlessly buries a culturally significant site, including a
ball court and village area.

The waste rock/tailings abuts the roadway and leaves no room for right-of-
ways or the Arizona Trail under this alternative.

Stormwater is shed into drainages outside of the Barrel Canyon area
without control of the hydrologic impacts.

The alternative causes the facility to be moved closer to a neighborhood in
the area, countering efforts to maintain a setback for air, noise, lights, and
safety.

The facility outlines for this alternative did not take into consideration the
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Biological Core Areas.

-
The facility design contains no accommodation for the heap leach facility
and other oxide ore processing facilities. Access and facility features
critical to constructability must be accommodated.

The facility design contains no accommodation for access to tailings
facilities or the construction requirements required for placement of the
tailings.

The facility design does not contain functional haulage road systems,
construction access, or perimeter access that will be required for
operations. There is also no post-closure access for recreation, livestock,

drainage maintenance, or the option to manage stormwater in the pit if
desired.
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* The design includes a drain at a 5% slope that runs down the middle of the
facility without the associated, and necessary, calculations for
sedimentation, stormwater flow assessments, or other basic engineering
principals. Under the proposed alternative, there is no option for meeting
stormwater quality requirements for sediment.

Finally, it appears that the entire footprint will need to be raised for
constructability and capacity and that the “ridge” that is shown was not specified using a
standard of constructability that is necessary. As presented, Rosemont does not believe
this option is appropriate for further analysis.

In closing, we encourage the ID Team to focus on those alternatives that are
consistent with federal regulations, the purpose and need of the proposed action, and
CEQ guidance. Specifically, any alternative that is not technically and economically
practical and feasible should be documented in the process as "Alternatives Considered
but Rejected" from further consideration because they are impractical and unreasonable
from a technical and economic standpoint. The selection of any of the unreasonable
alternatives enumerated directly impact the economic viability of the project and
ultimately Rosemont's ability to finance the project. Rosemont’s objection to these
alternatives, however, is not measurable solely as a function of impact to the bottom line
profit. Rosemont has already committed to mitigation measures on the order of
$100,000,000 to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts from the mine. While the
selection of any of the objectionable (unreasonable) alternatives would result in the 2
project feasibility no longer being demonstrated, at the same time, none of these proposed :
unreasonable alternatives present superior choices from a critical resource protectioni
standpoint or in minimizing the overall impact of the mine. |

Rosemont appreciates the Service’s consideration of our comments. We look
forward to continuing to work with the Service in finalizing the list of alternatives by the
end of this month (March 2010), which is generally in keeping with our current MOU
schedule. If we can provide any additional information that may assist the Service with
its analysis and consideration of possible hybrid alternatives, please let us know as soon
as possible. To the extent new or hybrid alternatives are identified in this final analysis

period, Rosemont reserves the right to comment on those alternatives once sufficient
information is available.

TR

Best regards, @

ROSEMONT COPPER COMPANY
Do
SN
Jamie Sturgess

Vice President
Sustainable Development



Terry’s Suggested Changes to Chapter 3 Outline
Intreduction
Issues, Cause and Effect Relationships of Concern
Analysis Methodology, Assumptions, Uncertain and Unknown Information
Affected Environment
Relevant Laws, Regulations, Policies and Plans
Federal
State
Local
Existing Conditions
Environmental Consequences
Direct and Indirect Effects to Each Alternative
Alternative 1 — No Action
Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives
Alt 2
Alt3
Alt4
Alt 5
Cumulative Effects
Mitigation Effectiveness and Remaining Effects

Irretrievable and Irreversible Commitment of Resources



Reta Laford/R3/USDAFS To mreichard@swca.com, tfurgason@swca.com

12/09/2009 07:56 AM cc Melinda D Roth/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Beverley A
Everson/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Reta
Laford/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES
bce

Subject Rosemont Scoping Report #3 (draft)

Attached is my latest draft of Scoping Report #3, it continues from the draft Melissa and | jointly worked on
in September.

Note -

1) We previously agreed to not wordsmith pages 1-4.25 since they are what was used in Reports # 1
and#2.

2) Pages 4.25-14 | tried to spell out what the IDT had done. Yes it is tedious with lots of tables. | realize
many readers may not want to read them, but for those who really want or need to know what we did | felt
it was important to cover in such detail. Some earlier thoughts were to appendix such, but on further
consideration | do not advocate such.

) SWCA, please review pages 4.25-14 closely. Look at my comments. See what Appendix items are

referred to. Note that | also will need help defining the lists for the buckets other than the significant
TSsues. Melisssa, we can catch up by phone or other this afterncon to discuss content and scheduling
4) FS, You are welcome to review pages 4.25-14 for accuracy, but | am not interested in word smithing.

20!39 12 REtas edis to after lssues recomended 2005 09 24 Melissa Fiday SR3_092409_MR.doc

Reta Laford, Deputy Forest Supervisor , . -
e or orest Su /‘9 0 MMZ% ‘//fmr%

USDA Forest Service, Coronado National Forest

300 W Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701 W / #/AML AJW ? - 41/7’%'(.'««37/
! G

Phone: 520-388-8307 (office), 505-452-7557 (cell) RV '

Fax  520-388-8305 4 quiafime

Email: rlaford@fs.fed.us




"Melissa Reichard" To "Reta Laford" <rlaford@fs.fed.us>

<mreichard@swca.com>
cc "Tom Furgason” <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beveriey A

10/01/2009 01:18 PM Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melinda D Roth"
<mroth@fs.fed.us>
bce

Subject Rosemont Scoping Comment Attachments

Reta-

There were a number of attachments that were resolutions and/or writings by different govt entities
(i.e. Pima County’s resolution against the mine). The resolutions often list a number of concerns and
potential effects. There were general tech memos sent from the County, for example, to different
parties that list concerns as well. '

How would you like these to be treated? Would you like those to be coded? if we code the
attachments, should they be considered as comments from the original submission letter or do we need

to set these up as new commenters?

Let me know what you think.
Thanks!

Melissa Reichard

Frcjcct Administrator

SWCA Environmental Consultants
343 West Franklin Street

Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax

Sound Science. Creative Solutions.

"Man's mind; once stretched by a new idea, never regains its original dimensions."
-Ofiver Wendell Holmes
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"Meli§sa Reichard" To “Reta Laford” <rlaford@fs.fed.us>
<mreichard@swca.com> cc "Melinda D Roth th@fs fed *Tom E
elinda oth" <mro s.fed.us>, "Tom Furgason”
10/06/2008 10:55 AM <tfurgason@swca.com>, "Beverley A Everson®
bec <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Melissa Reichard”

Subject Scoping Report 3

Reta-
| want to make sure that we are on the same page on what came out of Friday’s work.

These are the changes that we need to do:
Worksheet changes to be printed and given to you for review

Worksheet 1- Add title “Issue/Non Issue Screening”
Add Disposition table in Rationale section
Edit and remove watermark

Worksheet 4- Add Disposition table above recommendation options
Remove Proposed Action option entirely
Minimize other recommendation boxes

Edit and remove watermark

The new Appendix section includes:

A- Theme Statements: remove watermark, change title and number statements
B- Samples of worksheets- packets for Non Issue, Not Significant and Significant
C- Non Issue Disposition tabie- needs to be created

D- Not Significant Disposition table- needs to be created
E- Tracking Sheet- update with SR2 category codes, replace “Significance Elements” column
with Disposition that correlates to worksheet options

What we still need from you:
Exact terminology on “Issues Addressed in/Focusing Effects”

Confirmation of final disposition of all the theme statements, including highlighted items on tracking

sheet
All text review and changes from the ISSUES AS DETERMINED BY THE DECIDING OFFICIAL section on

Please let me know if | missed anything. Also, we didn’t speak of deadlines. Do you know what your
timeline is so | can be sure to get our section done by then or before? :
Thanks!

Melissa Reichawrd

Frcfjcc'c Administrator

SWCA Environmental Consuitants
343 West Franklin Street

Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520)325-9194, (520)325-2033 fax



"Tom Furgason” To "Melinda D Roth" <mroth@fs.fed.us>
<tfurgason@swca.com>

08/26/2009 11:58 AM

cc "Beverley A Everson" <beverson@fs.fed.us>, "Reta Laford"
<rlaford@fs.fed.us>, "Charles Coyle" <ccoyle@swca.com>,

) jg,rr’- b <jdmacivor@frontiernet.net>
¢ bcc

Subject RE: Scoping Report #3 review
-
g2

1}
L gttt

/] -J ; £ ? ! ) i
Mindee, - Kere kv M@/ ‘%,,z! /yoplw//ﬂ(@/:ssaf.

I'll be available the week of Labor Day (Sebt. 8-11). However, I'll be on personal leave the following week
(Sept. 14-18). Would it be most useful if you submitted your review to SWCA and we could supply Reta
with a revised report? This may reduce some of Reta’s review time.

| agree that SWCA can begin preparing the executive summary of the alternatives. I'll take your
information below and prepare an outline of the alternatives document to be submitted to Jeanine. We
have never really discussed the Coronado's expectations of the SWCA's deliverable to the IDT regarding
Alts, but your direction below is m

(/ /'/ 7 / f 4 .
Tom AptadifnaZiondle meeded v . -
% SRX radidalion /Wc/z//é 'WIM'N G—’P&EIIA

From: Melinda D Ro ailto: h@fs.fed.us] Conertdhr
Sent: Wednesday, @:07 AM

To: Tom Furgason - . s . .

Cc: Beverley A Everson; Reta Laford &% @ W"' M

Subject: Scoping Report #3 review

Reta will be out next week and is booked this week, so we will have to schedule a face-to-face review
after Labor Day. What is your schedule? In the mean time, | will coordinate a "track changes" review from

the forest to give you some early feedback

i ps You mentioned yesterday that SWCA is somewhat stalled until alternatives have been formally

. accepted. To move that ahead, | think we need an executive summary of the process, all ideas
considered, rationale to drop or keep alternatives... We need an introductory paragraph or2, a section
describing the alternative generation process, a section listing alternatives dropped from detailed
consideration - along with a brief rationale for each alt or group of like ideas (ie alternate mining
techniques, alternative transportation), and a section listing and briefly describing the alternatives
considered in detail - along with a brief desciption of what drove their development. We expect SWCA to

produce such a product Please share with Bev your estimated timeline.

Mindee Roth < ainid Lo anr m
Coronado National Forest W W"Z

300 W. Congress, FB42 ‘

Tucson, AZ 85701

(520) 388-8319

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

RO hogttn 2 Tomplale— cint o swed
MWJ@
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The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability,
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion,
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or
part of an individual’s income is derived from any public assistance. (Not all
prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require
alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print,
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at 202-720-2600 (voice
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil
Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call toll
free (866) 632-9992 (voice). TDD users can contact USDA through local relay or the
Federal relay at (800) 877-8339 (TDD) or (866) 377-8642 (relay voice). USDA is an
equal opportunity provider and employer.
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INTRODUCTION

The following is'a summary of the Coronado National Forest’s (Coronado’s) scoping efforts to solicit
comments on the Proposed Action for the Rosemont Copper Project and to characterize the corresponding
public participation. Scoping is the process by which federal agencies invite the public, organizations, and
other agencies to provide input on the scope of a proposed project. More specifically, it is the process that
federal agencies use to identify issues and potential effects related to a Proposed Action. The Council on
Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) scoping definition states,

There shall be an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and
for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action. This process shall be termed
scoping. (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1501.7)

Coronado will prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) that will track significant issues within
the scope of analysis in order to guide 1) the development of alternatives to the Proposed Action; and

2) the analysis of potential effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives. Scoping may also be used to
identify potential mitigation for impacts. It is important to note that the scoping process is not a voting
process and comments are not weighted in any manner. The intent of scoping is to identify important
issues raised by the public, agencies, or organizations and determine the scope of analysis. Therefore, no
matter how many times an issue is raised by the same or different entities, it is still considered to be one

issue.

This is the third of three reports that describe the scoping and content analysis process. Federal agencies
typically prepare one report to document this process. However, Coronado has decided to prepare three
interrelated reports to more fully explain the scoping and content analysis process for the Rosemont
Copper Project. This decision was based on the complexity of the Proposed Action and the
correspondingly complex public comments. The first report, Scoping Summary Report #1, Extent of
Public Participation, describes Coronado’s efforts to solicit comments on the Proposed Action and to
summarize the corresponding public participation. The second report, Scoping Summary Report #2,
Theme of Comments, describes Coronado’s process of content analysis and provided an overview of the
themes identified in the public comments. This final report, Scoping Summary Report #3, Comment
Disposition, describes how comments were screened and are proposed to be treated in the EIS process.

These reports should be approached with caution. Received comments do not necessarily represent the
sentiments of the public as a whole, nor are they always technically accurate. As previously noted, in
considering these views it is important for the public and decision makers to understand that this process
makes no attempt to treat input as if it were a vote. Furthermore, the same comment stated multiple times
by the same individual, or groups of individuals, is not weighted in the final analysis. No matter how
many times the same comment is made during scoping, it is treated as one comment. For example, form
letters submitted dozens of times constitute the same input as one letter with the same content. Again, the
purpose of scoping is to determine the scope of issues to be addressed and to identify the significant
* issues related to a Proposed Action.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Rosemont Copper Project is a proposed open-pit copper mine, to be located on the Coronado

National Forest, Nogales Ranger District, in the northern Santa Rita Mountains in Pima County, Arizona.
Augusta Resource Corporation, the parent company of Rosemont Copper Company (Rosemont Copper),
acquired the Rosemont Mine property in 2005. Although ore was historically mined in the area, there has
been no production of copper, zinc, lead, silver, or gold since 1951. A significant increase in the value of
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copper over the past several years has made the mining of claims economically viable. There are 132
patented lode claims, 850 unpatented lode claims, and 14 parcels of fee land in the project area.!

In July 2007, Rosemont Copper submitted a Mine Plan of Operations (MPO), including a reclamation
plan, to Coronado, requesting approval to construct and operate a mine and related ore-processing
facilities on and adjacent to National Forest System land. Ore deposits that would be mined as part of the
project are, for the most part, on Rosemont Copper private property. The proposed mine is expected to
annually produce 234 million pounds of copper, 4.5 million pounds of molybdenum, and 2.7 million
ounces of silver over the anticipated 20-year life of the mine. The MPO was accepted in February 2008
after Rosemont Copper submitted supplemental information at the request of Coronado. Decisions
regarding approval and the content of the final MPO will not be made until a thorough environmental
review has been completed. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.4, Coronado has reviewed the proposal and
determined that preparation of an EIS is necessary.

An EIS is being prepared to analyze and disclose to the public the environmental, social, and economic
impacts of the proposed Rosemont Copper Project mine. The EIS will be prepared in <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>