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GLOSSARY
Ore

Blasted rock up to one meter in size containing gold.

Process Plant

Facilities including buildings, grinding mills, pipes, tanks, chemical feed,
and electrical and control systems used to extract the gold from the ore.

Tailings

The materials left over after the extraction and separation of valuable
material from non-valuable material of an ore/rock.

Vantage Point

A location from which something is viewed.

Wetlands

A land area that is saturated with water, either permanently or seasonally,
such that it takes on the characteristics of a distinct ecosystem.

Magino Gold Project TSD – Visual Analysis

iv

December 2016

1.
1.1

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

Prodigy Gold Incorporated (Prodigy) proposes to develop the Magino Gold Project
(the Project), which is situated on a brownfields site that contains a past-producing underground
gold mine, landfill, and tailings facility. The past-producing mine is considered “temporarily
suspended” under the Ontario Mining Act, Regulation 240/00 and the associated Mine
Rehabilitation Code of Ontario. Prodigy has submitted notification of intent to enter a stage of
redevelopment to the Ministry of Northern Development and Mines (MNDM).
The Project is located in Northern Ontario, approximately 10 kilometres (km) southeast from the
Town of Dubreuilville and 40 km northeast from Wawa. The Project involves the mining of up to
approximately 105 to 150 million tonnes (Mt) of ore and approximately 400 to 445 Mt of mine
rock from an open pit in the same location as the past-producing underground mine.
This Technical Support Document (TSD) has been prepared by SLR International (SLR) as one
in a series of reports intended to support the environmental assessment (EA) processes being
undertaken in accordance with relevant Federal and Provincial EA legislation.
The full series of TSDs that are being prepared in support these EA processes include the
following:
•

Geotechnical and Geohydrologic Investigation

•

Geochemical Assessment

•

Surface Water Hydrology

•

Hydrogeological Study and Groundwater Modelling

•

Schedule 2 Assessment of Alternatives for Mine Waste Management

•

TMF Conceptual Design Document

•

Site Water Balance and Quality

•

Visual Analysis (This TSD)

•

Meteorology and Air Quality

•

Climate Change

•

Noise

•

Vibration

•

Light

•

Human Health Risk

•

Fish and Fish Habitat Baseline
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1.2

•

Surface Water and Sediment Quality

•

Terrestrial Ecology

•

Archaeology Report

•

Closure Plan

•

Environmental Management Systems

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this TSD is to describe the existing or baseline environmental conditions in
fulfillment of the requirements of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (2012) as
outlined in the Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines (EIS Guidelines) (CEAA, 2013)
prepared for the Project by the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (the Agency). It is
also intended to fulfill the requirements of the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry (MNRF) Class Environmental Assessment for MNR Resource Stewardship and Facility
Development Projects (the Class EA) (MNRF, 2003). A summary of the information provided in
this TSD will form part of the main EA document (i.e., the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and Environmental Study Report (ESR)) to be prepared in relation to these two EA processes.
This TSD includes a description of existing environmental conditions in the context of three
study areas: the Regional, Local, and Project Study Areas, where relevant. Emphasis has been
placed on one or more study areas depending on the environmental components under
consideration. This TSD is based on SLR’s most current studies (summarized herein) and prior
studies completed by others. The primary purpose of this TSD is to provide a description of
methods used for establishing existing conditions, data reporting, and overall context setting.
Details of impact assessment methods, assessment results, and conclusions are provided in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) / Environmental Study Report (ESR) or under separate
cover.
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2.
2.1

PROJECT OVERVIEW

PROJECT PROPONENT

The Project proponent is Prodigy Gold Inc., a wholly-owned subsidiary of Argonaut Gold Inc.
(Argonaut). Argonaut is a publicly-traded Canadian gold mining company engaged in
exploration, mine development, and gold production.
In addition to the Magino Gold Project, Argonaut currently operates two 100%-owned gold
mines, an advanced exploration project, and multiple exploration projects in Mexico.

2.2

PROJECT LOCATION

The Project is located in Finan Township, approximately 40 km northeast of Wawa, Ontario. The
Town of Dubreuilville, with a population of over 600, is the closest community. Dubreuilville is
located on Highway 519, approximately 30 km east of the junction of the Trans-Canada
Highway and Highway 519. Mining and ore processing are currently being carried out in the
vicinity of the Project. The Island Gold Mine (operated by Richmont Mines Inc.) is 1.5 km east of
the property, the former Edwards Mine (Strike Minerals) approximately 8 km to the east, and the
Eagle River Mine (Wesdome Gold Mines) is 80 km to the west. The Hemlo Operation (Barrick
Gold Corp) is located approximately 150 km to the northwest.
The Project is located in the geological Wawa Subprovince of the Canadian Shield. It is
centered at Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) 689049E 5351422N (North American Datum
[NAD] 83 Zone 16U). The Project location is shown on Figure 2-1.

2.3

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project will involve:
•

Open pit mining;

•

Construction, operation, and decommissioning (as appropriate) and/or closure of a rock
crushing and ore process plant, various plant area facilities; crushed rock and low-grade
ore stockpiles; overburden stockpiles, chemical, fuel and hazardous materials
management and storage facilities; an explosives magazine; non-mining waste
management facilities;

•

Construction, operation, and closure of mine waste management area components,
including a Tailings Management Facility (TMF) and Mine Rock Management Facility
(MRMF);

•

Construction, operation and decommissioning (as appropriate) of the enabling
infrastructure for the Project, including: camp accommodation for workers, a landfill,
Project roads (including a public by-pass road), electrical transmission lines and a
substation, power generation equipment, potable water supply system, sewage treatment
system, and site security features; and
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•

Construction, operation and decommissioning (as appropriate) of environmental
management infrastructure on-site, including: a variety of surface water and ground water
controls designed to minimize the effects on the environment to the maximum extent
practicable.

While most of the old mine infrastructure has been removed, a number of additional closure
measures are required. These additional measures include closure of the existing tailings
facilities and other activities that deal with the industrial sewage works, the landfill, power lines,
refuse, and some buildings. It is anticipated that the closure objectives for the existing
infrastructure will be met concurrently with the development of the Project.

2.4

PROJECT PHASES

The Project development schedule has been classified into five (5) distinct phases:
•

Phase 1:

Environmental Assessment and Permitting (Current Phase)

•

Phase 2:

Site Preparation;

•

Phase 3:

Construction;

•

Phase 4:

Operations - Mining and Processing; and

•

Phase 5:

Closure and Rehabilitation.

Following the completion of Phase 1 (i.e., the receipt of the applicable EA approval and other
authorizations and permits), the Project is expected to extend over an approximately 18-year
period.
Together, the Site Preparation (Phase 2) and Construction Phase (Phase 3) are expected to be
approximately 3 years in duration. Site preparation will involve site clearing, grubbing and prestripping. During the site preparation phase, a number of items with potentially lengthy lead
times will be procured, detailed engineering plans will be finalized, and sourcing of personnel
will begin. Construction activities will involve the following works and activities:
•
•
•
•

Closure of existing mine facilities;
Topsoil and overburden stripping and stockpiling;
Stream diversions, draining, and backfilling of on-site waterbodies;
Construction of:
o Enabling infrastructure (i.e., camp accommodations, landfill, public by-pass road,
mine haul roads and service roads, electrical transmission lines and substation,
potable and process water infrastructure, sewage treatment system and nonmining waste management facilities);
o Plant area components;
o Chemical, fuel and hazardous materials management facilities;
o Mining waste management area components (i.e., Mine Rock Management;
Facility, Tailings Management Facility); and
o Environmental Management Infrastructure.
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Figure 2-1: Project Location
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Full operations will commence immediately following the construction phase. Activities will
include active mining from the open pit, ore stockpiling, processing of the ore, removal and
placement of overburden and mine rock, equipment and facilities maintenance, various
administrative activities and environmental monitoring. Mining is expected to be completed
during the first 10 years of the operational phase. During this period approximately 105 to 150
Mt of ore and 400 to 445 Mt of mine rock will be mined. Approximately 45 Mt of the ore will be
stockpiled for possible processing during the second half of the 12-year period of ore milling and
processing.
Progressive rehabilitation will be undertaken throughout the life of the mine and will start as
soon as feasible. It is assumed to begin during the final year of construction and continue
through to the end of the operations phase. The Closure and Rehabilitation Phase (Phase 5) is
expected to be approximately 3 years in duration. Upon cessation of mining, which will occur
after approximately 10 years of operations, the pit will be allowed to fill with water to form a lake.

2.5

SPATIAL BOUNDARIES

Spatial boundaries define the geographical extents within which potential environmental
changes may occur. Three scales are identified for the purposes of describing baseline
conditions and assessing effects on the project environment: a Regional Study Area (RSA), a
Local Study Area (LSA) and a Project Study Area (PSA) described in further detail below
(Figure 2-1).

2.5.1

REGIONAL STUDY AREA

The RSA is defined by the subwatershed boundaries of the upper portion of the Dreany
subwatershed, McVeigh Creek and drainage associated with the Herman-Otto Lakes basin, and
a subwatershed of the Webb-Goudreau basin. This study area is approximately 11,120 ha (i.e.,
110 km2) in size and extends both upstream and beyond the potential downstream influence of
mine operations. The RSA is set within Ecoregion 3E, Lake Abitibi, and Site District 3E-5
Foleyet. It falls within Wildlife Management Unit 32, includes portions of Bear Management
Units WA-32-044, WA-32-010 and WA-32-002, and Baitfish Harvest Area WA00071.
The RSA includes representative diversity of lake size and depth and connecting watercourses
within the region supporting fish species preferring cold, cool, and warm water temperatures,
multiple trophic levels, and feeding guilds. The RSA also represents the landscape context into
which the Project is placed, and includes diverse elements and large scale factors such as
extensive ranges for big game mammals. This study area exhibits diversity both in terms of
natural features and functions and socio-economic features (e.g., hunt camps, former and
existing mines, and forestry operations), for the assessment of cumulative effects.

2.5.2

LOCAL STUDY AREA

The LSA is nested within the RSA, and is focused on the area in which direct and indirect
effects of mine construction and operation may be expressed. This study area includes the
subwatersheds associated with the Herman-Otto, Spring-Lovell, and Webb-Goudreau,
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drainage. The LSA is approximately 3,623 ha (i.e., 36 km2) in size and includes representative
vegetation communities and wildlife habitat also present in the RSA. The northeast to southwest
alignment of landforms defines the drainage basins and associated wetlands, and aligns
vegetation, wildlife habitat, and natural linkages. The size of the LSA is intended to capture
potential effects of the drainage from the mine project and terrestrial effects that may extend
beyond the active mining operation such as blasting impacts, noise and vibration, light, odours,
and changes in traffic and their transportation corridors. Most of the long term MMER monitoring
will occur within the LSA to document the effectiveness of techniques and measures designed
to mitigate the effects of mining construction, operations, and closure phases.

2.5.3

PROJECT STUDY AREA

The PSA for this assessment is approximately 1,802 ha (i.e., 18 km2) in size and includes the pit
area, the tailings area, and the mine rock management facility area.
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Figure 2-2: Magino Project Site Layout
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3.
3.1

VISUAL ANALYSIS

VANTAGE POINT SELECTION, PHOTOGRAPHY AND SIMULATIONS

The visual analysis was completed using a combination of terrain modelling simulations as well
as photographs taken from selected vantage points in the vicinity of the Magino property. In
order to fully understand the visual effects of the project on the surrounding area, vantage points
were identified keeping a number of factors and potentially affected groups in mind. Potentially
sensitive vantage points were targeted as a priority for the analysis, as these areas might
experience use by various groups who value the visual appearance of the local area. Some of
the areas of importance included Manitou Mountain, Goudreau Lake, Herman Lake, and the
Dubreuilville and Lochalsh communities. Other site locations included vantage points along
major transportation routes in the area and locations near the proposed mine site.
After selection of the vantage points (Figures 3-1 and 3-2), photographic work was carried out
by a local photographer to establish baseline visual conditions. Photos were to be taken facing
the proposed mine site. In addition, multiple photos at different angles were to taken at each
site in order to compile an archive that accurately represented each site’s natural view.
Terrain modeling simulations were performed using AutoCAD Civil-3D to determine what
features of the Project would possibly be visible from each vantage point. From each vantage
point, visibility of the Project was analyzed from an above ground height of 2.3 meters, a
conservative factor exaggerating the height of a person. The visibility of the simulated person
was projected 360 degrees, with a radius distance spanning past the mine site. Possible
obstructions to line of sight resulting from trees or other objects was not accounted for however,
as AutoCAD only simulates ground topography. Because of this, results of the visibility
simulations can be considered conservative as they are expected to overestimate the actual
visibility of the Project.
The Project visibility at each location as indicated in Figures 3-1 and 3-2 and in Table 3-5 is
based on the terrain modeling. Appendix A presents the results, as well as photos at each
location toward the project features, with photo-renderings of the Project features (i.e., the TMF
and MRMF) when the features would be visible through the vegetation.
After compiling the photos and the visibility simulations, a visual resource inventory analysis
was completed to determine three visual values for each vantage point for;
(1) the current natural condition;
(2) the operational project setting; and
(3) the post-closure setting of the project.
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Figure 3-1: Proximal and Distal Vantage Point Locations and Visibility
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Figure 3-2: Proximal Vantage Point Locations
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3.2

OVERVIEW OF VISUAL RESOURCE INVENTORY PROCESS

The visual resource inventory process provides a means for determining visual values, and is
an adaptation of guidelines provided by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (U.S.
Department of the Interior [BLM] 2001). This method of analysis was chosen due to its
widespread acceptance and application in environmental impact assessments. The inventory
consists of a scenic quality evaluation, sensitivity level analysis, and a delineation of distance
zones. Based on these three factors, evaluated lands are placed into one of four visual
resource inventory classes. These inventory classes represent the relative value of the visual
resources, with Class I and II being the most valued and Classes III and IV representing lower
visual resources.

3.2.1

SCENIC QUALITY EVALUATION

In order to determine the class of a specific view, the scenic quality needs to be evaluated and
scored. Scenic quality is a measure of the visual appeal of a tract of land. In the Scenic Quality
Evaluation portion of the visual resource inventory process, lands are given an A, B, or C rating
which is determined by applying quantitative ratings to seven visual categories:
•

Landform
Topography tends to become more interesting as it gets steeper or more massive, or
more severely or universally sculptured. Outstanding landforms may be monumental,
such as the Canadian Rockies, the Sleeping Giant in Thunder Bay, or they may be
more subtle such as certain eskers, escarpments, cliffs, pinnacles, arches, and other
topographic features and/or geological formations.

•

Vegetation
Primary consideration given to the variety of patterns, forms, and textures created by
plant life, including smaller scale vegetation features (e.g., a group of specimen trees)
which might add striking and intriguing detail elements to the landscape.

•

Water
That ingredient which adds movement or serenity to a scene. The degree to which
water dominates the scene is the primary consideration in selecting the rating score.

•

Color
The overall color(s) of the basic components of the landscape (e.g., soil, rock,
vegetation, etc.). Key factors to use when rating "color" are variety, contrast, and
harmony.

•

Adjacent Scenery
Degree to which scenery outside the scenery unit being rated enhances the overall
impression of the scenery within the rating unit. The distance over which adjacent
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scenery will influence scenery within the rating unit will normally range from 0-8 km,
depending upon the characteristics of the topography, the vegetative cover, and other
such factors. This is generally applied to units which would normally rate very low in
score, but the influence of the adjacent unit would enhance the visual quality and raise
the score.
•

Scarcity
This factor provides an opportunity to give added importance to one or all of the scenic
features that appear to be relatively unique or rare within one physiographic region.

•

Cultural Modifications
Cultural modifications in the landform/water, vegetation, and addition of structures were
considered as they may detract from the scenery in the form of a negative intrusion, or
complement or improve the scenic quality of a unit.

During the quantitative rating process of each category, each of these factors is rated on a
comparative basis with similar features within the physiographic province, while also adhering to
the standards required by the valuation methodology which are provided by the BLM. The
method of applying the BLM scoring guidelines predominantly involves using specific vantage
point photos as well as Google Earth satellite imagery. Using both of these data sources
provides a means to analyze visual resources from specific vantage points and determine
accurate ratings. For details on the Scenic Quality rating analysis, see Appendix B.
Quantitative ratings are given to each category, ranging from one to five, with five being the
highest possible rating, indicating the most visually appealing resource. After each factor has
been rated, the sum total is indexed into the following table to receive a letter rating of A, B, or
C:
•
•
•

A = 19 or more
B = 12-18
C = 11 or less

3.2.2

SENSITIVITY LEVEL ANALYSIS

Sensitivity levels are a measure of public concern for scenic quality. Public lands are assigned
a high, medium, or low sensitivity level by analyzing the various indicators of public concern.
Factors to consider include:
•

Type of Users
Visual sensitivity will vary with the type of user. Recreational sightseers may be highly
sensitive to any changes in visual quality, whereas workers who only pass through the
area on a regular basis may not be as sensitive to change.
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•

Amount of Use
Areas seen and used by large numbers of people are potentially more sensitive.
Protection of visual values usually becomes more important as the number of viewers
increase.

•

Public Interest
The visual quality of an area may be of concern to local, regional or Provincial groups.
Indicators of this concern are usually expressed in public meetings, letters, newspaper
or magazine articles, newsletters, land-use plans, etc. Public controversy created in
response to proposed activities that would change the landscape character should also
be considered.

•

Adjacent Land Uses
The interrelationship with land uses in adjacent lands can affect the visual sensitivity of
an area. An area within the view shed of a residential area may be very sensitive,
whereas an area surrounded by commercially developed lands may not be as visually
sensitive.

•

Special Areas
Management objectives for special areas such as Natural Areas, Wilderness Areas or
Wilderness Study Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Scenic Areas, Scenic Roads or Trails,
and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, frequently require special consideration for
the protection of the visual values. This does not necessarily mean that these areas are
scenic, but rather that one of the management objectives may be to preserve the natural
landscape setting. The management objectives for these areas may be used as a basis
for assigning sensitivity levels.

3.2.3

DELINEATION OF DISTANCE ZONES

Landscapes are subdivided into three distance zones based on relative visibility from the
vantage point to the subject area. The three zones utilized in the analysis are:
•
•
•

Foreground-Middle ground (fm) = 0-3 km away
Background (bg) = 3-13 km away
Seldom Seen (ss) = greater than 13 km away

3.2.4

VISUAL RESOURCE CLASSES

Visual resource classes (i.e. CIass I at the high end of visual value through IV at the low end)
are categories assigned during the analysis which serve as an inventory that portrays the
relative value of the visual resources. The classes are based on a combination of scenic
quality, sensitivity level, and distance zones. Using Table 3-1 provided by the BLM, tracts of
land are assigned one of the four classes.
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Table 3-1: Visual Resource Inventory Class Identifier

VISUAL RESOURCE CLASS
Visual Sensitivity
Distance Zone

Scenic
Quality

3.2.5

High

Medium

Low

(fm)

(bg)

(ss)

(fm)

(bg)

(ss)

(ss)

Special
Area

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

A

II

II

II

II

II

II

II

B

II

III

III

III

IV

IV

IV

C

III

IV

IV

IV

IV

IV

IV

VISUAL RESOURCE INVENTORY RESULTS

The tables below present the visual values and the resulting Class ratings from the Visual
Resource Assessment:
•
•
•

Table 3-2 - Visual Resource Results For Natural Setting
Table 3-3 - Visual Resource Results For Operations Phase
Table 3-4 - Visual Resource Results For Post-Closure Phase

For additional details on results of Tables 3-2 through 3-4, see Appendix A and B.
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Table 3-2: Visual Resource Results for Baseline Setting

Legend
All rankings and calculations based off BLM Technical Note 407
Scenic Quality:
0= lowest score
5= highest score
Cultural Mods:
Negative score represents mine impairment to view
(fm)=foreground-middleground
Distance:
(bg)=background
(ss)=seldom seen
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Table 3-3: Visual Resource Results For Operations Phase

Legend
All rankings and calculations based off BLM Technical Note 407
Scenic Quality:
0= lowest score
5= highest score
Cultural Mods:
Negative score represents mine impairment to view
(fm)=foreground-middleground
Distance:
(bg)=background
(ss)=seldom seen
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Table 3-4: Visual Resource Results For Post-Closure Phase

Legend
All rankings and calculations based off BLM Technical Note 407
Scenic Quality:
0= lowest score
5= highest score
Cultural Mods:
Negative score represents mine impairment to view
(fm)=foreground-middleground
Distance:
(bg)=background
(ss)=seldom seen
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3.3

VISUAL ASSESSMENT RESULTS

Using the classification ranges and criteria defined in Section 3.2.4, the results from the visual
impact analysis during the three Project phases is as follows:

3.3.1

BASELINE SETTING VISUAL RESULTS

The baseline (i.e., current) setting results show that the area in the vicinity of the Magino
contains visual resources generally considered moderate to low in visual value, with values
ranging from Class III to Class IV. Most vantage points had median Scenic Quality scores for
vegetation, water, and in some cases color. None of the studied vantage points were identified
as scarce with respect to the regional area, and thus received low scarcity ratings. Cultural
Modification ratings were not factored in during this phase of the assessment as the studied
time frame was pre-mine development. Photographs taken at urban locations (Town of
Dubreuilville) were aimed in a direction away from any existing human modifications (e.g. a gas
station) in order to maintain consistency of cultural modification exclusion. Areas of high
sensitivity were generally locations near bodies of water, topographic highs, or relatively densely
populated areas (i.e., Town of Dubreuilville). .

3.3.2

OPERATION VISUAL RESULTS

During the operation visual analysis, assumptions made include:
•
•

Visual analysis conducted at end of operation period, when TMF/MRMF will be at
maximum height (480 and 510 masl); and
Scenic Quality color factor was averaged over the course of the year to represent
seasonal changes in color.

The visibility simulations presented in Appendix A anticipate that 34 of the 38 vantage points will
have a visual impact as a result of the operations phase (Table 3-5). Visual renderings of
anticipated mine visibility are overlain on photographs in the vicinity of the site looking toward
the proposed mine in Appendix A. However as previously noted, the absence of trees from
AutoCAD visual simulations exaggerates the mine visibility that would actually occur, resulting in
conservative visual renderings. Based on the results presented in Appendix A, eight vantage
points may experience a reduction in overall visual resource class during the operations phase
of the project and therefore, a decrease in visual quality (Table 3-5). Each of these eight
vantage points is expected to experience a reduction in visual quality by one visual resource
class. The reduced vantage points:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

PT15: East Bank of Goudreau Lake, reduction from Class III to Class IV;
PT22: West Bank of Herman Lake, reduction from Class II to Class IV;
PT24: Island of Herman Lake, reduction from Class III to Class IV;
PT25: Goudreau Lake Boat, reduction from Class III to Class IV;
PT26: Goudreau Lake Boat, reduction from Class III to Class IV;
PT27: Goudreau Lake Boat, reduction from Class III to Class IV;
PT35: Lake 8 Boat, reduction from Class III to Class IV; and
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•

3.3.3

PT38: Trout Lake Boat, reduction from Class III to Class IV.

POST-CLOSURE VISUAL RESULTS

During the post-closure visual analysis, assumptions made included:
•

Visual analysis conducted after the completion of closure procedures, including:
– Deconstruction of most project buildings and facilities;
– Replanting and revegetation of impacted area; and
– Regrading of TMF/MRMF to resemble natural topography of area.

After completion of the mine closure activities, the local and regional visual resources will return
to near baseline conditions, and each of the eight vantage points experiencing class reductions
are expected to regain their original visual resource classes (Table 3-5). Of the 38 analyzed
vantage points, 16 will still have visibility of the mine features after completion of closure
activities. However, the remaining mine features that will be visible will not degrade any visual
resources classes due to the rehabilitation activities occurring during closure.
In conclusion, the visual degradation to the surrounding area caused by the Magino Gold
Project will be minor during operations and virtually non-existent after closure. In the local area
and regional area, there exists an absence of high value visual resources, with only Class III
and Class IV visual resources being identified. Of the 38 vantage points analyzed, 34 would
have potential visibility of the Project during the operations phase (in the absence of vegetation).
Of the 16 remaining after closure, only 8 would experience a visual reduction of one Class
during operations. Following the completion of closure activities, the 8 reduced vantage points
will return to their respective baseline visual resource Classes. Visibility of mine features
following completion of closure activities will not degrade the visual resources of the local or
regional area.
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Table 3-5: Summary of Visual Impact Analysis

Legend
All rankings and calculations based off BLM Technical Note 407
I = highest visual value
Visual Classes
IV = lowest visual value
Class Effect shading represents reduction in class
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APPENDIX A

STRATEGIC VANTAGE POINT VISIBILITY DETAILS

SLR

September 2016

Magino Gold Project
Visual Analysis

PREFACE:
•

Terrain modeling simulations were done to determine what sections, if any, of the mine
would be visible from each proposed site. From each vantage point, visibility of the mine
was constructed from an above ground height of 2.3 meters, a factor exaggerating the
height of a person. Vision of the simulated person was projected 360 degrees, with a
radius distance spanning past the mine site. Possible obstructions to line of sight by
trees was not accounted for, however, as CAD only simulates ground surfaces.
Because of this limitation, results of the simulations are expected to overestimate the
actual visibility of the mine.
Using designated heights of project facilities, 3-D models were constructed in CAD to
serve as a simulation of how these facilities will affect the view of selected vantage
points during operations. Simulated sections of the mine that are expected to be visible
to the simulated person from the vantage points are shaded pink, while sections not
visible are colored green.

SLR

•

Visual Simulations are conducted without including view obstruction caused by trees. As
such, simulations are considered very conservative.

•

Photo Renderings include tree obstructions, and therefore may not match the simulated
mine visibility shading which highlights the visible mine sections. Vantage points of high
sensitivity and visual impact were selected to be rendered.

September 2016
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Visual Analysis

SITE: PT1 (Manitou Mountain)

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
5351825.13
687163.24
19040
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

SLR

1

Elevation (meters)
466

October 2014

Magino Gold Project
Visual Analysis

SITE: PT2 (Lake Lochalsh Water Level)

Site Coordinates

Northing
5358282.73
Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

2

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
705094.33
17030
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
354
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SITE: PT3 (Hills North of Travis Lake)

Site Coordinates

Northing
5358496.95

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
688694.45
6850
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
424

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.
SLR
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SITE: PT4 (Center of Dubreuilville)

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.
SLR

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
5357669.74
681383.78
8220
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

4

Elevation (meters)
337
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SITE: PT5 (Outside Dubreuilville)

Site Coordinates

Northing
5357198.77

SLR

5

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
682351.14
7210
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
342
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SITE: PT6 (Road North of TMF/WRMF)

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
5355382.2
685313.63
4010
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

6

Elevation (meters)
366
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SITE: PT7 (Road North of TMF/WRMF)

Site Coordinates

Northing
5354501.03

SLR

7

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
687171.16
2680
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
396
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SITE: PT8 (Road North of TMF/WRMF)

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
5353864.3
688281.06
2330
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

8

Elevation (meters)
394
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SITE: PT9 (Near Miller Lake on Road)

Mine Not Visible

Site Coordinates

Northing
5353302.17

SLR

9

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
688920.03
2300
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
442
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SITE: PT10 (Near Miller Lake on Hill Slope)

Mine Not Visible

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
5353328.66
688752.73
2190
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

SLR
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Elevation (meters)
444
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SITE: PT11 (Near Future Processing Plant)

Site Coordinates

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

Northing
5352067.14

11

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
688656.01
1510
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
429
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SITE: PT12 (On Goudreau Road East of Mine)

Site Coordinates

Northing
5351990.61
Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.
SLR
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Site Distance (meters)

Easting
689584.64
2430
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
3
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SITE: PT13 (Goudreau Lake Location from Shore)

Site Coordinates

Northing
5351631.07

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
690024.15
2870
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
384

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.
SLR
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SITE: PT14 (Goudreau Lake Location from Fisherman on Boat)

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
5351776.62
690663.15
3500
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

14

Elevation (meters)
383
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SITE: PT15 (Goudreau Lake Location from Eastern Shore)

Site Coordinates

Northing
5352418.32

SLR

15

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
691764.54
4640
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
383
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SITE: PT16 (On Current Road South of Mine)

Site Coordinates

Northing
5350735.97
Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

16

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
6887785.07
1250
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
393
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SITE: PT17 (On Road Southwest of Mine)

Site Coordinates

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

Northing
5350362.48

17

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
686977.37
1470
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
394
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SITE: PT18 (Near Dobbs Lake on Road)

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
5349403.09
686739.53
2460
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
395

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR
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SITE: PT19 (Near Dobbs Lake on Road)

Site Coordinates

Northing
5349249.16
Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

19

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
686175.98
2760
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
400
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SITE: PT20 (Proposed Road North of Mine)

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
5352715.29
686483.77
1120
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

20

Elevation (meters)
383
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SITE: PT21 (North of Town of Goudreau)

Site Coordinates

Northing
5349255.65
Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.
SLR
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Site Distance (meters)

Easting
5349255.65
4730
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
377
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SITE: PT22 (West Bank of Herman Lake)

Site Coordinates

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

Northing
5351374.52

22

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
683363.72
3830
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
364
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SITE: PT23 (East Bank Herman Lake Cabin)

Mine Not Visible

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
5351918.41
683871.4
3290
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

SLR
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Elevation (meters)
354
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SITE: PT24 (Island of Herman Lake)

Photographer was unable to access exact location shown in simulation. Photo location is
30 meters south of the simulated location, resulting in the difference in expected mine
visibility between the simulation and rendering. Actual cabin visibility expected to be less
than shown in rendering.

SLR

(Simulated) Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
532741.88
683543.6
3730
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

24

Elevation (meters)
351
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SITE: PT25 (Boat on Goudreau Lake)

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
691581.04
5352202.37
4434
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

SLR
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Elevation (meters)
384
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SITE: PT26 (Boat on Goudreau Lake)

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
690499.62
5351117.41
3410
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

SLR
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Elevation (meters)
384
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SITE: PT27 (Boat on Goudreau Lake)

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
690091.34
5351548.09
2928
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

SLR
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Elevation (meters)
384
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SITE: PT28 (Near Spring Lake)

Site Coordinates

Northing
686133.55
Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

28

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
5350501.63
1677
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
390

October 2014
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SITE: PT29 (West of Public Access Road)

Site Coordinates

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

Northing
684631.66

29

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
5350882.18
2702
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
398
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SITE: PT30 (West of Public Access Road)

Site Coordinates

Northing
684546.35

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
5351567.18
2630
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
406

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.
SLR
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SITE: PT31 (West of Public Access Road)

Site Coordinates

Northing
685015.52
Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

31

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
5352094.74
2165
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
368
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SITE: PT32 (South of Public Access Road)

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
687031.37
5350178.36
1652
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

32

Elevation (meters)
395
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SITE: PT33 (North East of Public Access Road)

Site Coordinates

Northing
688211.46

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
5353720.84
2166
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
392

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.
SLR
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SITE: PT34 (North East of Public Access Road)

Site Coordinates

Northing
688584.54
Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.
SLR
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Site Distance (meters)

Easting
5353002.52
1846
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
460
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SITE: PT35 (Boat on Lake Eight)

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
685878.07
5352879.49
1659
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

SLR
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Elevation (meters)
366
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SITE: PT36 (Boat on Otto Lake)

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.

SLR

Northing
684703

36

Site Coordinates

Site Distance (meters)

Easting
5352036.44
2469
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
352
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SITE: PT37 (Goudreau Settlement)

Mine Not Visible

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
683360.47
5348336.44
5160
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

SLR

37

Elevation (meters)
371
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SITE: PT38 (Trout Lake)

Site Coordinates
Site Distance (meters)
Northing
Easting
5358606.1
696842.45
11818
Assumed height 2.3 meters above EG

Elevation (meters)
337

Note: This site has minor visual sensitivity value,
therefore simulated mine visibility not rendered.
SLR
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APPENDIX B

STRATEGIC VANTAGE POINT
SCENIC QUALITY RATING DETAILS

SLR
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Using guidelines in Table B-1 from the BLM, Scenic Quality ratings were applied to each of the 38 sites.
Specific methodology for each Scenic Quality factor was also applied, and largely focused on the use of
both provided vantage point photos and Google Earth satellite imagery.
Table B-1: Applied Methodology and BLM Rating Criteria and Scores
Key Factors
Landform

Vegetation

Water

SLR

Applied Methodology

BLM Rating Criteria and Score

Landform ratings were
determined using a
combination of provided
photographs and Google
Earth satellite imagery.
Because selected
vantage point photos
were often narrow in
vision, Google Earth was
used to determine the
relative topographic
importance of the
vantage point as well as
the topography of the
surrounding area.

High vertical relief as
expressed in prominent
cliffs, spires, or massive
rock outcrops, or severe
surface variation or highly
eroded formations
including major badlands
or dune systems; or detail
features dominant and
exceptionally striking and
intriguing such as glaciers.

Vegetation ratings were
determined using a
combination of provided
photographs and Google
Earth satellite imagery.
Vegetation scores were
averaged over a year to
include seasons that lack
the presence of some
vegetation.

A variety of vegetative
types as expressed in
interesting forms, textures,
and patterns.

Water ratings were
determined primarily
using vantage point
photography. Using
these photos, the
presence or lack of water
was determined. When
present, the dominance
of water in the overall
view largely determined
ratings.

Clear and clean
appearing, still, or
cascading white water,
any of which are a
dominant factor in the
landscape.

Steep canyons, mesas,
buttes, cinder cones, and
drumlins; or interesting
erosional patterns or variety
in size and shape of
landforms; or detail features
which are interesting though
not dominant or exceptional.

Low rolling hills,
foothills, or flat valley
bottoms; or few or no
interesting landscape
features.

Score 1

Score 3

Score 5

Some variety of vegetation,
but only one or two major
types

Little or no variety or
contrast in
vegetation.

Score 3

Score 1

Flowing, or still, but not
dominant in the landscape.

Absent, or present,
but not noticeable.

Score 3

Score 0

Score 5

Score 5

November 2016
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Key Factors

Applied Methodology
Color was determined
using a combination of
provided photos as well
as Google Earth satellite
imagery. Color scores
were averaged over a
year to include seasons
that lack the presence of
rich color such as winter.
Color ratings were a
combination of sky,
vegetation, and terrain
color and uniqueness.

Color

Influence of
adjacent scenery

Scarcity

Cultural
Modifications

BLM Rating Criteria and Score
Rich color
combinations, variety or
vivid color; or pleasing
contrasts in the soil, rock,
vegetation, water or snow
fields.

Some intensity or variety in
colors and contrast of the
soil, rock and vegetation,
but not a dominant scenic
element.

Subtle color
variations, contrast,
or interest; generally
mute tones.

Score 1

Score 3

Score 5

Adjacent scenery was
Adjacent scenery greatly
largely determined using enhances visual quality
Google Earth satellite
Score 5
imagery to determine
nearby adjacent scenery,
and its value. Influence
of adjacent scenery
ratings took into account
scarcity of adjacent
scenery to determine a
fair score.

Adjacent scenery
moderately enhances
overall visual quality.

Scarcity was largely
determined using Google
Earth satellite imagery.
Using satellite imagery
determined the relative
uniqueness for each
landmark, relative to the
region.

One of a kind; or
unusually memorable, or
very rare within region.
Consistent chance for
exceptional wildlife or
wildflower viewing, etc.

Distinctive, though
somewhat similar to others
within the region.

Cultural modification
ratings were determined
using a combination of
provided photos as well
as Google Earth satellite
imagery. Cultural
modification scores were
excluded during the
baseline phase analysis.
Operation and Post
Closure phase analyses
used CAD vantage point
simulations to determine
how much and what
sections of the mine
would be visible during
the assumed periods.
These visible sections
(pink shading) and their
relative size determined
the positive or negative
rating given.

Modifications add
favorably to visual variety
while promoting visual
harmony.

Modifications add little or
no visual variety to the
area, and introduce no
discordant elements

Score 2

Score 0

Adjacent scenery has
little or no influence
on overall visual
quality.

Score 3

Score 0

Interesting within its
setting, but fairly
common within the
region.

Score 3

Score 1

*Score 5+
Modifications add
variety but are very
discordant and
promote strong
disharmony.

Score -4

* A rating of greater than 5 can be given but must be supported by written justification.
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Scenic quality factor scores that are detailed below are unchanged throughout all phases. The one exception is the Cultural
Modification factor which varies over time.

PT1 (Manitou Mountain)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

2

Moderately high elevation, views of low rolling hills and flat valleys; few interesting landscapes

Vegetation

3

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

3

Views of lakes and water features can be seen, but don’t dominate landscape and are still water

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

4

Adjacent scenery (Wabatongushi Lake and surrounding area) moderately enhances visual quality

Scarcity

1

While topographic highs are relatively uncommon in the area, similar large hills are present

PT2 (Bank of Wabatongushi Lake)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Low elevation, limited views of topographic highs or interesting landscape features

Vegetation

3

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

2

View facing Mine doesn’t include view of Lake, resulting in low water score

Color

1

Subtle color variations, contrast, and interest; generally mute tones

Adjacent Scenery

3

Adjacent scenery (Wabatongushi Lake) moderately enhances visual quality

Scarcity

1

Views from lakes are extremely common in the area

SLR
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PT3 (Hills North of Travis Lake)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

2

Local topographic high, can see much of the surrounding area including hills and valleys

Vegetation

3

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

3

Views of lakes and water features can be seen, but don’t dominate landscape and are still water

Color

3

Some amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color still not a dominant scenic element however

Adjacent Scenery

5

Adjacent scenery of valleys, lakes, and towns enhances visual quality

Scarcity

2

While topographic highs are relatively uncommon in the area, similar large hills are present

PT4 (Center of Dubreuiville)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs from town

Vegetation

2

Little vegetation, most of view is urban area

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

1

Urban area of town has little impact upon view

Scarcity

1

Not an exceptional or rare viewpoint, common in the area

SLR
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PT5 (Outside Dubreuiville)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

3

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT6 (On Goudreau Road, North of Mine, accounts for Leblanc Trapper Cabin)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR
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PT7 (On Goudreau Road, North of Mine)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT8 (On Goudreau Road, North of Mine)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR
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PT9 (Near Miller Lake, on Road)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Only one hill visible, but not exceptional or uncommon to area; otherwise flat valley

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Miller Lake adds minor amount of visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT10 (Near Miller Lake, on Hill Slope)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Landform

1

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Miller Lake adds minor amount of visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR

Details
On the slope of a hill of low elevation with no uncommon characteristics; otherwise flat valley

5
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT11 (Near future Process Plant)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT12 (On Goudreau Road, East of Mine)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

2

Some water features are visible from viewpoint, but don’t dominate view or enhance greatly

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of lakes adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT13 (North Bank of Goudreau Lake)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Topographic highs or uncommon landform characteristics not visible facing mine from lake bank

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

5

View is dominated by Goudreau Lake and appears clean and clear

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Lake Goudreau adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Lakes are abundant in the region, as are similar views

PT14 (Boat on Goudreau Lake)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Topographic highs or uncommon landform characteristics not visible facing mine from boat

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

5

View is dominated by Goudreau Lake and appears clean and clear

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Lake Goudreau adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Lakes are abundant in the region, as are similar views

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT15 (East Bank of Lake Goudreau)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Topographic highs or uncommon landform characteristics not visible facing mine from lake bank

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

5

View is dominated by Goudreau Lake and appears clean and clear

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Lake Goudreau adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Lakes are abundant in the region, as are similar views

PT16 (On Road, South of Mine)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

2

Lake Lovell visible from viewpoint, but doesn’t dominate landscape

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT17 (On Road, Southwest of Mine)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT18 (Near Dobbs Lake on Road)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

3

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT19 (Near Dobbs Lake on Road)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

3

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT20 (Proposed Road, North of Mine)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT21 (North of Town of Goudreau)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in vegetation

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT22 (West Bank of Herman Lake)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

5

Herman Lake dominates view, water appears clean and clear

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Herman Lake adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Lakes are abundant in the region, as are similar views

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT23 (East Bank of Herman Lake Cabin)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

3

While Herman Lake is present, view facing mine doesn’t include much water

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Herman Lake adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Lakes are abundant in the region, as are similar views

PT24 (Island of Herman Lake)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

4

View is mostly dominated by Herman Lake and appears clean and clear

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Herman Lake adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Lakes are abundant in the region, as are similar views

SLR

12

November 2016

Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT25 (Goudreau Lake Boat)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Topographic highs or uncommon landform characteristics not visible facing mine from boat

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

5

View is dominated by Goudreau Lake and appears clean and clear

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Lake Goudreau adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Lakes are abundant in the region, as are similar views

PT26 (Goudreau Lake Boat)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Topographic highs or uncommon landform characteristics not visible facing mine from boat

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

5

View is dominated by Goudreau Lake and appears clean and clear

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Lake Goudreau adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Lakes are abundant in the region, as are similar views

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT27 (Goudreau Lake Boat)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Topographic highs or uncommon landform characteristics not visible facing mine from boat

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

4

View is mostly dominated by Goudreau Lake and appears clean and clear

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Lake Goudreau adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Lakes are abundant in the region, as are similar views

PT28 (Near Spring Lake)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Topographic highs or uncommon landform characteristics not visible facing mine from boat

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

2

Small lake North of Spring Lake is visible, but in no way dominates the view or landscape

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Spring Lake adds small value to overall visual value

Scarcity

1

Lakes are abundant in the region, as are similar views

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

.
PT29 (West of Public Access Road)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

1

Little or no variety or contrast in color

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT30 (West of Public Access Road)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

2

Moderately high elevation, views of low rolling hills and flat valleys; few interesting landscapes

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

2

Little or no variety or contrast in color

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT31 (West of Public Access Road)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

1

Small lake East of location visible, but not dominating of view

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Otto Lake has little influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT32 (South of Public Access Road)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR

16

November 2016

Magino Gold Project
Visual Impact Analysis

PT33 (Northeast of Public Access Road)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT34 (Northeast of Public Access Road)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water visible facing mine from viewpoint

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

1

Adjacent scenery has little to no influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Analysis

PT35 (Boat on Lake Eight)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs from boat

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

4

View is mostly dominated by Lake Eight and appears clean and clear

Color

3

Some amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color still not a dominant scenic element however

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Lake Eight has little influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT36 (Boat on Otto Lake)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs from boat

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

4

View is mostly dominated by Otto Lake and appears clean and clear

Color

3

Some amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color still not a dominant scenic element however

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Otto Lake has little influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR
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Magino Gold Project
Visual Analysis

PT37 (Town of Goudreau)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs from boat

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

0

No water is visible facing mine from center of Goudreau Town

Color

1

Subtle color variations, contrast, and interest; generally mute tones

Adjacent Scenery

3

Adjacent scenery of Summit Lake has some influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

PT38 (Trout Lake)
Scenic Quality Factor

Score

Details

Landform

1

Flat valley, can’t see many hills or topographic highs from boat

Vegetation

2

Some variety of vegetation, but less than 3 major types

Water

4

View is mostly dominated by Trout Lake and appears clean and clear

Color

2

Mild amount of contrast and intensity of colors; color not a dominant scenic element

Adjacent Scenery

2

Adjacent scenery of Trout Lake has some influence on overall visual quality

Scarcity

1

Similar quality views are abundant in local region

SLR
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