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Section 1
Introduction

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 8 has conducted a five-year
review of the response actions implemented at the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area
Superfund Site (Site), Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) Information System (CERCLIS) ID: MTD980502777 in Silver
Bow and Deer Lodge Counties, Montana. This review covers activities conducted
from January 2005 through December 2009.

This volume of the report focuses on Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit (BPSOU) -
separate volumes have been prepared for the other Site operable units (OUs). This is
the third five-year review for the Site and the first five-year review for the BPSOU.
The BPSOU is one of seven remedial operable units comprising the Site.

The Record of Decision (ROD) for BPSOU was issued in September 2006, and the OU
is currently undergoing remedial design and some remedial action implementation.
The purpose of this volume of the five-year review is to provide a protectiveness
statement for the BPSOU. In addition, the five-year review report identifies issues
which keep the remedy from being protective in the long term and makes
recommendations to address them.

The BPSOU volume of the five-year review reports on work completed by removal
actions, as well as remedial actions in progress. A great deal of work has been
completed at the BPSOU through removal actions. These were consistent to the extent
practicable with the ROD. Portions of the remedy that have been substantially
implemented since the ROD include the residential metals abatement program and
source area/land reclamation.

11
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Section 2
Site Chronology

Table 2-1 presents important site events and relevant dates for the BSPOU. The

identified events are selective, not comprehensive.

Table 2-1

Chronology of Site Events
Event Operable Unit | Date
Placer gold discovered in Silver Bow Creek 00 1864
Large scale underground mining in Butte 03/08 1875 - 1955
Major smelting period in Butte 03/08 1879 - 1900
Open pit mining at Berkeley Pit 03 1955 - 1982
Discovery of mining-related contamination along Silver Bow Creek 01 9/1/1979
between Butte and Warm Springs, Montana
Hazard Ranking System Package Completed 00 12/1/1982
Silver Bow Creek Site proposed for the National Priorities List (NPL) 00 12/30/1982
Butte Portion added to the NPL 08 7/122/87
Silver Bow Creek Site (Original Portion) Phase 1 Remedial 00 January 1987
Investigation Final Report
Walkerville Time Critical Removal Action (TCRA) Completed 08 February 1988
Timber Butte TCRA Completed 08 1989
Priority Soils TCRA Completed 08 1991
Colorado Smelter TCRA Completed 08 1992
Anselmo Mine Yard and Late Acquisition/Silver Hill TCRA Completed | 08 1992
Lower Area One (LAO) Manganese Removal 08 1992
Walkerville Fund Lead TCRA Completed 08 1994
Walkerville Residential Removal 08 2000
Stormwater TCRA 08 Ongoing
Railroad Beds TCRA 08 2004
LAO Non-Time Critical Removal Action (N-TCRA) 08 Ongoing
BPS Residential Soils/Source Areas N-TCRA 08 Ongoing
Final Phase Il Remedial Investigation Report Completed 08 April 2002
Final Phase Il Feasibility Study Report Completed 08 April 2004
Proposed Plan for BPSOU 08 December 2004
Record of Decision BPSOU and ongoing work under order 08 September 2006
amendments as design is completed for certain components
Consent Decree or Unilateral Administrative Order for Full Remedy 08 Expected 2011

Implementation at BPSOU
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Section 3
Background

The following section provides a selective site background of the BPSOU. A complete
summary of the site background is included in the Record of Decision Butte Priority
Soils Operable Unit Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area NPL Site (EPA 2006a).

3.1 Location and Setting

The Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area NPL Site, which includes the BPSOU, represents
one of four contiguous Superfund Sites in the upper Clark Fork River Basin that
extend 140 miles from the headwaters of Silver Bow Creek north of Butte to the
Milltown Reservoir near Missoula, Montana as shown in Figure 3-1. The approximate
BPSOU boundary and site location are shown in Figure 3-2.

The BPSOU covers an area of approximately five square miles and is located a few
miles west of the continental divide at an elevation range of approximately 5,400 to
6,400 feet above mean sea level. The BPSOU is centered on the “Butte Hill”, which is
the location of the historic Butte Mining District. Contaminants at the site, including
arsenic and heavy metals such as copper, lead, mercury, and zinc, are the result of 120
years of hard rock mining, smelting, milling, and other processing activities. Mining
and ore-processing wastes in Butte represent the primary source materials. These
wastes come in several different forms, including mill tailings, waste rock, slag,
smelter fallout, and mixed combinations of each. Arsenic and metals contained in or
released from these wastes to soil, surface water, and groundwater, pose significant
risks to human and ecological receptors without appropriate remediation as described
in the BPSOU ROD.

3.2 Physical Characteristics

The BPSOU encompasses the northwestern portion of the Summit Valley, which is
characterized by gently sloping terrain, generally sloping toward the north in the
southern portion of the valley and toward the west in the northern portion of the
valley. Mountains bound the valley on the east, south, and north with highest
elevations reaching over 10,000 feet in the Highland Mountains south of Butte.

Granitic rocks of the Boulder Batholith underlie the Butte area. They are primarily
quartz monzonite intersected by porphyritic dikes and plugs. The rocks are fractured
and faulted and extensively mineralized. This mineralization was the target of local
mining. The communities of Butte and Walkerville were established close to the
mining and milling centers as a matter of convenience. Operations of mines, mills,
concentrators, and smelters generated tailings, related wastes, and a variety of other
materials that were deposited on-location, in the midst of residential areas.

The two primary streams in the valley are Blacktail Creek, which begins in the
Highland Mountains to the south, and Silver Bow Creek, which is now considered to
begin at the confluence of Blacktail Creek and the Metro Storm Drain (MSD). Prior to

3-1
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mining, Silver Bow Creek originated in the mountains northeast of the BPSOU. As
mining production increased, mills and smelters were located along the creek. To
accommodate mineral processing activities, Silver Bow Creek was rerouted as needed
and was used for waste disposal. Tailings impoundments were constructed in the
floodplain and wastes were discharged directly into the creek. With the advent of
open pit mining, most of the original Silver Bow Creek channel and floodplain were
completely obliterated by the Berkeley Pit and Yankee Doodle Tailings Pond. What
remains was converted into a conveyance ditch and is known as the MSD. Many of
the waste deposits along the MSD remain in place.

3.3 Land and Resource Use

The BPSOU is situated in a predominantly urban setting, and includes residential
neighborhoods, schools, and parks, as well as commercial and industrial areas. Land
use within the BPSOU is subject to regulation by the Butte-Silver Bow (BSB) County
government through local ordinances. The northern portion of the BPSOU is typified
by residential and commercial development and inactive mining operations. Light
industrial activity, scattered residences, and the Silver Bow Creek floodplain
characterize the central portion of the BPSOU. The southern portion is characterized
by residential areas, inactive mining operations, cemeteries, and undeveloped land.
The population of Butte peaked in 1920 at 60,313 people. The 2000 U.S. Census reports
Butte’s population to be 33,829 and a 2006 U.S. Census estimate reports a population
of 32,110.

3.4 History of Contamination

The following provides a brief summary of the history of contamination at the
BPSOU:

m 1870 - Dozens of silver and copper mining claims had been located and developed,
prompting construction of mines, mills, and smelters capable of refining arsenic-
laden copper ores.

m 1881 - At this time, there were over 300 operating copper mines, at least 10 silver
mines, five smelters, and over 4,000 posted claims

m 1890 - In response to poor air quality for many years, the city of Butte passed
ordinance 186, which made it illegal to roast ore with the city limits.

m 1910 - Butte had become the largest producer of copper in North America and large
quantities of mine waste and tailings were disposed of in ponds or dumped in
Silver Bow Creek. Mining companies were merged into the Anaconda Copper
Mining Company (ACMC).

m 1920s - Milling and smelting continued in Butte; however, as the copper smelting
capacity at Anaconda grew, Butte became primarily a mining center. Even so,
Butte’s smelters and mills produced air emissions that contaminated yards and
attics throughout the BPSOU, as well as large quantities of waste such as tailings
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and slag. Butte’s mines also produced waste and overburden piles throughout
Walkerville and Butte.

1955 - Open pit mining began in Butte with the formation of the Berkeley Pit.
Previously, all mining in Butte was completed entirely underground.

1964 - The completion of the Weed Concentrator (now known as the Montana
Resources Concentrator) reduced the amount of ore sent to Anaconda; however, it
also produced large quantities of waste in the active mining area and discharged
large volumes of contaminated water to the MSD.

1977 - ARCO, now known as Atlantic Richfield Company, merged with ACMC.
Open pit mining operations were conducted in the Berkeley Pit until 1982 and in
the Continental Pit until 1983 when all mining operations were suspended by
ARCO, the successor to ACMC.

1984 - ARCO closed the Anaconda Smelter.

1990s - Atlantic Richfield becomes a wholly owned subsidiary of the BP collection
of companies.

3.5 Regulatory History Summary
The following provides a brief summary of the regulatory history at the BPSOU:

1983 - EPA designated the original Silver Bow Creek as a Superfund site in
September 1983.

1987 - Recognizing the importance of Butte as a source of contamination to Silver
Bow Creek, EPA concluded that Butte and Silver Bow Creek should be treated as
one site under CERCLA. EPA subsequently modified the existing Silver Bow Creek
Site to include the Butte area and the formal name changed to the “Silver Bow
Creek/Butte Area NPL Site”. The BPSOU was one of four remedial OUs formed in
the Butte Area.

1989 - EPA separated the BPSOU investigation activities into Phase I and Phase II.
Phase I activities focused on high-priority human health risks and resulted in the
implementation of numerous TCRAs and Emergency Response Actions (ERAs)
identified in Section 2 and summarized in the ROD. Phase II activities included
conducting the full remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) for the entire
ou.

1991 - EPA developed the Statement of Work (SOW) for the Phase II RI/FS. The
SOW served as the substantive basis for the Phase II RI/FS Work Plan. A consent
order to conduct a RI/FS at the BPSOU was signed by ARCO and other BPSOU
Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) in June 1992. EPA also continued to sign

3-3
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action memorandums and issued administrative orders for initial actions during
this period.

m 2004 - The proposed plan for the BPSOU was completed.

m 2006 - EPA signed the Record of Decision for the BPSOU Silver Bow Creek/Butte
Area NPL site.

Additional site background and history details are provided in the Record of Decision
Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area NPL Site, September 2006
(EPA 2006a).

3.6 Basis for Taking Action

Screening studies and risk assessments have been conducted in Butte since the early
1990s to identify contaminants of concern and to quantify actual and potential human
health and environmental risks from contaminants of concern (COCs) in tailings,
waste, soils, indoor dust, surface water and groundwater. The COCs at the site, and
the media for which actions levels were established for each COC, are presented in
Table 3-1.

Table 3-1
Summary of Contaminants of Concern for the BPSOU
Chemical Solid Media Groundwater Surface Water
Aluminum
Arsenic X X
Cadmium X X
Copper X X
Iron X
Lead X X X
Mercury X
Silver X
Zinc X X

For humans, primary exposure pathways at the BPSOU include:

m Ingestion of surface soils (for residents, commercial workers, and railroad workers);
m Ingestion of interior dust (for residents and commercial workers);

m Dermal exposure to surface water (for recreational visitors); and

m Ingestion of surface water (for recreational visitors); and
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m Ingestion of alluvial groundwater were calculated, although no current exposures
occur.

Assessments of ecological risks focused on aquatic habitat in Silver Bow Creek
(terrestrial habitat is limited in the urban environment of the BPSOU and was not
evaluated in an ecological risk assessment). Animals in the aquatic environment may
be exposed to toxic levels of contamination in the following ways:

m Fish and benthic macroinvertebrates may be exposed by breathing or touching
surface water and sediment and by ingestion of prey or sediment.

m Waterfowl may be exposed by direct ingestion of surface water and sediments or
by ingestion of contaminated prey.

Previous response actions and the residential lead abatement program have
significantly reduced some but not all of the human health risks. Metal-laden mine
waste within the BPSOU continues to threaten local groundwater and surface water
resources. As a result, the selected remedy (described in the 2006 ROD) adopts the
previous response actions to eliminate or mitigate remaining human and ecological
risks. The response actions selected in the BPSOU ROD are necessary to protect the
public health, welfare, or the environment from actual or threatened releases of
hazardous substances into the environment.

The selected remedy includes, but is not limited to, the following major critical
elements to address remaining risks:

m A site-wide operations and maintenance program for reclaimed sites to ensure the
continued evaluation, maintenance, and permanence of the caps over mine waste.

m Alluvial groundwater collection and treatment along with appropriate institutional
controls (ICs), applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR)
waivers for groundwater, and monitoring.

m Additional source removal, capping of mine waste and land reclamation for
contaminated solid media.

m Plans for a Residential Metals Abatement Program (RMAP) that takes a multi-
pathway approach to addressing arsenic, lead, and mercury in yards and homes.
All residential properties will be sampled within the BPSOU and remediated if
elevated metals are detected.

m A phased storm water management program combining initial action, aggressive
monitoring, source area stabilization, and engineering controls to minimize impacts
from storm water runoff, meet ARARs, and return Silver Bow Creek to its
beneficial uses.
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m Elevated arsenic and metals occur in stream-bed and bank sediments in Silver Bow
Creek at concentrations that present significant risks to aquatic biota. These
sediments are most notable within the slag canyon west of Montana Street and
within the upper reaches of the Silver Bow Creek channel in Lower Area One
(LAO) and the lower reach of Blacktail Creek. The Selected Remedy will remove
contaminated sediments from the stream channel bottom and stream banks, and
adjacent floodplain from above the confluence through the slag canyon to the
reconstructed floodplain in LAO.

3-6 CDM
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Summaries of the remedial actions selected, their implementation, and operations and
maintenance (O&M) activities for the BPSOU are presented below.

4.1 Remedy Selection

4.1.1 Solid Media

The overall remedial action objectives (RAOs) established for the BPSOU solid media
are:

Prevent the ingestion of, direct contact with, and the inhalation of, contaminated
soils, indoor dust, waste rock, and/ or tailings or other process waste that would
results in an unacceptable risk to human health assuming current or reasonably
anticipated future land uses.

Prevent releases of contaminated solid media to the extent that they will not result
in an unacceptable risk to aquatic environmental receptors.

Prevent releases of contaminated water from solid media that would result in
exceedances of the Montana State Water Quality Standards for surface water.

Prevent releases of contaminated water from solid media that would result in
exceedances of the Montana State Water Quality Standards for groundwater,
except where ARAR waivers are appropriate and other means to protect from
associated risks are available.

Remediate contaminated solid media to the extent that it will not result in an
unacceptable risk to human health and/or aquatic environment receptors.

Prevent release of contaminated water from solid media that would result in
degradation of surface water, in accordance with the surface water Remedial Goals
(RG).

Major components of the selected remedy for the BPSOU solid media are:
Residential Contamination

m Continuation and expansion of the existing Butte-Silver Bow Lead Intervention and

Abatement Program, in a way that requires all residential properties be sampled
assessed, and abated if action levels are exceeded for arsenic, lead, and mercury.
The expanded program is called the RMAP, and was developed after extensive
remedial design efforts. The final RMAP was recently approved by EPA and
Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). That program is being
implemented by the potentially responsible parties under order from EPA.

4-1
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The RMAP requires a multi-pathway approach to address arsenic, lead, and
mercury in yard soil, indoor dust (living space and direct exposure to non-living
space dust), interior and/or exterior lead paint and lead solder in household
drinking water pipes.

Homes adjacent to the BPSOU that have lead, arsenic, or mercury in attic dust will
also be addressed in the same manner as homes within the OU (the RMAP defines
the area for which attics with elevated levels will be addressed in Appendix A to
the RMAP. The area is known as the Residential Metals Expanded Area).

Properties that refuse property access or properties without current exposure
pathways, or vacant properties will be flagged and tracked in the RMAP database
for future action.

The RMAP requires developing and implementing community awareness and
educational programs in conjunction with a medical monitoring program.

Non-Residential Contamination

Non-residential contaminated solid media includes waste rock piles, smelter
wastes, milling wastes, and contaminated soils. Contaminated solid media may be
present in commercial areas, open areas, non-active mining areas, etc.

Contaminated solid media shall be addressed through a combination of source
removal, capping, and land reclamation. After many years of work under pre-ROD
removal actions, and extensive remedial design work post-ROD under order
amendments from EPA, virtually all of these areas in BPSOU have now been
addressed and have working caps and revegetation.

Reclaimed areas, including cover soil caps, must achieve the performance
standards described by EPA in the Butte Reclamation Evaluation System (BRES).
This system is a site-specific tool to evaluate the stability, integrity, and degree of
human and environmental protectiveness afforded by EPA-sanctioned response
actions, or other past reclamation action initiated on lands impacted by mining
within the OU.

Non-Residential sites with contaminated solid media are grouped into different
categories for remedial action.

4.1.2 Groundwater
The RAOs established for the BPSOU groundwater are:

m Prevent ingestion of or direct contact with contaminated groundwater that would

result in unacceptable risk to human health.

m Prevent groundwater discharge that would lead to violations of surface water

ARARs and RGs for the BPSOU.

Q:\Silver Bow Creek 5-Yr ReviewAFINAL\Priority Soils\Text\Section 4 _BPSOU_FINAL.doc



Section 4
Remedial Actions

m Prevent degradation of groundwater that exceeds current standards.
The BPSOU groundwater remedy is summarized as follows:

m LAO Removal and Waste Left in Place: Extensive removal of near stream waste in

the LAO and MSD area has occurred, and some additional removal is required.
Waste and contaminated soils will be left in place in LAO and MSD. Infiltration
barriers or other measures may be placed to reduce metals loading to the
groundwater in the area overlying the Parrott Tailings. The sediment basin/former
wetland demonstration project shall also be reclaimed according to the intended
future land use.

Groundwater Capture and Treatment - MSD Area: Contaminated alluvial
groundwater in the MSD shall be captured, pumped, and treated at the treatment
facility at LAO using lime precipitation technology. Effluent from the treatment
facility will be discharged to Silver Bow Creek in compliance with ARARs. Due to
issues regarding long-term performance of the subdrain, this remedy will require
upgrade to the MSD system and a five-year shakedown period to determine
effectiveness of the system.

Groundwater Capture and Treatment - LAO: Contaminated alluvial groundwater
at LAO and base flow from Missoula Gulch shall be intercepted in a hydraulic
control channel, and routed to the LAO treatment lagoon facility. Butte Mine
Flooding Operable Unit (BMFOU) West Camp System will be routed to the
hydraulic control channel at LAO for treatment.

Groundwater Treatment Facility: The LAO treatment lagoon facility shall be used
for the treatment and discharge of contaminated ground and surface waters. The
existing lagoon treatment system at LAO has demonstrated that treatment
discharge data for the system has been meeting state water quality standards for
copper, cadmium, and zinc at the point of discharge. Arsenic standards have been
met on all but a few occasions. Because issues regarding long-term performance
and sludge removal and disposal have not been fully addressed, the Selected
Remedy also includes the following;:

1. Anengineering review shall be conducted to require LAO treatment
lagoon facility upgrades. A five-year shakedown period will be required to
demonstrate successful water treatment and full compliance with the
standards, when operating under a wide range of conditions, including
design conditions. All required modifications must go through the formal
EPA design, review, and approval process.

2. To prevent the discharge of untreated water into Silver Bow Creek, the
design will be required to include contingencies for how to manage and
store collected groundwater during extended periods of upset (e.g.,
flooding, equipment malfunction or failure, extended periods of freezing,
etc.).

4-3
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3. Using the Butte Reduction Works area, near the lagoon treatment system,
for sludge drying and sludge management is not allowed, since it is a
dedicated open space area more suitable for public use.

4. If during the shakedown period, performance standards cannot be met, a
conventional lime treatment system shall be designed and built at LAO.
The conventional system shall use lime treatment technology to treat the
captured contaminated water and meet all discharge standards.

m Groundwater Monitoring: Additional groundwater capture and hydraulic control
systems may be implemented if the MSD and LAO capture system is found to
adversely affect surface water quality. A comprehensive groundwater monitoring
plan shall be prepared and implemented for the entire alluvial aquifer to ensure
that groundwater capture systems are effective, to determine that contaminated
groundwater is not leaving the technical impracticability (TI) Zone or discharging
to surface water above standards; and to provide additional information as
necessary on the movement, quality, and quantity groundwater. The groundwater
monitoring program will include installing additional monitoring wells, regular
measurement of water quality and water level in a monitoring network, and shall
provide thorough monitoring that includes, but is not limited to, groundwater in
upper and lower MSD, groundwater near the southern extent of the TI Zone,
between the MSD and LAO groundwater capture systems, and in the area adjacent
to, and downgradient of the lagoon system.

m Controlled Groundwater Area: The ROD contains provisions describing the
decision to waive ARAR compliance in the alluvial aquifer TI Zone. A controlled
groundwater area shall be established for the alluvial aquifer to prevent domestic
use of this water and to prevent any well development that would exacerbate or
spread existing contamination. Other ICs, such as county laws or regulations
regarding domestic use of groundwater in the area, may also be required.

Much of the ground water work required by the ROD is undergoing remedial design
and major parts of the required work have not yet been implemented.

4.1.3 Surface Water
The RAOs established for BPSOU surface water are:

m Prevent ingestion or direct contact with contaminated surface water that would
results in an unacceptable risk to human health.

m Return surface water to a quality that supports its beneficial uses.

m Prevent source areas from releasing contaminants to surface water that would
cause the receiving water to violate surface water ARARs and RGs for the OU and
prevent degradation of downstream surface water sources, including during storm
events.
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Ensure that point source discharge from any water treatment facility (e.g. water
treatment plant, wetland, etc.) meet ARARs.

Prevent further degradation of surface water.

Meet the more restrictive of chronic aquatic life or human health standards for
surface water identified in Circular DEQ-7 through the application of B-1 class
standards.

The BPSOU surface water remedy is summarized as follows:

Implementation of the Surface Water Management Program, which utilizes best
management practices (BMPs), developed on an iterative and yearly basis, to
address contaminated storm water runoff and improve storm water quality.

Excavation and removal to a repository of contaminated sediments and other waste
from the stream bed, banks, and adjacent floodplain along Blacktail Creek and
Silver Bow Creek, from just above the confluence of Blacktail Creek and MSD to the
beginning of the reconstructed Silver Bow Creek floodplain at LAO. Following
removal of the in-stream sediments, further evaluation of surface water quality in
this area will be conducted. If groundwater inflow is found to adversely affect
surface water quality, additional hydraulic controls and groundwater capture shall
be implemented.

Capturing and treating storm water runoff up to a specified maximum storm event,
if BMPs implemented under the Surface Water Management Program do not
achieve the goal of meeting surface water standards in Silver Bow Creek, Grove
Gulch, and Blacktail Creek during storm events.

Hydraulic control, capture, and treatment of contaminated groundwater to prevent
its discharge to Silver Bow Creek surface water, as described in the previous
section.

In-stream flow augmentation as appropriate. Flow augmentation will not be
considered until the major remedial component described in this ROD are designed
and implemented.

Much of the surface water work required by the ROD is undergoing remedial design
and major parts of the required work have not yet been implemented.

4.1.4 Institutional Controls

The Selected Remedy includes the following minimum ICs:

A controlled groundwater area will be established in the Alluvial Aquifer TI Zone
to prevent domestic use of contaminated water, exacerbation or spreading of
existing contamination, or release of highly contaminated groundwater to surface
water resources through irrigation.

4-5
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m County zoning and permit requirements will be implemented to ensure that
capped waste areas, discrete areas of waste left in place, and other control measures
such as storm water control are not disturbed, mismanaged, or inappropriately
developed and that waste taken from these areas is disposed of at the Butte Waste
Repository, or if identified as a hazardous waste disposed of at a Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C facility.

m Deed notices and covenants will be required for all areas where wastes were
capped and left in place or where engineered controls were constructed or other
discrete wastes were left in place.

Where private landowners require fencing or use posting for legitimate reasons
relating to the prevention of remedy disruption, the Selected Remedy requires the
installation of these fences or signs.

Substantial progress has been made in developing the required ICs and/or plans for
ICs.

The above summary of the ROD describes only the major actions required in the
selected remedy. A complete description of all the remedy requirements is contained
in the Record of Decision Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area
NPL Site report from September 2006.

4.2 Remedy Implementation

4.2.1 Work Completed under Removal Authority

The following italicized text is from Section 2 of the 2006 BPSOU ROD summarizing
response actions from the late 1980s through 2004.

EPA designated the original Silver Bow Creek Site as a Superfund site in September 1983.
A fund lead RI for Silver Bow Creek was started in 1984. During the course of this initial
RI, the importance of Butte as a source of contamination to Silver Bow Creek was formally
recognized. Preliminary results from the Silver Bow Creek Rl indicated that upstream
sources (i.e., ubiquitous mining-related wastes throughout Butte) were partly responsible
for the contamination observed in the creek. After a thorough analysis of the relationship
between the two sites (Butte and Silver Bow Creek), EPA concluded that they should be
treated as one site under CERCLA. EPA subsequently modified the existing Silver Bow
Creek Site to include the Butte area and the formal name was changed to the "Silver Bow
Creek/Butte Area NPL Site" in 1987. The BPSOU was one of four remedial OUs formed in
the Butte Area.

EPA undertook several removal actions (TCRAs and ERAs) within the BPSOU from
the late 1980s through 2004. Virtually all of this work was done by the PRPs under
unilateral or administrative consent orders. Prior to the final FS and remedial decision
process, 422 acres of land within the BPSOU have undergone extensive response
actions. The work was completed from the late 1980s through 2004. The final actions
for two ongoing ERAs (LAO and one for residential soils/source areas) were
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established in the ROD. These response actions were undertaken to address the
immediate human health and environmental problems at BPSOU.

Response actions were designed and constructed in a manner intended to be
consistent with any final remedy. Response actions conducted at the BPSOU are
summarized below.

Walkerville TCRA (1988). Addressed mine waste dumps (e.g., Lexington Mine Yard) and
residential soil areas contaminated with lead above 2,000 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)
or mercury above 10 mg/kg in Walkerville. Nearly 300,000 cubic yards of material were
removed from 10 sites. One mile of rock-lined ditch was also constructed to control surface
water runoff from the recontoured waste piles. EPA also removed contaminated soil from
six earthen basements and 33 residential yards.

Timber Butte TCRA (1989). Approximately 40,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil were
removed and consolidated in an on-site repository that was recontoured, covered with fill
soil, and revegetated. Drainage was improved with recontouring and the installation of
drainage ditches. Contaminated soil was removed from two residential yards and the yards
were recontoured, covered with soil, and revegetated.

Butte Priority Soils TCRA (1990 and 1991). Mitigated risks from a number of mine
waste dumps, a concentrate spill, and seven residential yards located in Butte and
Walkerville. Response actions were taken at 30 waste dumps (100,000 cubic yards) that
were either capped or removed. In addition, a railroad bed and seven residential yards were
reclaimed. These actions included removing waste, adding lime rock, capping with soil,
application of fertilizer, and seeding each site.

Colorado Smelter TCRA (1992). Addressed wastes associated with the Colorado Smelter.
Approximately 40,000 cubic yards of mine waste were removed and consolidated in an on-
site repository. The site was reclaimed and drainage channels were installed.

Anselmo Mine Yard and Late Acquisition/Silver Hill TCRA (1992). Addressed a mine
yard and several mine dumps in Butte. The work involved excavation of mine waste,
recontouring, capping, and revegetation. Terracing, rock-lined ditches, and other drainage
control measures were used for storm water management purposes.

Walkerville I TCRA (1994). EPA conducted further removal activities in Walkerville to
address four additional dump areas with elevated soil lead levels. In 1994 and 1995, 12 more
waste dumps were removed or capped in place.

Railroad Beds TCRA (1999 - 2004). Addressed railroad beds and adjacent residential
yards at the OU that contain elevated concentrations of metals and arsenic. The railroad
beds were constructed using mining-related waste or contaminated by spillage during
transport of ore or ore concentrates. The TCRA included significant storm water drainage
improvements.

4-7
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Storm Water TCRA (1997 - present). Begun in 1997 to address storm water problems in
Butte. To control storm water flow and minimize soil erosion and transport of contaminated
sediment to Silver Bow Creek, storm water conveyance structures were built and large areas
of barren land and contaminated soil were reclaimed with cover soil and revegetation.Storm
water channels and detention ponds were placed in critical areas to minimize erosion and
reduce the release and transport of contaminants from historic mining areas.

This response action also included reclamation of the Alice Dump and the removal of about
50 cubic yards of soils contaminated with elemental mercury in the Dexter Street area. The
Alice Dump is a large waste rock dump located in upper Missoula Gulch that contained
about 2 million cubic yards of contaminated soil and waste rock. At Dexter Street, a limited
quantity of the mercury-contaminated soils failed Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) and required disposal at an EPA-approved RCRA hazardous waste
disposal facility. The remaining soils were disposed of at an on-site waste repository.

Walkerville TCRA (2000). Residential properties in Walkerville that had not been
previously sampled were sampled and cleanups implemented at those residences with
elevated arsenic, lead, and/or mercury above action levels. Approximately 40 properties
were addressed.

Lower Area One ERA (1992 - present). The LAO ERA focused on the removal of
accessible mine waste and contaminated soils along Silver Bow Creek and across the
floodplains associated with Silver Bow Creek in the area of the historic Colorado Tailings
and Butte Reduction Works facilities. In May 1992, ARCO signed a Consent Order with
EPA to implement EPA's selected response action alternative for the LAO ERA. Per the
work plan, the response action was to be accomplished in three phases. Phase I, which was
divided into Segments I and 11, included the excavation, transportation, and disposal of
tailings and other contaminated materials from LAO, partial backfilling of the site with
clean materials, and construction of a new Silver Bow Creek channel. Phase 1I was an
equilibration and monitoring period that involved the collection of ground and surface
water data needed to determine the appropriate final response action at LAO. Phase 111
consists of the design and implementation of the final response actions relating to LAO, as
described in this ROD.

The first step in the removal was Phase 1, Segment I activities consisting of the excavation
and transport via railroad of the “dry” contaminated material above the water table to the
Opportunity Ponds near Anaconda. A total of 270,600 cubic yards of materials were
excavated from 1993 to 1994 during Phase I, Segment I. During 1995, EPA and ARCO
initiated Phase I, Segment II pilot-scale excavation activities consisting of the removal of
wet contaminated materials below the water table. The pilot-scale operation demonstrated
that dewatering could be achieved by trenches to intercept groundwater and, in 1996, full-
scale dewatering and excavation of saturated materials began. To expedite the cleanup, a
proposal was made in the summer of 1996 to haul the contaminated materials by truck to
the nearby Clark Tailings site rather than continue to transport to the Opportunity Ponds
by rail. Following public comment and subsequent approval of the proposed Clark Tailings
repository and future use plan in spring 1997, excavated waste materials were transported
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to the Clark Tailings area throughout the summer and fall of 1997. By the end of 1997,
Phase I activities had removed a total of 1.2 million cubic yards of mine waste and
contaminated soils from Silver Bow Creek and the associated floodplains in the area of the
Colorado Tailings and Butte Reduction Works. The area was then backfilled with imported
material and grasses, forbs, and trees were planted to establish a diverse and nature
vegetative cover. The stream channel was reconstructed in accordance with rigid
engineering standards to maintain an elevated stream channel to insure a losing stream.
Waste removal during the LAO ERA was completed to a predetermined excavation limit
established on the basis of the natural pre-existing land contours. Although the excavation
limit ensured that the majority of the waste and contaminated soil was removed, waste was
left in some areas that were below the excavation limit. In addition, in-situ waste and
contaminated soils remain under the Metro Sewage Treatment Plant facility, and the
historic aqueduct and slag walls. A hydraulic control channel was constructed parallel to
the floodplain to collect groundwater. The captured groundwater is treated in the Treatment
Lagoon Demonstration Project before discharge back to Silver Bow Creek.

Phase II of the LAO ERA has been completed during which the hydrologic equilibration and
monitoring of ground and surface water occurred and water treatability studies were
performed. Phase I11, which includes final reclamation and land use planning for this area,
will be decided and performed as a component of this ROD. For example, the selection of a
collection and treatment requirement for groundwater for this area is included in this ROD.

Butte Priority Soils OU ERA Residential Soils/Source Areas (1994-Present). EPA
implemented a program to remediate residential metals and arsenic that focused on certain
residential areas with soil-lead concentrations above the residential lead action level (1,200
mg/kg) and the arsenic level of 250 mg/kg. Under this action, EPA, DEQ, Butte-Silver
Bow, and ARCO integrated the removal of residential lead contaminated soils associated
with mine-related wastes and the removal or mitigation of lead contaminants from non-
Superfund sources. This provided BSB with funding and the flexibility to implement a
comprehensive public health program while meeting EPA’s initial removal action
requirement. The BSB Lead Intervention and Abatement Program goal is to reduce the level
of lead exposure incurred by children 0-6 years, pregnant women and nursing mothers in a
manner that results in long-term health benefits. Butte-Silver Bow’s program targets all
sources of lead, including interior and exterior lead based paint, interior lead dust, water
and residential soils for certain residential areas.

The source area portion of this action included the remediation of areas that were above the
lead action level of 2,300 mg/kg.

CDM 49
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Other Actions

Lower Area One Manganese Removal (1992). This removal action was used to remove
manganese ore stockpiles in LAO within the floodplain of Silver Bow Creek. The piles were
located east of the Metro Sewage Plant and west of Montana Street in LAO. The Defense
Logistics Agency and EPA conducted the manganese removal. The stockpiles included ore
and process tailings remaining after efforts by the Department of Defense to process
manganese ore at the Butte Reductions Works Plant during World War I1.

A total of 261,000 cubic yards were moved to a private repository in Whiskey Gulch, west of
the BPSOU (Bureau of Reclamation 1992). The action was a critical ancillary action to the
LAO ERA.

Old Butte Landfill/ Clark Mill Tailings (1998). A RCRA corrective action and
permitting process was completed at this site southwest of Butte, in combination with EPA
mandated Superfund action. The site consisted of a 60-acre impoundment with
approximately 1 million cubic yards of mill tailings immediately adjacent to, and partially
mixed with, the old Butte Municipal Landfill. The mixed nature of the wastes necessitated a
combined Superfund and RCRA response action be performed under RCRA jurisdiction.

At the Clark Mill Tailings, approximately 800,000 cubic yards of the Colorado Tailings
removed from LAO were placed in the repository constructed at this site. The final RCRA
repository cover was designed in 1997 and constructed in 1997 and 1998. The overall
design included the subsequent construction of a recreational complex on top of the
repository that included several irrigated ball fields, play areas, and park buildings. The
recreational complex was opened in 2001. This area is permitted by DEQ under its solid
waste authorities.

4.2.2 Ongoing Remedy Implementation Activities

This section details the status of key components of the selected remedy. Additional
details on these components are provided in Section 6.

Solid Media Components:

m  Residential Contamination. The RMAP was approved in 2010 by DEQ and
EPA and is currently being implemented. Some form of residential yard
cleanup has been ongoing since the 1990s. No significant changes to the
current program are anticipated in future remedial design efforts.
Therefore, this program is reviewed in Section 6.

m  Non-Residential Contamination. Most major source areas in the BPSOU
have been reclaimed under prior removal actions or post-ROD
implementation under approved work plans. Their integrity must now be
evaluated and maintained.

m  Maintenance of Reclaimed Areas. The BRES, described and included in the
ROD, is being implemented to evaluate the condition of the source area
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caps. Because the BRES is being implemented, and because most of the
source areas were reclaimed over 10 years ago, it is EPA’s decision that the
maintenance of the source areas be included in this five-year review.

Groundwater Components:

Waste Left in Place. The ROD states that certain contaminated soils and
waste will be left in place in LAO and MSD. Infiltration barriers, other
upgrades or source control measures, and the reclamation of the former
wetland demonstration project are part of the remedial design process
which is ongoing. Because these aspects of the remedy have not yet been
implemented, this component is not fully evaluated in this five-year review.

Metro Storm Drain Groundwater Capture and Treatment. The ROD states
that the MSD groundwater will be captured and pumped to the treatment
facility at LAO for treatment. Currently this groundwater is being captured
by a subdrain (French drain) installed under the MSD storm water channel.
The performance of the subdrain is being evaluated and will be improved
as necessary during remedial design. Because this component is part of the
ongoing remedial design efforts and is not yet fully implemented, it is not
fully evaluated in this five-year review.

Lower Area One Groundwater Capture and Treatment: The ROD specifies
that the contaminated alluvial groundwater at LAO, along with Missoula
Gulch base flow, and the BMFOU West Camp groundwater will be routed
to the hydraulic control channel and Butte Treatment Lagoons for
treatment. All of these groundwater components have been captured and
routed to the groundwater treatment facility. The performance of the
capture system is being evaluated and will be improved as necessary
during remedial design, and is working within standards at the present
time. Because this component is part of the ongoing remedial design efforts
and is not yet fully implemented, it is not fully evaluated in this five-year
review.

Groundwater Treatment Facility: The existing lagoon system at LAO (also
known as the “Butte Treatment Lagoons”), as currently built, are a full-scale
pilot system (required under the LAO removal action) and are not
considered the final treatment facility. The existing pilot system will be
upgraded to a fully-functional, modern, robust treatment facility. Because
this component is part of the ongoing remedial design efforts and is not yet
fully implemented, the treatment facility itself it is not fully evaluated in
this five-year review. Water quality data from the treatment lagoons facility
effluent will be presented to show the general effectiveness of the treatment
process.
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Groundwater Monitoring: The ROD calls for a comprehensive groundwater
monitoring program throughout the alluvial aquifer to ensure the
groundwater control and capture system is effective. The details of this
monitoring program are being developed as part of the ongoing remedial
design efforts and it is not evaluated in this five-year review. An interim
groundwater monitoring plan is in place and is being implemented, giving
the agencies substantial data to assess groundwater components of the
remedy.

Controlled Groundwater Area: The ROD calls for the establishment of a
controlled groundwater area for the BPSOU alluvial aquifer. As discussed
in the BMFOU portion of this five-year review, a single controlled
groundwater area - the Butte Alluvial and Bedrock Controlled
Groundwater Area (BABCGWA) - was established in 2009. This component
is included in the review of ICs in this five-year review.

Surface Water Components:

Implementation of the Surface Water Management Program. This is a
program of BMPs to reduce loading of contamination to surface water
(particularly during storm events) and improve water quality in Silver Bow
Creek. This is intended to be an ongoing and evolving program to identify
sources of water quality degradation in Silver Bow Creek (monitoring,
compliance analysis, and loading analysis), and to implement the
appropriate storm water BMPs to best address the problem. Due to the
varying nature and extent of storm water contamination throughout the
BPSOU, this portion of the remedy was intentionally non-prescriptive.

Surface water monitoring has been ongoing on an interim basis. Early BMPs
such as curb and gutter programs, catch basin improvements, and storm
water system cleanouts, have been implemented. Additional data on
stormwater has also been collected and evaluated as part of the remedial
design and implementation process. The Surface Water Management
Program has not been finalized. Some surface water data are available to
show current water quality and trends in Silver Bow Creek.

Contaminated Sediment Remowval. This portion of the selected remedy has
not been implemented.

Capturing and Treating Storm Water Runoff. It is too early in the
implementation of the remedy to identify whether this contingency
measure will need to be implemented.

Hydraulic Control, Capture, and Treatment of Contaminated Groundwater:
Groundwater capture and treatment is a key component of Silver Bow
Creek remediation. This component is evaluated to the extent that surface
water quality data are available.
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m  In-Stream Flow Augmentation: This portion of the ROD is a contingent
remedy to be implemented in the future if needed and is not evaluated in
the five-year review.

Institutional Controls:

m  Controlled Groundwater Area. A controlled groundwater area - the
BABCGWA - was established in 2009 to serve the BMFOU and BPSOU.

m  County Zoning and Permit Requirements. An Institutional Controls
Implementation Plan (ICIP) has been prepared by BSB and Atlantic
Richfield and is near approval by the agencies.

m  Deed notices on properties where waste was left in place or where
engineering controls were constructed. An ICIP has been prepared by BSB
and Atlantic Richfield and is near approval by the agencies

4.3 System Operations and Maintenance

There are many different O&M-type activities that are ongoing at the BPSOU. Some of
these programs are more developed than others. Because the details of these
programs have not been officially set in via a final work plan, many of them have
been ongoing under interim conditions.

In general, ongoing O&M components at the BPSOU consist of the following:

Ensuring permanence of the caps over mine waste through maintenance of cap
integrity. This includes the BRES and implementation of any corrective actions
triggered through these inspections and evaluations.

Implementing the ongoing RMAP to address arsenic, lead, and mercury in yards
and homes.

Maintaining the stormwater structures (diversions, detention basins) built during
the Stormwater and Railroad Beds TCRAs.

Operating the Butte Treatment Lagoons groundwater treatment system.

Operating the hydraulic controls and capture systems to collect contaminated
alluvial groundwater in LAO and MSD.

Ongoing groundwater monitoring.

Ongoing surface water monitoring.

4-13

Q:\Silver Bow Creek 5-Yr ReviewAFINAL\Priority Soils\Text\Section 4_BPSOU_FINAL.doc



Section 4
Remedial Actions

This page left intentionally blank.

4-14 CDM

Q:\Silver Bow Creek 5-Yr ReviewAFINAL\Priority Soils\Text\Section 4 _BPSOU_FINAL.doc



Section 5

Progress Since Last Review
This is the first five-year review for the BPSOU.
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Five-Year Review Evaluation

The BPSOU five-year review team was lead by Roger Hoogerheide, the EPA
Remedial Project Manager (RPM) for the five-year review, and included EPA and
State of Montana project managers of the OUs covered in the review, and technical
staff from EPA’s contractor, CDM, with expertise in areas of civil and environmental
engineering and community involvement.

The review was initiated in October 2009 and included the following components:
» Community involvement

m Local interviews

m Document review

Data review

Institutional controls review

m Site Inspection

The schedule for completing this review extended through December 2010.

6.1 Community Involvement and Notification

Display ads were placed in the local papers (the Montana Standard and the Butte
Weekly). The first ad announced the start of the five-year review process and ran in
the Butte Weekly and the Montana Standard on September 30, 2009.

The agencies participated in three public meetings hosted by the Citizens Technical
Environmental Committee (CTEC) regarding the five-year review process. The
meetings were held on November 17, 2009, February 24, 2010, and March 3, 2010.

These advertisements and details of the public meetings are summarized in the
community involvement and interviews memorandum included in Appendix A of
Volume 1 of this five-year review report.

EPA released a draft of the five-year review report for public review and comment
from December 12, 2010 through January 31, 2011. A public meeting was held on
January 11, 2011. Comments received on the BPSOU are included in Appendix G.

6.2 Local Interviews

Interviews were conducted from January through March 2010 with several groups of
people which included members of the general public, site neighbors, members of
special interest groups such as the Citizen Action Group and Technical Action
Committees, representatives of local government, and oversight personnel with direct

CDM 6-1

Q:\Silver Bow Creek 5-Yr ReviewAFINAL\Priority Soils\Text\Section 6_BPSOU_FINAL.doc



Section 6

Five-Year Review Process

6-2

knowledge of the project. The final list of interviewees included 94 individuals.
Considering the interview questions were fairly broad in nature and were not specific
to any particular OU, the responses have been summarized separately in the
community involvement and interviews memorandum (Appendix A of Volume 1).

6.3 Document Review

In preparing this five-year review, the following documents were reviewed:

Final Multi-Pathway Residential Metals Abatement Program Plan (April 2010)

Record of Decision Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area
NPL Site (September 2006)

Butte Reclamation Evaluation System (BRES) Field Evaluations of Reclaimed Sites
2007 and 2008 - Final 2007 and 2008 BRES Recommendations Report (April 2009)

Butte Reclamation Evaluation System (BRES) Field Evaluation of Reclaimed Sites
and Final Recommendations Report 2009 (October 2009)

2004-2005 Construction Completion Report, Butte-Silver Bow Health Department
Memorandum of Understanding-135 (November 3, 2005)

2005-2006 Construction Completion Report, Butte-Silver Bow Health Department
Memorandum of Understanding-135 (September 12, 2006)

2006-2007 Construction Completion Report, Butte-Silver Bow Health Department
Residential Metals Program (December 18, 2007)

2007-2008 Construction Completion Report, Butte-Silver Bow Health Department
Residential Metals Program (January 2009)

2008-2009 Construction Completion Report, Butte-Silver Bow Health Department
Residential Metals Program (January 2010)

Final Surface Water Characterization Report, Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit
(October 2008)

Monitoring Report for 2008 Streamside Tailings Operable Unit Silver Bow
Creek/Butte Area NPL Site (May 2009)

Manganese Evaluation for Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area NPL site (July 2010)
Butte Silver Bow’s Municipal Storm Water System Improvement Plan (March 2009)

Allocation and Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release of Claims By and
Between the city and County of Butte-Silver Bow and Atlantic Richfield Company.
(2006)
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m Group 1 Settling Defendants’ (Atlantic Richfield and Butte-Silver Bow) Draft
Institutional Controls Implementation Plan (2009)

m Institutional Controls Strategic Plan Framework Document (May 1993)

m Amended Notice of Violation and Administrative Order on Consent. Docket No.
WQ-07-07. MPDES Permit requirements under the Montana Water Quality Act,
City and County of Butte-Silver Bow, Silver Bow County, Montana (FID #1364).
(DEQ. August 28, 2009).

m Montana’s Basin Closures and Controlled Groundwater Areas. Prepared by the
Montana Water Resources Division, Water Rights Bureau, Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation (DNRC) Helena. (December 2003)

m Water-Quality, Bed-Sediment, and Biological Data (October 2007 through
September 2008) and Statistical Summaries of Long-Term Data for Streams in the
Clark Fork Basin, Montana. U.S. Geological Survey. 2009.

ARARs identified in the 2006 ROD were reviewed to determine whether any changes
have occurred since the signing of RODs that could impact the protectiveness of the
remedy of the site. The results of this review are discussed in Section 7.0, under
Question B: Are the Exposure Assumptions, Toxicity Data, Cleanup Levels, and
Remedial Action Objectives Used at the Time of the Remedy Selection Still Valid?

6.4 Data Review

6.4.1 Solid Media
6.4.1.1 Residential Metals Abatement Program

During the RI/FS process, EPA and the potentially responsible parties conducted
extensive sampling, contaminant screening, and human health and environmental
risk assessments. The results of the screening and risk assessments are presented in
Section 3.6 of this report. The action levels set for arsenic, lead, and mercury in solid
media are presented in Table 6-1.

The BPSOU ROD set action levels for contaminants of concern (arsenic, lead, and
mercury for solid media) and requires residential areas within the BPSOU to be
cleaned up if action levels are exceeded. The program to accomplish this ROD
component is called the RMAP, which was recently approved by EPA in consultation
with DEQ. The purpose of the RMAP is to ensure public and environmental heath of
the residents of the BPSOU and the Adjacent Area (that is, the area identified in
Appendix A to the final RMAP) by effectively identifying and mitigating potentially
harmful exposures to sources of lead, arsenic, and mercury (BSB 2010).

CDM 6-3
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Table 6-1
Soil, Dust, and Vapor Action Levels in Residential Areas
Contaminant of Concern | Exposure Scenario Concentration
Residential 1,200 mg/kg
Lead
Non-Residential 2,300 mg/kg
Residential 250 mg/kg
Arsenic Commercial 500 mg/kg
Recreational 1,000 mg/kg
Residential 147 mg/kg
Mercury 3
Residential (vapor) 0.43 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m~)

From Table 12-1 in the 2006 BPSOU ROD

This program requires an assessment of all residential properties within the BPSOU to
occur in 10 years and all contaminated residential properties within the BPSOU to be
remediated in 20 years. During the implementation of remedial design and the
development of the Final Multi-Pathway Residential Metals Abatement Program Plan
(BSB 2010), the time frames described above were requested by the implementing
PRPs to address both mining and non-mining related lead, arsenic, and mercury
contamination at all residential properties that exceed action levels within the BPSOU
site, as well as attic dust in the defined Adjacent Area. By including the non-mining
related contamination, the time frames for completion of the assessments and
remediation were increased from those noted in the ROD by 2 and 5 years,
respectfully. EPA, in consultation with DEQ, determined that such changes were
reasonable, added to the overall protection of human health through implementation
of the Multi-Pathway Program, and met basic requirements for cleanup of mining
related contaminants above actions levels in yard soils and indoor dust.

Yard and attic cleanup actions are conducted on an annual basis and summarized in
annual Construction Completion Reports. These reports are prepared by the Butte-
Silver Bow Health Department RMAP which is implementing the RMAP on the
behalf of the PRPs. The following sections describe the prioritized criteria, yard
removal procedures, and a summary of both the removal and medical programs as
part of RMAP.

Property Prioritization
As described in the BSB RMAP, residential properties are prioritized for remediation
based on the following criteria, arranged from highest priority to lowest priority level:

m Homes occupied by one or more children with a blood lead (PbB) equal to or
greater than 10 micrograms per deciliter (ng/dL) (which is considered to be an
elevated blood lead [EBL]);

m Homes occupied by an individual with elevated urinary arsenic;
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m Home occupied by an individual with elevated blood mercury;

m Secondary residences or subsequent homes occupied by children with elevated
blood lead;

m Homes previously occupied by children with an EBL, even if no child is currently
living at the address;

m Homes with very young children (e.g., less than one year) and PbB of 5 to 9 pg/dL;

m Homes with no children but with one or more sources (paint, water, soil, house
dust) with a lead concentration which exceeds the 95t percentile as determined by
the 1990 BSB Environmental Health Lead Study (BSB 1992). Particular attention
should be given to homes built prior to 1940;

m Designated playgrounds;

m Informal play areas frequented by children with or without property owner’s
permission; and

m All other actual or potential residential areas.

Residential Yard Remediation (Exterior Program)

In accordance with the RMAP, an inspection and sampling program is implemented
to determine whether soil throughout the property contains elevated levels of arsenic,
mercury, and lead. If soil sample results are above the action level, then a yard-
specific removal plan must be developed that identifies the location of the
contamination, inventories site features that impact removal action, specific dates for
the removal to occur, etc.

The selected remedy for the soil sampling initially required sampling at a depth of 0
to 2 inches. However, in order to better define the presence of contamination for the
constituents of concern, expanded sampling in three increments (0 to 2 inches, 2 to 6
inches, and 6 to 12 inches) are sampled instead according to the RMAP. These three
sampling depths will determine if contamination is present only at the surface or is at
depth. If the contamination is only surficial, then ICs would not be necessary for the
property after cleanup. If contamination is at depth and is not removed, ICs may be
needed depending on the use of the property.

From 1990 through December 2009, a total of 1,464 yards have been sampled within
the BPSOU (out of 4,000 total properties estimated as reported in Section 5.2.1 of the
2006 ROD) - first under removal authority and now under remedial authority.

Contaminated soil which exceeds action levels is removed from residential areas to a
maximum depth of 12 inches or to the soil bedrock interface (if bedrock is
encountered before the 12-inch depth), and to a depth of 24 inches in vegetable
garden areas. Previously, a removal depth of 18 inches was prescribed in the ROD;

6-5
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however, this was recently changed in the RMAP to be consistent with national EPA
guidance as defined in the Superfund Lead Contaminated Residential Sites
Handbook, August 2003 (EPA 2003).

From 1990 through December 2009, a total of 377 yards were determined to have
exceeded action levels and have been abated within the BPSOU - first under removal
authority and now under remedial authority.

At each removal location, prior to backfilling, a layer of lightweight geotextile fabric is
placed over the exposed surface as a marker of the extent of soil removal/replacement
and as a visual indicator that the underlying soil may contain arsenic, lead, or
mercury concentrations above action levels. Backfill material may include
replacement soil for yard and garden areas, pit-run gravel base for driveways, sod
and/or seeding.

Other Media Abatement (Interior Program)

Other media abatement, included as part of the interior residential abatement
program, includes sampling/inspection and abatement activities related to indoor
dust, earthen basements, attic insulation, lead paint, and lead within pipes. If
contamination is present and/or above the action level, then abatement plan must be
developed that identifies the location of the contamination, inventories site features
that impact removal action, specific dates for the removal to occur, etc.

Indoor dust that exceeds the action level for arsenic, lead, or mercury is thoroughly
cleaned with a remediation grade/High Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPA) filter
vacuum. Carpets are removed and replaced. Non-living spaces are also cleaned if an
action level in those areas is exceeded and there is either a pathway allowing dust into
the living space or the property owner is planning a remodel that will disturb the
non-living space dust. In total, 396 houses/living spaces have been sampled for
contaminated indoor dust from 1990 to December 2009 and 29 required an interior
cleaning.

Soils from earthen basements that exceed actions levels are encapsulated with a
surfactant, as appropriate for the space.

Attic insulation is removed in conjunction with any contaminated attic dust. In total,
444 attics have been sampled from 1990 to December 2009 and 92 attics have been
abated.

Deteriorated and peeling lead paint is abated by painting walls and other surfaces
with non-lead based paint. In total, 816 houses/living spaces have been inspected for
lead-based paint from 1990 to December 2009 and 149 required abatement of lead-
based paint.

If water testing indicates that lead within the plumbing system of a house (e.g., lead
solder at pipe joints) exceeds the safe drinking water standards, piping is replaced.
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To date, no houses have been identified with elevated lead in the plumbing system,
and no pipe replacement has occurred.

Medical Monitoring Program
In addition to the removal actions conducted at properties, a clinical and educational
intervention program is completed each year.

Blood lead screening is available to all residents of Butte-Silver Bow. Testing is
conducted by the Butte Women's, Infant’s, and Children’s program (WIC) which is
located at the Health Department. Testing is available to walk-in clients, by
appointment, or by physician and RMAP referrals. In addition to blood testing,
families are educated about potential lead exposures in and around their homes.

Since the inception of the program, a total of 8,568 total blood lead tests were
conducted. Table 6-2 provides a summary of the number of blood lead test conducted
by year with the corresponding number of blood level test results greater than 9.9
ng/dL. As shown in the table below, the number of blood lead test greater than 9.9
ng/dL has decreased significantly from 1990 to present. In the past two years, none of
the tests had results greater than 9.9 pg/dL.

Table 6-2
Blood Lead Test Results by Year

Year Number of Blood | PRS0 | Teats with s 6.9
Lead Tests ug/dL ug/dL
1990-1994 1044 84 8
1995 186 13 7
1996 156 11 7
1998 270 17 6.3
1999 418 14 3.3
2000-2001 447 15 3.4
2001-2002 304 15 4.9
2002-2003 759 15 2
2003-2004 921 13 14
2004-2005 691 4 0.6
2005-2006 762 3 0.4
2006-2007 675 3 0.4
2007-2008 940 2 0.2
2008-2009 995 0 0

Concerns Raised During Community Interviews
Several community members questioned whether or not limiting the analysis of soil
samples to lead, mercury, and arsenic was protective. There were concerns that other
heavy metals known to be present in Butte such as cadmium, manganese, copper, and
zinc may be present at levels of concern, independent of elevated lead, mercury, or

arsenic.
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When the initial screening study for BPSOU soils was conducted in 1987, 23 metals
and arsenic were analyzed in soil samples. These metals and arsenic were further
evaluated in the site risk assessments. Based on the information obtained in the
contaminant screening and risk assessments, concerning risk pathways and soil
contamination relationships, EPA developed the list of COCs for the site. EPA risk
assessors reviewed these actions as part of the five-year review process, and
determined that the screening and risk assessments, as well as the current
contaminants of concern and action levels remained valid and are protective of
human health and the environment.

There was particular concern about manganese and soil contamination raised during
the public input process. Because of these concerns, manganese was specifically re-
evaluated during this five-year review. EPA’s risk assessor found that dermal
absorption and exposure had been considered in accordance with EPA Region 8
practices, which are to not quantitatively evaluate dermal exposure from metals, due
to studies showing little transmission of inorganics such as metals to human receptors
via dermal exposure pathways. EPA’s risk assessor believes a screening risk value of
12,609 parts per million in soils is appropriate and valid for manganese. Based on a
review of site data, no residential exposure areas (such as yards or playgrounds)
exceed this value at the BPSOU. Accordingly, further risk evaluation of actions levels
for manganese is not warranted. Manganese is not a COC for solid media at the
BPSOU.

Other screening levels considered during the human health risk assessments
described generally in Section 3.6 and more specifically in the 2006 ROD were also re-
evaluated and EPA concluded other metals were also appropriately screened from the
list of solid media contaminants of concern. Accordingly, EPA concluded that the use
of the three contaminants of concern for solid media - arsenic, lead, and mercury -
and their respective action levels will ensure that human health is protected at the
BPSOU.

6.4.1.2 Non-Residential (Source Area) Contamination

Butte Reclamation Evaluation System

When the BPSOU ROD was completed, according to Section 5.2.2.1 of the ROD, over
42?2 acres of source areas had been reclaimed. Since that time, additional source areas
have been reclaimed (e.g., the Granite Mountain Memorial Area). There are over 200
source areas in the BPSOU that have been capped and reclaimed and need to be
maintained in perpetuity.

The BRES is identified in the ROD as the program used to evaluate the integrity of all
reclaimed land, soil cover caps, or other forms of engineered caps covering mine-
waste material left-in-place at the BPSOU. The BRES is also the program by which
corrective actions are identified and implemented. All source areas are to be
evaluated on a four-year cycle, allowing for evaluation, corrective action
implementation, and site healing prior to reevaluation again in four years. This
system establishes evaluation procedures for performance standards to direct the
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long-term monitoring, maintenance, and corrective action of response actions to
which it applies. The BRES will ensure that response actions and future remedial
actions are maintained at a level that provides for the continuous protection of human
health and the environment and compliance with ARARs.

Under BRES procedures, source areas are often divided into smaller units called
polygons. Polygons are used when different areas of a site have different land uses
(e.g., field vs. drainage ditch or sloping vs. flat, etc.), and should be evaluated as
distinct units. For example, the top of a reclaimed waste dump may be a polygon that
meets standards, but the side slope, which is a separate polygon, may be a different
polygon that requires a corrective action due to an erosion gully. A corrective action
would only be required on that polygon, not the entire site. The BRES method
requires the evaluation of vegetation condition, site stability (erosion condition), and
other parameters important to ensuring that the reclaimed areas are performing as
expected and thereby remaining protective of human health and the environment and
compliant with ARARs.

The parameters evaluated during the BRES field work are:

m Site edge condition;

m Exposed waste;

m Bulk soil failure;

m Barren areas;

m Gullies;

m Vegetation cover (scored by polygon); and

m Erosion (scored by polygon).

Site evaluation forms for all the BRES monitored sites are included in Appendix D.

Following a site evaluations, the evaluator then uses the decision logic diagrams
provided in the BRES document (EPA 2006b) to determine what, if any, additional
reclamation work is needed. These recommendations fall into one of three general
categories:

m Develop a vegetation and/or reclamation improvement plan and implement that
plan.

m Perform an engineering assessment and implement possible engineered (soil
stability) controls.

m Monitor again at the next BRES evaluation in four years.

6-9
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Corrective actions plans are then developed, approved, and implemented the year
following the evaluation. All source areas will undergo another full BRES evaluation
three years following the corrective action work (allowing sufficient time for
reclamation work to heal prior to reevaluation).

The technical recommendations for each of the sites/polygons are used by BSB, DEQ,
and EPA to guide further site investigations and maintenance actions. The site team
reviews site specific BRES data for each sites/polygons that have trigger items and
incorporate any site specific modifying criteria deemed necessary for making
decisions that are logical from a management standpoint. The site team may decide
on a different recommendation after taking into consideration the modifying criteria
(i.e., land ownership, severity of trigger items, land use, etc.). EPA has final approval
authority, in consultation with DEQ, for all corrective action plans.

2007 and 2008 BRES Field Evaluations

The 2007 field season was the first time the BRES was used to evaluate previously
reclaimed sites within BPSOU. Activities performed during the first season of the
BRES implementation included: the development of the BRES tracking database, pre-
evaluation office preparation for the field work, field evaluator training, and actual
field evaluations of reclaimed sites.

The 2008 field season was similar to the 2007 field season with the exception that there
were ten field evaluators from the Clark Fork Watershed Education Program
(CFWEP) used to assist with performing the BRES evaluations. The CFWEP were
contracted by BSB to assist BSB personnel with the 2008 BRES field evaluations.
Additional details regarding the 2007 and 2008 BRES field evaluations are provided in
the Butte Reclamation Evaluation System (BRES) Field Evaluations of Reclaimed Sites 2007
and 2008 - Final 2007 and 2008 BRES Recommendations Report (CDM 2009).

During the 2007 and 2008 BRES field season, a group of previously reclaimed sites
located throughout the entire BPSOU were selected to be evaluated. Table 6-3
provides a summary of the 2007 and 2008 BRES Field Evaluation.

The “number of triggers” summarized in Table 6-3 is a count of the number of times a
particular trigger item was discovered. Because one site could have more than one
trigger item, the total number of trigger items (234) exceeds the number of sites (100).
The next column, “triggers per site or polygon” is the number of triggers divided by
the number of sites and indicates the likelihood that a particular trigger item will be
encountered (e.g., 61 percent of the sites had a site edge condition). The “trigger type
frequency” is the number of triggers in a specific category divided by the total
number of triggers, and is an indication of how likely that particular category of
trigger occurred (e.g., if a trigger item was found, it was a barren area 25 percent of
the time). This can indicate if any particular type of trigger item is more problematic
throughout the BPSOU than others.
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Table 6-3
2007 and 2008 BRES Field Evaluation Summary
Number of | Number Triggers .
Trigger Item Sites/ of per Site or CS?fe%rS\%eRgt?gn T;lrgegirepépe
Polygons Triggers Polygon q y
Site Edge Condition 61 61% M 26%
Exposed Waste 60 60% EV 26%
i i 0, 0,
Bulk Soil Failure 100 Sites 14 14% EV 6%
Barren Areas 58 58% VI 25%
Gullies 41 41% EV 17%
Total 234 100%
Polygon-Specific
Vegetation 140 43 31% \i 74%
Erosion Polygons 15 11% EV 26%
Total 58 100%
M = Monitoring

EV = Engineering Evaluation
VI = Vegetation Improvement
Number of Triggers = number of times a trigger item was discovered
Triggers per Site/Polygon = number of triggers divided by number of sites or number of polygons

Trigger Type Frequency = number of triggers divided by number of total triggers

It is recommended that these percentages be calculated in subsequent five-year
reviews. As this is the first time these sites have undergone a BRES evaluation, any
improving, stable, or deteriorating trends over time cannot be discerned. As these
sites are monitored over time and corrective actions are taken, these percentages
measuring the frequency of trigger items encountered should decrease. This will be a
useful metric for measuring the long-term maintenance of these reclaimed caps.

The next scheduled BRES field evaluation for the sites inspected during the 2007 and
2008 field evaluations will be in 2011 and 2012, respectively. The effectiveness of the
recommended corrective actions presented above will be evaluated at that time.

2009 BRES Field Evaluations

The 2009 field season was similar to the 2007 and 2008 field season with the exception
that five local teachers and six students, trained during the 2009 field season by the
CFWEP and CDM, were used to assist with performing the BRES evaluations.
Following training, the evaluators formed groups of two, which included one teacher
and one student. Four of the groups included members who were BRES field
evaluators in 2008. Additional details regarding the 2009 BRES field evaluations are
provided in the Butte Reclamation Evaluation System (BRES) Field Evaluation of Reclaimed
Sites and Final Recommendations Report 2009 (CFWEP 2009).

During the 2009 BRES field season, a group of previously reclaimed sites located
throughout the entire BPSOU were selected to be evaluated. These sites included
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standard reclaimed source area sites, recreational use sites reclaimed as walking trails
and a number of other sites along the railroad tracks, many of which were reclaimed
as stormwater conveyance and catchment areas. Table 6-4 provides a summary of the
2009 BRES Field Evaluation.

The next scheduled BRES field evaluation for the sites inspected during the 2009 field
evaluations will be in 2013. The effectiveness of the recommended corrective actions
presented above will be evaluated at that time.

According to Tables 6-3 and 6-4, a significant number of the evaluated sites require a
corrective action to meet the performance standard in the BRES. BSB has submitted a
limited number of BRES corrective action work plans for these sites; however, BSB
indicated that O&M-type work had been completed on some of these sites outside of
the formal EPA-approval process. These activities include weed spraying, fence
mending, planting of native species, shrubs, and trees, and the addition of soil on sites
where it was needed. Some of the BRES recommendations for corrective actions at
source areas were implemented, but not systematically documented.

Table 6-4
2009 BRES Field Evaluation Summary
Number of Number Triggers .
Trigger ltem Sites/ of per Site or Recommendgd Uiliglef=7 Upie
. Corrective Action Frequency
Polygons Triggers Polygon
Site Edge Condition 119 58% M 43%
Exposed Waste 75 36% EV 27%
i i 0, 0
Bulk Soil Failure 206 Sites 6 3% EV 2%
Barren Areas 51 25% VI 18%
Gullies 29 14% EV 10%
Total 280 100%
Polygon-Specific
Vegetation 41 19% VI/RI 79%
Erosion 221 Polygons 11 5% EV 21%
Total 52 100%
M = Monitoring

EV = Engineering Evaluation

VI = Vegetation Improvement

Number of Triggers = number of times a trigger item was discovered

Triggers per Site/Polygon = number of triggers divided by number of sites or number of polygons
Trigger Type Frequency = number of triggers divided by number of total triggers

6-12

There were many sites requiring an engineering evaluation prior to a corrective action
(see Tables 6-3 and 6-4). BSB is either not taking the necessary corrective actions on
these sites or is not sufficiently documenting the work. An example of a corrective
action form is included in Appendix E. The information captured on these forms is
insufficient for a site needing significant corrective action work.
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At present, EPA and BSB are developing a new form that will be used in developing
and documenting corrective actions for the source area sites to address this problem.
These forms will clearly document what and where all of the corrective actions were
taken and will serve as a work plan and construction completion report. These
documents will be placed in EPA’s formal records and in the EPA Butte office, and
EPA will ensure that appropriate follow-up action is taken and documented in each
case.

Thus, many BRES-recommended corrective actions have not yet been implemented
on these source areas. This is contrary to the schedule set forth in the BRES - that sites
with trigger items receive the appropriate corrective action the following calendar
year, so that any reclamation work would have three years to heal prior to the next
BRES evaluation. For the first set of sites evaluated in 2007, this window of
opportunity has passed. These sites are to be evaluated in 2011 but corrective action
work has not yet been completed.

During community interviews, concerns about the condition and maintenance of the
reclaimed caps were brought up frequently. People were not only worried about
eroding caps resulting in exposed mine waste, but also that the high quality soil was
eroding and being lost to the storm sewer system and to the stream. It was also
discussed that storm water run-on from improper storm water routing upgradient of
source areas was an issue that could cause erosion and cap failure.

EPA personnel continually conduct site visits to source areas located throughout
Butte and Walkerville. There have been no outright cap failures. Furthermore, there
has been no severe erosion problems associated with the Source Areas, despite the
problems identified above. EPA has been working with BSB and the other PRPs to
ensure corrective actions will be documented and completed on all BRES sites as soon
as possible. The EPA is also meeting with BSB storm water personnel to conduct visits
of storm water structures to make sure they are working properly.

6.4.2 Groundwater

The initial cleanup work for LAO was completed in 1997 under removal authority
when substantial volumes of tailings and contaminated soil were from the area.
Removing the tailings from the active stream floodplain mitigated the threat of a
catastrophic failure or release of those tailings downstream, and also improved
chronic releases to the stream of hazardous substances. Since the removal action at
LAO, different treatability studies were performed on contaminated site
groundwater. It was known that groundwater capture, control, and treatment would
be a required site remedial component, particularly because inaccessible mine waste
(e.g., under the municipal wastewater treatment plant) was left in place. Over time, a
capture system known as the hydraulic control channel, and a capture system at MSD
were implemented. These captured waters are then transported to the Butte
Treatment Lagoon system for treatment and discharge into Silver Bow Creek. The
pilot-scale Butte Treatment Lagoons were expanded to handle the BPSOU alluvial
groundwater, as well as the West Camp groundwater. The BPSOU ROD incorporated
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these elements into the groundwater treatment and capture component of the selected
remedial action.

The effectiveness of current alluvial groundwater capture continues to be evaluated
by EPA through the installation of additional groundwater monitoring wells, tracer
studies and pumping tests in the MSD, and a dense network of surface water
monitoring locations in Blacktail and Silver Bow Creeks. For example, increases in
copper concentrations and loading measured at the lower end of the slag canyon in
Silver Bow Creek resulted in the need for an extension of the hydraulic control
channel farther to the east. This extension now captures groundwater with high
copper concentrations that was entering Silver Bow Creek. This important action to
improve base flow water quality was implemented in 2010. Evaluating the
effectiveness of groundwater capture through a review of water levels and surface
water chemistry will be part of future five-year review reports.

The Butte Treatment Lagoons have been operating for some time and have a
substantial body of data associated with the performance of the lagoons, so that the
performance of the Butte Treatment Lagoons system will be presented to show the
anticipated effluent water quality from the final treatment system.

At the Butte Treatment Lagoons, groundwater is treated with lime and then flows
through one of three series of three settling ponds. By operating the settling ponds in
parallel, one set of ponds can be taken offline for maintenance, while allowing the
other two to keep operating. The series of settling ponds facilitate settling of nearly all
precipitates in the first pond, and then polishing of remaining suspended precipitates
in the final two ponds.

The treatment chemistry is not fundamentally different than that of a conventional
lime treatment facility. The primary difference is that settling ponds are used for the
settling of sludge, rather than using clarifiers. In addition, the sludge generated is not
recycled as it is in a high-density sludge process (like at the Horseshoe Bend
Treatment plant for the Berkeley Pit). Recycling of sludge is used in conventional
plants to speed metals precipitation and ensure efficient use of lime.

The ROD states that the Butte Treatment Lagoon system would be used for treatment
of BPSOU groundwater, as long as issues concerning long-term performance and
sludge removal and disposal are adequately addressed. The ROD cites more effective
treatment of cadmium as compared to conventional treatment plants as one of the
primary reasons for its selection.

Because the upgrades to the Butte Treatment Lagoon system are in the design phase,
performance issues related to the internal workings of the system are not discussed in
this five-year review. Thus, the data presented are limited to the influent and effluent
discharge chemistry of the current treatment system.

Figures 6-1 through 6-5 show influent and effluent chemistry over time for arsenic,
cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc. Discharge standards are calculated according to
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DEQ-7 water quality criteria at the hardness of the discharge. Because the hardness is
frequently greater than 400 milligrams per liter (mg/L) as CaCOs, the standard is
calculated at this maximum allowed hardness. Typically the hardness only decreases
below 400 mg/L as CaCOs during spring, when collected groundwater is diluted
slightly by infiltrating snowmelt and spring rains.

As the graphs show, the treatment system usually removes the COCs to well below
required discharge standards. EPA believes that this indicates the initial success of the
selection of this system for treatment of contaminated water. The few times that
exceedances have occurred have been directly related to interruptions in the lime
addition system (e.g., lime delivery system clogging, etc.). As noted, issues that can
affect long-term operation and reliability (chemical addition, sludge removal,
contingencies for upsets) are being addressed in remedial design, and a permanent
and sustainable treatment system should result. The full system will again be
evaluated in the next five-year review.

6.4.3 Surface Water

The selected remedy for surface water at BPSOU, as summarized in Section 4 of this
report, is a combination of several elements, some of which have already been
implemented. Three general action elements were defined to meet these objectives
(detailed requirements are described in the ROD [EPA 2006a]):

m Surface Water Management Program. This program uses BMPs and engineered
controls to address runoff of contaminated storm water. This has been partially
implemented by construction of some caps at additional source areas, diversion
ditches, a curb and gutter program, storage system cleanouts, and stormwater
ponds in select areas. More BMPs and engineered controls are required to meet
ARARs and ROD objectives.

m Source control along streams. Removal of wastes, contaminated soil, and sediments
along the surface water bodies in the OU is required as described in the Butte Site
ROD. In addition to the removals previously conducted at LAO, streambank
removal actions are required from above the confluence with Blacktail Creek and
MSD to the beginning of the reconstructed Silver Bow Creek channel. This action
has not yet been implemented, but will be as remedial design continues.

m Capture and treatment of contaminated ground water. Capture systems have been
implemented at MSD and LAO with the captured water being treated at the Butte
Treatment Lagoons. These capture systems are undergoing evaluation, re-design,
and upgrades as part of the remedial action to ensure long-term permanence and
ARAR compliance. Of particular importance is ensuring contaminated
groundwater is not bypassing the LAO and MSD capture systems and causing
exceedances in Silver Bow Creek.

Contingency elements will not be implemented until the remedies above are in place.
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Remedial Activities since Issuance of the ROD

The BPSOU ROD described the response activities undertaken at BPSOU up to 2006
(EPA 2006a). The primary pre-2007 activities that impacted surface water quality
were:

m Removal of waste and reconstruction of the Silver Bow Creek channel from Butte
Reduction Works to the surface water sampling location on Silver Bow Creek
below the wastewater treatment plant (55-07);

m Installation of the hydraulic control channel and construction of the Butte
Treatment Lagoons System at LAO;

m Installation of the MSD subdrain and reconstruction of the MSD channel;
m Reclamation of source areas throughout the OU; and
m Installation of storm water controls.

Since that time, the following activities have been undertaken as described in the Final
Surface Water Characterization Report Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit (CDM 2008):

m Operation of the MSD and hydraulic control channel collection systems;
m Operation of the LAO treatment lagoons;

m Inspections of reclaimed areas; and

m Monitoring of base flow and storm flow surface water.

6.4.3.1 Performance Standards

The ROD defined performance standards for surface water as narrative and numeric
water quality standards described in Section 8 and Appendix A of the ROD. The most
pertinent numeric standards for the Butte Site surface water COCs are shown in Table
6-5.
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Table 6-5
Numeric Water Quality Standards at the BPSOU
Human Health %hLOaQilg Acute Aquatic
Contaminant Standard Stqnd d Standard Notes
(Hg/L) i (Mg/L)
(ug/L)
Aluminum -- 87 750 Dissolved fraction
Arsenic 10 150 340
. Hardness-
Cadmium 5 0.097 0.52 dependent
Copper 1,300 2.85 3.79 Ej‘ggﬂg:ﬁt
Iron -- 1,000 --
Lead 15 0.545 13.98 g':gggg:fn
Mercury 0.05 0.91 1.7
Silver 100 - 0.374 ygggzg;t
. Hardness-
Zinc 2,000 37 37 dependent

Note: All standards are based on total recoverable analysis except for aluminum.
Ug/L = micrograms per liter

Hardness-dependent chronic and acute aquatic life standards are variable based on
formulae contained in Circular DEQ-7, February 2006 edition. Values in this table are
calculated at a hardness of 25 mg/L. Any result greater than the acute standard is an
exceedance. A four-day average of results greater than the chronic standard is an
exceedance. Results indicated as base flow are assumed to be equivalent to a four-day
average. Base flow results are compared to chronic standards since base flow should
be representative of a longer than four-day average of COC concentrations. Storm
water results are compared to acute standards since this represents a discrete value
that is rapidly changing.

A map showing the surface water sampling stations in the BPSOU is shown on Figure
6-6 and listed as follows:

In-Stream Stations:
B SS-01 (Blacktail Creek at Harrison Avenue, United States Geological Survey
[USGS] station 123231230)

B SS-04 (Blacktail Creek above Metro Storm Drain, USGS station 12323240)
B SS-05 (Silver Bow Creek below MSD and Buffalo Gulch)

B SS-05A (Silver Bow Creek below “slag canyon”)

B SS-06A (Silver Bow Creek below new channel below Catch Basin 9)

B S5-06G (Silver Bow Creek below treatment lagoon effluent)

6-17
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B SS5-07 (Silver Bow Creek below wastewater treatment plant)
B GG-01 (Grove Gulch)
Surface water standards do not apply to MSD, Buffalo Gulch, and Missoula Gulch.

The data show that these actions have significantly improved surface water quality,
when comparing water quality data from the 1980s to today’s water quality data.
Concentrations have improved an order of magnitude in this time period, and this
progress is more specifically described in section 6.4.3.4 below. Fish are now found in
Silver Bow Creek in the Butte and BPSOU area.

A comprehensive characterization study of current surface water in the BPSOU was
conducted in October 2008. That study presents a summary and interpretation of
surface water quality data collected at the BPSOU of the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area
NPL Site since 2005, as required by the BPSOU ROD. The report is titled Final Surface
Water Characterization Report Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit Silver Bow Creek/Butte
Area National Priorities List Site (CDM 2008). The following sections provide a brief
summary of the compliance analysis conducted at the site.

Copper exhibits the highest rate of exceedances during base and high flow, and has
been the most challenging of the COCs to bring into compliance. Therefore, the
discussion and analysis will focus primarily on copper. As copper exceedances are
mitigated, it is expected that concentrations of the other mining-related COCs will
also decrease. Zinc is also briefly discussed as it has higher concentrations,
particularly during storm events. Other surface water COCs are presented in the 2008
report; however, because their exceedances are less frequent or non-existent as
compared to copper and zinc, their results have not been elaborated upon.

6.4.3.2 Base Flow Conditions

Copper

Base flow copper concentrations at SS-07 have been sampled periodically as shown on
Figure 6-7 since September 2005 and are compared with the DEQ-7 chronic surface
water standard. Dissolved copper during base flow has generally stabilized since
August 2006 varying from around 0.01 mg/L. Total recoverable copper during base
flow has stabilized between 0.011 and 0.028 mg/L since August 2006. The gap
between dissolved and total recoverable has remained indicating colloids or
suspended fine sediments containing copper are still present in Silver Bow Creek. In
most instances, total recoverable copper concentrations remained above the chronic
standard for the period shown.

Base flow copper concentrations since 2005 at SS-06G are shown in Figure 6-8.
Dissolved copper concentrations are relatively stable ranging from 0.0017 to 0.017
mg/ L after August 2006. Total recoverable copper is greater than dissolved and
shows a seasonal fluctuation with higher concentrations generally during winter
months.
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Base flow copper concentrations since 2005 at SS-06A are shown in Figure 6-9. Similar
to S5-06G, total recoverable copper is greater than dissolved and shows a seasonal
fluctuation with higher concentrations during winter months. At this station, the total
recoverable copper predominantly exceeded the chronic standard. Dissolved copper
was predominantly below the chronic standard.

Base flow copper concentrations since 2005 at SS-05A are shown in Figure 6-10.
Dissolved copper concentrations are relatively stable ranging from 0.0018 to 0.0137
mg/ L after August 2006. Total recoverable copper is greater than dissolved by up to
two times the dissolved concentration. Seasonality is not readily apparent at this
location. In 2009, dissolved copper was well below the chronic standard and total
recoverable copper was approximately equal to the chronic standard.

Base flow copper concentrations at station S5-05 since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-11.
Dissolved copper concentrations are low with the exceptions of March 2, 2006 and
May 9, 2007. The March 2, 2006 elevated copper values are consistent throughout all
stations for that day, possibly indicting a runoff event that was categorized as base
flow. The May 9, 2007 dissolved concentration is approximately double the total
recoverable concentration indicating an error in the data. The total recoverable copper
concentrations are near the chronic standard with the exception of March 2006. Since
the remedial action goal is to meet water quality standards at all times, further work is
needed upstream of SS-05 to meet the remedial action goals. The primary sources
upstream of S5-05 are Buffalo Gulch and MSD and possibly uncaptured groundwater
influx. On November 18, 2009, the data shows an elevated spike of total recoverable
copper. During this sampling event, a beaver dam was breached by BSB personnel
above the S5-04 station. The results of this dam breach are evident at this sampling
location, as well as SS-04. Total copper measured above the dam site, as S5-01,
reflected a more typical copper value. Thus this data point does not indicate a
seasonal winter-time impact, but is more reflective of the turbidity caused by the
release of this beaver dam.

Station SS-04 is upstream of the BPSOU. Base flow copper concentrations since 2005
are shown on Figure 6-12. Dissolved copper concentrations have been very stable
since August 2006 remaining below 0.007 mg/L. Total recoverable copper
concentrations are lower than at SS-05 with most values falling below 0.010 mg/L,
with a couple exceptions. Seasonal peaks occurred in December 2006, December 2007,
and November 2008. The large spike in total recoverable copper was the result of the
beaver dam breach described above.

Station SS-01 is upstream of Grove Gulch and represents water quality entering the
OU (Figure 6-13). Other than one sampling event in 2006, all copper concentrations
are moderately low and were below the chronic standard during the majority of
sampling events. There is less separation between total recoverable and dissolved
values.
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Copper concentrations at Grove Gulch station GG-01 since 2005 are shown in Figure
6-14. At times, there is no flow at GG-01, so the sample set is smaller than stations on
the mainstem. The three samples collected from September 2005 to May 2006
exceeded the chronic standard for total recoverable copper while more recent samples
did not exceed. Additionally, there is little difference between total recoverable and
dissolved copper results in the 2007-2008 data.

A bar and whisker graphical summary of statistics of the compliance ratio for total
recoverable copper since 2005 is shown in Figure 6-15. The compliance ratio is
calculated by dividing the analyte concentration by the compliance standard. A ratio
calculated greater than one indicates an exceedance of the standard. This
simplification is needed to allow presentation of statistics when the standard varies
based on water hardness. The upstream end of the system at S5-01 contains total
recoverable copper at approximately half of the chronic aquatic standard. Results
from downstream stations S5-04, SS-05 and SS-05A indicate that a significant total
recoverable copper load enters the stream through this reach. Total recoverable
copper concentrations at SS-05A are normally about 1.5 times the standard. From SS-
05A to S5-07 there is little change in the compliance ratio. This indicates the primary
sources affecting compliance with the copper standard lie between SS5-04 and SS-05A.
Median dissolved copper compliance ratios were less than 1 for all in-stream
monitoring stations; however, maximum concentrations all exceed the ratio of 1 as
shown Figure 6-16.

The difference between dissolved and total recoverable copper increases in a
downstream direction indicating that copper entering the surface water during base
flow contains or generates a suspended solid fraction containing copper. Seasonality
of total recoverable copper concentrations is seen at most stations, with peak
concentrations occurring during late fall or early winter. The cause is currently under
investigation.

Zinc

Base flow zinc concentrations at station SS-07 since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-17.
Prior to February 2007, some of the samples show a distinct difference between total
recoverable and dissolved fractions including two results where dissolved was
greater than total recoverable (this could be a data entry error where total and
dissolved results were switched). After February 2007, the difference was
insignificant. A decline in zinc is shown from 2005 to December 2009 with the only
exceedances occurring prior to 2007. Samples collected since 2007 are well below the
chronic standard for zinc.

Zinc concentrations in surface water at S5-06G since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-18. A
seasonal pattern is present with highest total recoverable zinc concentrations
occurring during the winter, with the exception of a total recoverable zinc result from
October 2008. No exceedances occurred during the period as shown on the figure.
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Zinc concentrations in surface water at SS-06A since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-19.
The seasonal pattern seen in S5-06G is also apparent in SS-06A. Only one exceedance
for total recoverable zinc was observed on September 12, 2006.

Figure 6-20 shows zinc concentrations at SS-05A since 2005. The seasonality of total
recoverable zinc values is only obvious during the winter of 2006-2007 when one
exceedance occurred.

Zinc concentrations in surface water at SS5-05 since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-21. The
pattern is similar to SS-06 A with no exceedances during the period shown.

Figure 6-22 shows zinc concentrations at SS-04 since 2005. The seasonal pattern for
total recoverable zinc is clear at this station during the winters of 2005-2006 and 2006-
2007. Most recently, this seasonal pattern is less apparent where most of the results
were either nondetected or qualified as estimated. No exceedances occurred during
the period shown, with the exception of one sampling event on November 18, 2009
when a beaver dam was breached by BSB personnel.

At station S5-01 shown in Figure 6-23, the results are similar to S5-04 with the more
recent results being nondetected or qualified as estimated. The effects from the beaver
dam breach are not apparent at this sampling station.

Zinc concentrations at GG-01 are shown on Figure 6-24. Only one result has equaled
the chronic standard for zinc for the period. Since June 2006, all results have been far
below the standard.

A graphical summary of the total recoverable zinc compliance ratio since 2005 is
shown in Figure 6-25. Many of the results at the upstream stations are nondetected
and the detection limit was substituted for the result during calculations, so the
statistics for these stations are probably skewed slightly high. Exceedances of the
chronic standards are rare for zinc at base flow conditions. The compliance ratios for
total recoverable zinc are well below unity for all statistics except for the maximum.
Median and maximum dissolved zinc concentrations are in compliance as shown in
Figure 6-26.

6.4.3.3 Storm Water Conditions

For the compliance analysis of storm water, only data since 2005 were evaluated
because they represent the data collected since implementation of the most recent
major BMPs (i.e., MSD reconstruction). There were 42 storm events that were
monitored from 2005 to 2009. No data were collected during the winter months due to
freezing conditions.

The following analysis evaluates in-stream COC concentrations against the acute
aquatic life standards. Because storm water data are inherently variable, the data are
presented to highlight the median concentrations and to show the ranges in the data.
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The explanation of how the dataset was utilized and how the statistics were
calculated (i.e., which samples were included and not included and why) can be
found in the text of the 2008 surface water interpretation report. These details are not
repeated here.

Copper

Storm flow copper concentrations at station S5-07 since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-
27. Total recoverable copper concentrations significantly exceed the acute aquatic
standard during all sampling events during the report period. Large fluctuations in
concentration are evident between sampling events. Dissolved copper concentrations
also exceed the standard; however, these exceedances are not as significant.

Copper concentrations in surface storm water at SS-06G since 2005 are shown on
Figure 6-28. Concentrations for total recoverable and dissolved copper are similar to
S5-07 and exceed the acute standard on most dates.

Copper concentrations in surface storm water at SS-06A since 2007 are shown on
Figure 6-29. The yearly results fluctuated significantly through each sampling period
but ultimately exceeded the acute standard on most occasions.

Copper concentrations in surface storm water at SS-05A since 2005 are shown on
Figure 6-30. Total recoverable and dissolved concentrations exceeded the acute
standard on all but a few sampling events.

Copper concentrations in surface storm water at SS5-05 since 2005 are shown on Figure
6-31. Total recoverable and dissolved copper generally exceeded the acute standard.
Total recoverable copper exceeded on all but two occasions, whereas dissolved
copper exceeded on all but four occasions.

Copper concentrations in surface storm water at SS5-04 since 2005 are shown on Figure
6-32. During the 2005 sampling events, only one total recoverable copper sample was
below the acute standard; in 2006 all samples exceeded; in 2007 two samples were
below the standard; and in 2008 and 2009, all samples exceeded the standard. In
general, dissolved copper was below the standard with the exception of several
sampling events through the period shown.

Copper concentrations in surface storm water at SS-01 since 2007 are shown on Figure
6-33. A storm water monitoring station was not established until 2007. All total
recoverable copper concentrations were above the acute aquatic standard. All
dissolved copper concentrations, except for a few samples, were above the standard.

Copper concentrations in surface storm water at GG-01 since 2005 are shown on
Figure 6-34. All total recoverable copper concentrations were above the acute aquatic
standard, except one in 2005. All dissolved copper concentrations were below the
standard, except one in 2008.
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Figure 6-35 shows the box and whisker plot of in-stream copper storm water data
since 2005. Median total recoverable copper compliance ratios exceed 1 for all in-
stream monitoring stations, and frequently are between 5 to 20 times the standard.
Maximum compliance ratios are several hundred times the standard. Minimum
compliance ratios are also generally greater than one, indicating that downstream of
S5-05, Silver Bow Creek is almost never in compliance with the acute aquatic life
standard. Median dissolved copper compliance ratios exceed 1 for all in-stream
monitoring stations except for S5-04, as shown in Figure 6-36.

For completeness, summary statistics of all the BPSOU COCs (aluminum, arsenic,
cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, silver, and zinc) for the different stations are also
presented in the Final Surface Water Characterization Report Butte Priority Soils Operable
Unit Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area National Priorities List Site (CDM 2008). Examination of
the statistics for COCs other than copper, cadmium, and zinc indicates that mercury,
silver, and lead also show occasional exceedances. Arsenic rarely shows exceedances
of the 340 micrograms per liter (ug/L) acute aquatic life standard.

Zinc

Storm flow zinc concentrations at station SS-07 since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-37.
Total recoverable zinc exceeded the acute standard on all but one occasion in 2007
whereas dissolved zinc concentrations did not exceed the standard.

Zinc concentrations in surface storm water at SS-06G since 2005 are shown on Figure
6-38. Total recoverable zinc concentrations exceed the acute standard on most
occasions. Dissolved concentrations of zinc were below the standard during all
sampling events.

Zinc concentrations in surface storm water at SS-06 A are shown on Figure 6-39.
Samples were only collected in 2007 at this location. Total recoverable zinc was below
the acute standard on several occasions in 2007 and 2008, but exceeded the standard
on all occasions in 2009. Dissolved zinc concentrations were below the standard
during all sampling events, with the exception of three samples in 2009.

Zinc concentrations in surface storm water at SS-05A since 2005 are shown on Figure
6-40. Total recoverable zinc was above the acute standard on all occasions in 2005 and
during the majority of sampling events from 2006 through 2009. Dissolved zinc
concentrations were below the standard most of the time, with a few exceedances in
2008 and 2009.

Zinc concentrations in surface storm water at SS-05 since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-
41. Total recoverable zinc generally exceeded the acute standard with a few
exceptions. Dissolved zinc concentrations were below the standard with the exception
of several exceedances in 2007, 2008, and 2009.

Zinc concentrations in surface storm water at SS5-04 since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-
42. 55-04 is the first upstream sampling location where the majority of the total
recoverable zinc concentrations are below the acute standard; however, several
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sampling events did exceed the standard. All dissolved zinc concentrations were
below the acute standard.

Zinc concentrations in surface storm water at SS-01 since 2007 are shown on Figure 6-
43. Total recoverable zinc concentrations fluctuated above and below the standard
from 2007 through 2009. All dissolved zinc concentrations were below the acute
standard, with the exception of one event in 2009.

Zinc concentrations in storm water at GG-01 since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-44. All
total recoverable zinc concentrations were below the acute aquatic standard, except
two. These two samples were just slightly above the standard. All dissolved zinc
concentrations were below the standard.

Figure 6-45 shows the box and whisker plot of in-stream total recoverable zinc storm
water data since 2005. For zinc, median total recoverable compliance ratios exceed 1
for stations S5-05 and downstream through SS-07. Median dissolved zinc
concentrations are in compliance as shown on Figure 6-46.

6.4.3.4 Silver Bow Creek Historic Concentrations

Surface water station SS-07 (USGS station 12323250) is the farthest downstream point
of compliance before Silver Bow Creek exits the OU and also historically has had the
worst water quality of any station on the perennial streams in the OU. Historic
concentrations for arsenic, cadmium, copper, iron, lead, manganese, and zinc from
1993 through 2009 are presented in Figures 6-47 through 6-53. These data were
obtained through a query of the online USGS database. The approximate dates of
significant removal action milestones that improved water quality are also shown on
these figures for reference.

It is important to note that station S5-07 was chosen for this data presentation due to
its long period of record. However, station SS-07 is located just below the outfall of
the municipal wastewater treatment plant. The discharge from the wastewater
treatment plant contains metals, and, depending on the flow, it can affect water
quality at this station. Thus, not all water quality exceedances at this station in recent
years are attributable to residual wastes or groundwater inflow along the Silver Bow
Creek floodplain. Some of the exceedances may be in part due to the wastewater
treatment plant discharge.

COC concentrations in Silver Bow Creek have decreased dramatically since 1993 due
to removal actions, storm water controls, and the control, capture, and treatment of
alluvial groundwater in the MSD and at LAO. The milestones shown on the graphs
correspond not only to when major construction activities occurred, but also when
additional groundwater was routed to the treatment system. Chronic aquatic life
standards, while not met all of the time for all COCs, are starting to be met. This is a
significant accomplishment.
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Arsenic

Figure 6-47 presents the historical concentrations of total recoverable and dissolved
arsenic, as well as significant milestones. Starting in 1993, total recoverable arsenic
concentrations have significantly exceeded the human health standard of 10 pug/L.
Following completion of the LAO ERA, total recoverable concentrations began to
decrease. A decreasing trend continued following treatment of all groundwater at
LAO. Following completion of the MSD and treatment of all groundwater from the
MSD, the concentrations of arsenic have generally been below the human health
standard. Seasonal fluctuations have become apparent starting in 2006, with higher
concentrations observed in the summer months and lower concentrations in the
winter months. The summer concentrations have slightly exceeded the human health
standard since 2006 with the exception of the summer of 2007. Dissolved
concentrations showed a similar trend; however, dissolved concentrations were
typically below the human health standard for much of the historical period, with the
exception of a few isolated exceedances.

Cadmium

Figure 6-48 presents the historical concentrations of total recoverable and dissolved
cadmium, as well as significant milestones. Starting in 1993, total recoverable and
dissolved concentrations of cadmium fluctuated above and below the acute aquatic
and human health standard; however, they consistently exceeded the chronic aquatic
standard. Following completion of the LAO ERA, cadmium concentrations were
typically below the acute aquatic standard but still generally above the chronic
standard. Following the treatment of all MSD groundwater, all cadmium
concentrations were below both human health and acute and chronic aquatic
standards.

Copper

Figure 6-49 presents the historical concentrations of total recoverable and dissolved
copper, as well as significant milestones. Starting in 1993, total recoverble and
dissolved copper concentrations were significant higher than the chronic and acute
aquatic standard. The completion of the LAO ERA reduced total copper
concentrations significantly; however, the concentrations still exceeded the standards.
Following the treatment of all MSD groundwater, total recoverable copper
concentrationss have stabilized; however, continue to exceed the acute and chronic
standard on most occassions. The dissolved copper concentrations have generally
remained below the acute and chronic standard with the exception of a few instances.

Iron

Figure 6-50 presents the historical concentrations of total recoverable and dissolved
iron, as well as significant milestones. Until the completion of the LAO ERA in 1998,
total recoverable iron was greater than the human health standard. Seasonal
fluctuations are evident, particularly post-1998 with a more prenounced pattern post-
2005, following treatment of all MSD groundwater. During this report period, total
iron concentrations have been below the chronic aquatic standard and above the
human health standard mainly during winter and spring months. Dissolved iron
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concentrations have been below both the chronic aquatic and human health standard
since 1993.

Lead

Figure 6-51 presents the historical concentrations of total recoverable and dissolved
lead, as well as significant milestones. Starting in 1993, total recoverable lead
concentrations exceeded the human health and chronic aquatic standards much of the
time, with several exceedances of the acute aquatic standard. Following completion of
the LAO ERA, total recoverable lead concentrations declined until the reconstruction
of the MSD. In 2003, total recoverable lead was below the human health and acute
aquatic standard; however, continued to exceed the chronic standard occasionally. In
2005, there was a sudden spike in total recoverable lead; however, the lead
concentration has since stabilized through 2009. This spike was likely related to
construction activities in the Metro Storm Drain.Total recoverable lead concentrations
continue to remain below human and acute aquatic standards, but have exceeded the
chronic aquatic standard on only a couple occassions. Dissolved lead concentrations
have been below all standards from 1993 through 2009.

Manganese

Figure 6-52 presents the historical concentrations of total recoverable and dissolved
manganese, as well as significant milestones. Since 1993, concentrations of total
recoverable and dissolved manganese were similar, with little gap between the
concentrations. Manganese concentrations have steadily declined since 1993 until
2003 following the reconstruction of the MSD. Concentrations rose slightly until
treatment of all MSD groundwater began in 2005. Since then, concentrations of
manganese have stabilized. Dissolved manganese concentrations were below the
secondary standard only on several occassions post-2005.

Zinc

Figure 6-53 presents the historical concentrations of total recoverable and dissolved
zing, as well as significant milestones. Since 1993, concentrations of total recoverable
and dissolved zinc were similar, with little gap between the values. Zinc
concentrations held steady through construction of the LAO, until completion in 1998.
Following completion of the LAO ERA, zinc concentrations declined until 2003
during reconstruction of the MSD at which point concentrations rose slightly.
Following treatment of the all MSD groundwater, zinc concentrations dropped
significantly and have remained below the human health and acute and chronic
aquatic standards.

6.4.3.5 Municipal Storm Water System Improvement Plan

Although the municipal storm water system in Butte as a whole (which addresses
many sources of contamination and pollutants - not just mining waste) is not
comprehensively addressed in the ROD, it has long been identified as a key part of
the recovery of Silver Bow Creek. In 2009, BSB County published a comprehensive
inventory and improvement plan of Butte’s underground storm sewer system (BSB
2009). Until this point, reliable, specific documentation of the location, sizes, extent,

Q:\Silver Bow Creek 5-Yr Review\FINAL\Priority Soils\Text\Section 6_BPSOU_FINAL.doc



Section 6
Five-Year Review Process

and conditions of the storm sewer system were not readily available. A geographic
information system (GIS) database of the system was developed, which will be
invaluable. Understanding the storm sewer system is a critical component for BSB in
its effort at prioritizing and designing future underground storm water
improvements.

BSB, with funding from ARCO, is replacing the upper portion of the Butte Anaconda
Brewery underground storm water system. The project has a cost of approximately 1
million dollars. In addition, BSB is preparing an ordinance that will levy a fee on each
property owner that will be used to implement and maintain the stormwater system
for the Butte area. BSB will continue to prioritize storm water structure replacement
and/or maintenance based on the Municipal Storm Water System Improvement Plan.

EPA continues to gather data on the BSB storm water conveyance system to
determine its impact on the water quality of Silver Bow Creek, and to assist BSB in its
improvement efforts. If mining waste contamination or site-specific improvements in
the storm water conveyance system are identified in the Superfund BMP process,
those efforts may come under the ROD’s BMP program. Otherwise, the county’s
improvement program will be conducted independent of the Superfund process in a
cooperative manner. EPA and BSB County are both expecting that continued storm
water conveyance system improvements will lead to improved water quality in Silver
Bow Creek.

6.4.3.6 Fish Population Monitoring

In the fall of 2008, a live caged fish study was conducted to better understand if fish
are capable of surviving in Silver Bow Creek as described in detail in the Monitoring
Report for 2008, Streamside Tailings Operable Unit Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area NPL Site
(Bighorn Environmental et al. 2009). As a result of metals concentrations generally
decreasing over the past decade to levels at or below chronic toxicity levels, a 30-day
chronic caged fish study was chosen to evaluate the affecting fish survival rate.
Young-of-the-year fish (westslope cutthroat trout from Washoe State Fish Hatchery in
Anaconda) were used for the study because they are typically more vulnerable to
poor water quality conditions. They are also more readily available from the hatchery
and can be replicated at higher densities in the cages. This study was conducted at
various stations along Silver Bow Creek, not just along the reach flowing through the
BPSOU. For the purposes of this report, mainstem sites located above SS-06G and
below SS-07 will be discussed as these are within the BPSOU. Metal contaminants of
concern included: arsenic, lead, cadmium, copper, and zinc.

During the first week of the study, no mortalities were reported, indicating that stress
and acclimation procedures were not factors affecting fish survival. Water
temperatures remained approximately 20 degrees Celsius, which is considered to be a
physiological threshold temperature that can cause stress in trout.

A relatively small rain event occurred in the watershed on August 7t that resulted in
increased flow of approximately 8 cubic feet per second in Silver Bow Creek that
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crested by August 11th. Even though this rain event was not significant, it enabled the
mobilization of metals which increased copper and zinc concentrations in Silver Bow
Creek above acute levels, particularly at SS-07. On August 8t, significant mortalities
were observed in the caged fish at S5-07 and by August 11th, a 100 percent mortality
rate was reported. Concentrations of both copper and zinc had increased to levels
well above acute standards during this period. Total ammonia nitrogen
concentrations were frequently above chronic standards and exceeded acute
standards on August 9% and 11th. However, during the study, no mortalities were
observed at SS-06G, the site immediately above the Butte sewage treatment outfall.

Notably, there was a difference in metals concentrations between SS-06G and SS-07
suggesting that additional metals loading occurs between these two locations; most
likely the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) outfall. Ammonia concentrations
measured at S5-07 are a concern for water quality and survival of fish; however, the
results reported during this study were not much different than results from previous
studies conducted on Silver Bow Creek. The researchers concluded it was not possible
to determine the ultimate cause of the fish mortalities.

Butte-Silver Bow is currently under order pursuant to the Clean Water Act
(Administrative Order on Consent, Docket No. WQ-07-07) to upgrade the WWTP
(DEQ 2009 - see Appendix F) for treatment of nutrients. New effluent limits for total
nitrogen, total phosphorous, and chlorine became effective January 1, 2009 and
applied to discharges between June 1 through September 30 of each year. The
upgrades to the treatment plant were not completed by January 1, 2009. The Order
establishes a compliance schedule for BSB to implement the upgrades to the WWTP.
Again, EPA and BSB County are expecting further improvements to the overall water
quality in Silver Bow Creek, based on these important efforts.

6.5 Review of Institutional Controls

EPA completed the ROD for BPSOU in September 2006. The EPA is currently in
consent decree (CD) negotiations with the settling defendants (SDs). The Group 1 SDs
(ARCO, BSB, and other parties) have prepared a draft ICIP as part of remedial design
and this report was tentatively approved by the agencies and submitted to the public
for comment (BSB/ ARCO 2009). The current draft version of the draft ICIP can be
found at information repositories and the Butte office of the EPA. EPA is currently
evaluating public comments and may request changes to the document before it is
finally approved.

Discussed below are the ICs identified in the BPSOU ROD and the draft ICIP, and
those in use today to protect remediated areas from disturbance and to protect public
health.

The Group 2 SDs (the railroad group) are also preparing an ICs implementation plan
for their active railroad properties; however, this plan is not complete and was not
available for review. Abandoned railbeds that have been reclaimed will be treated the
same way as other reclaimed source areas in the BPSOU.
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This section of the five-year review is intended to present the ICs implemented to date
at the BPSOU (the groundwater control area and the “hook-up” ordinance) as well as
the draft ICIP plan that was tentatively approved by the agencies, and to discuss the
ICs that will be codified upon finalization of the CD. Because the CD negotiations are
ongoing, the ICs presented for BPSOU may change.

6.5.1 Institutional Controls and Instruments

EPA and BSB recognized early that ICs for the BPSOU would eventually be needed to
protect the integrity of the remedy and thereby protect human health and the
environment. The EPA has been working with ARCO and the county to refine the
components of an IC program for several years and that program has been defined in
the ROD and is partially reflected in the draft ICIP.

The goal of the BPSOU ICs program is to prevent unacceptable human and
environmental exposure to ore-processing contaminants remaining within the OU
following remedial activities and other work, some of which may occur in the future.
ICs are being used at the BPSOU to: 1) protect the remedial (and removal)
components that have been implemented to address contaminated soil, groundwater,
and surface water; 2) ensure the protection of public health and the environment
during the development of property where contaminated source material was not
addressed as part of remedial actions; and 3) continue community health testing and
awareness programs.

EPA identified the following minimum required ICs in the ROD for the BPSOU (EPA
2006a):

1. A controlled groundwater area has been established in the BABCGWA ruling
by the DNRC. The purpose of this ruling and regulation is to prevent
domestic use of contaminated water, exacerbation or spreading of existing
contamination, or release of highly contaminated groundwater to surface
water resources through irrigation. The BABCGWA prevents new well
development, except for CERCLA monitoring wells, well systems that treat
contaminated water prior to use, and the use of existing domestic and
commercial wells. To the extent a controlled groundwater area will not
prevent the use of existing wells, an education and well abandonment
program will be implemented to persuade owners not to use contaminated
water and to voluntarily take existing wells out of service in exchange, for
example, for being hooked up to public water. An administrative entity will be
identified under remedial design/remedial action to monitor and enforce
these restrictions. This IC is in place and functioning.

2. County zoning and permit requirements will be implemented to ensure that
capped waste areas, discrete areas of waste left in place, and other control
measures such as stormwater controls are not disturbed, mismanaged, or
inappropriately developed and that waste taken from these areas is disposed
of at the Butte Mine Waste Repository, or if identified as a hazardous waste
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disposed of at an RCRA Subtitle C facility. These controls and permits are best
implemented with adequate funding for appropriate redevelopment and re-
use of affected sites. This IC is not yet in place. An initial county action to
require the hookup of domestic water users to the county’s public water
supply system is in place and is functioning. Other county efforts are in
development.

Deed notices will be required for all areas where wastes were capped and left
in place or where engineered controls were constructed or other discrete
wastes were left in place. The deed notices will notify current and subsequent
landowners of the presence of these wastes or engineered controls and ensure
that these wastes are not disturbed. In addition, fencing and signs may be
required to ensure the integrity of caps and engineered controls. This IC is
reflected in the draft ICIP plan, and much of this work has been implemented
by ARCO and the county.

Where private landowners require fencing or use posting for legitimate
reasons relating to the prevention of remedy disruption, the selected remedy
requires the installation of these fences or signs. This IC will be monitored
and enforced by EPA in the future.

In 2009, the Group 1 SDs prepared the draft ICIP, which identifies the public and
private ICs that are being used, or will be implemented, to meet EPA’s requirements
for a comprehensive ICs program (BSB/ ARCO 2009). The draft ICIP specifically
addresses the following IC instruments.

A. Public ICs

m Controlled groundwater area designation;

m Hook-up ordinance/education and well abandonment program;

Excavation and dirt-moving protocols ordinance;

Stormwater management ordinance;

Database and GIS; and

Zoning ordinance.

B. Private ICs

m Access rights and restrictive covenants for ARCO/BSB property and third
party private property.
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6.5.2 Implementation

In addition to the information obtained from the controlling documents, interviews
were conducted with the following individuals to determine which ICs or other
protocols have been implemented and are being effective in protecting the remedy:

m Ted Duaime. Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology (MBMG). December 22, 2009.

Tom Malloy. BSB Planning Department. December 22, 2009.

Rob Jordan. ARCO land manager. December 29, 2009.

Sara Sparks. EPA Remedial Program Manager for BPSOU. January 2010.
m Dan Powers. BSB Health Department. January 2010.

The implementation of ICs for the BPSOU is discussed below and a summary is
provided in Table 6-6.

6.5.2.1 Site Access

Because the boundary of the BPSOU includes a large portion of the City of Butte,
property ownership includes the full gamut of entities expected in a large mining
community: private ownerships, commercial and industrial properties representing
all types of businesses including former and active mining companies and railroads,
state property, and property owned by BSB. Access rights are fully described in
Section II - Private ICs of the draft ICIP, as well as granted in the Superfund statute,
and are summarized below.

The draft ICIP states that the Group 1 SDs and others have created, or facilitated the
creation of, private ICs that provide access easements or agreements (collectively,
“access rights”) for the benefit of the EPA, the DEQ, and any party performing
response actions. Access rights are presently in place for much of the BPSOU where
response actions have or will occur, including source area property and other real
property where stormwater conveyance and management structures are present.
According to the draft ICIP, most of the ARCO/BSB properties are currently subject
to reserved access rights that provide access for addressing environmental conditions
including response actions required under the CD. In addition, pursuant to the
ARCO/BSB allocation agreement, it has been agreed that ARCO will convey to BSB
substantial property located within the BPSOU, including certain source area
properties and properties on which CERCLA stormwater structures are located.

With respect to third-party properties, the draft ICIP states that reserved access rights
have been included in various conveyances of source area property to third parties
and will be included in future land conveyances. It further states that if access to
implement the CD is needed to any source area property owned by a third party, the
SDs will use their best efforts to secure from the third parties an agreement to provide
access for the purpose of conducting all activities related to the implementation of the
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CD, including access for future operation and maintenance. This will be the approach
used for some properties that were conveyed to third parties prior to realizing that
perpetual access would be needed. As part of the CD, these properties are being
systematically identified so that access agreements can be filed. According to the draft
ICIP, access easements are intended to be filed in BSB property records and will run
with the title of the land. As part of the RMAP, BSB has obtained, and will continue to
seek, access rights and/or agreements to properties for any required additional
response actions that may be necessary to protect human health.

6.5.2.2 Land and Water Use Restrictions
Groundwater Use Restrictions
Controlled Groundwater Areas - A CGWA was designated by the DNRC for the Old

Butte Landfill/ Clark Tailings site in December 1999. This area is located in the
southern portion of the BPSOU (Figure 6-54).

On October 30, 2009, the DNRC designated the Butte Alluvial and Bedrock Controlled
Groundwater Area (BABCGWA) No. 76G-30043832 (BSB 2009). The basis for the
BABCGWA is that water quality in portions of the alluvial and bedrock aquifers,
based on available information, are not suitable for a specific beneficial use as defined
by Montana Code Annotated (MCA) 85-2-102(2)(a): a use of water for the benefit of
the appropriator, other persons, or the public, including but not limited to agricultural
(including stock water), domestic, fish and wildlife, industrial, irrigation, mining,
municipal, power, and recreation uses. The final order for the BABCGWA contains
specific findings of fact and conclusions of law that support DNRC’s order. Key
elements of the order include:

m New groundwater wells, except Superfund or other environmental
monitoring/treatment wells necessary for environmental cleanup purposes, are
generally prohibited.

m Existing wells for irrigation or industrial use may be replaced at the owner’s
expense, but only if the conditions stated in the order are satisfied.

m Wells used for drinking water supply must meet the applicable human health
standards or cease being used for such purposes.

m The boundaries of the CGWA may be amended with the express written approval
of the DNRC, the EPA, and DEQ.

The establishment of this CGWA meets the requirements of the RODs and
enforcement instrument for both the BPSOU and BMFOU. Additionally, the Montana
Pole Treating Plant (MPTP) CERCLA site is located within the BABCGWA and this
designation also satisfies the MPTP CD requirement for groundwater well restrictions
and the creation of a CGWA for that site.
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Hook-Up Ordinance/Education/Well Abandonment - BSB has adopted a “hook-up”
ordinance that requires all prospective potable water users to hook into the BSB water
system where municipal service is available —i.e., within 300 feet of an existing water
main. This ordinance enhances the BABCGWA and private covenants by requiring
the majority of local water users to obtain their domestic water supply from the BSB
municipal water system instead of from local wells. To the extent a CGWA will not
prevent the use of existing wells, the BSB Water Quality District is to implement, in
conjunction with the BSB Public Works Water Division, the EPA, the DEQ, and the
DNRGC, an education, testing, and well abandonment program designed to a)
discourage inappropriate uses of groundwater from existing wells and b) encourage
owners to take existing wells out of service voluntarily (BSB/ ARCO 2009).

Earth Moving Ordinance

The county intends to file a resolution and draft, and enact an ordinance to enforce
procedures used during earth moving activities (BSB/ ARCO 2009). The ordinance is
intended to help protect human health and the environment in Butte, and the long-
term effectiveness of remediated areas during property development or re-use. As
stated in the allocation agreement between BSB and ARCO, this ordinance would
reiterate that other current zoning ordinances and designations apply, along with
building codes, stormwater management ordinances and/or requirements,
groundwater control area requirements, provisions for municipal infrastructure
(public water, sewer, and utilities), weed control regulations, and the laws of the State
of Montana applicable to building and construction (BSB/ ARCO 2006). The ordinance
would enforce the provisions of BSB’s Excavation and Dirt-Moving Protocols for All
Dirt-Work to be Performed In and Near the Butte-area Superfund Sites (discussed
below). Also, the ordinance would indicate that BSB personnel would be available to
answer questions and provide guidance to applicants proposing to develop or re-
develop reclaimed property.

BSB has developed and is using a set of procedures to ensure that property
development is protective of human health, the environment, and the implemented
remedy. Key components of this process are discussed below.

Excavation and Dirt-Moving Protocol - In March 2009, BSB revised the former
Reclaimed Areas Guidebook and republished the protocols for earth-moving in the
Excavation and Dirt-Moving Protocols for All Dirt-work to be Performed In and Near the
Butte-area Superfund Sites (BSBC/ARCO 2009). EPA approved the republished

protocol document in June 2009.

During the building permit application process, the county planning department
provides these protocols to the property owner and/or developer to help them
identify and properly handle mine wastes when and if they are encountered (Malloy
2009). In addition to protecting human health and the environment, goals of this
program are to ensure that soils contaminated with mine-wastes are not imported to a
clean site or exported to any other site (other than the repository), and that
contaminated soils are properly capped with clean soil and revegetated during
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property development. The earth moving protocols document provides a step-by-step
set of instructions to meet these goals. The document also provides protocol for
transporting material and placing that material in the mine waste repository and
provides BSB contact information, if mine waste is suspected of being encountered
during the construction.

County Assistance and Inspections - BSB personnel are responsible for providing
oversight during earth moving activities to ensure that waste and contaminated soil
material are managed and handled according to established protocol. Mr. Malloy
indicated that BSB personnel are available to provide this oversight and to assist with
sampling material suspected of being contaminated; he also indicated that the county
has a laboratory contract established for sample analyses.

Upon completion of construction, the BSB inspector must attest to whether the clean
coversoil cap placed overtop waste or contaminated soil material remaining on the
property meets the minimum required depth and physicochemical criteria and that
the area has been seeded as required under the Butte Hill Reclamation Specifications.
The inspector also determines whether stormwater BMPs have been implemented
properly and are thereby likely to remain effective in preventing unacceptable erosion
of the coversoil. All final site work must meet the established protocol and
specifications before BSB approves the notice of occupancy.
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Table 6-6
Implementation and Effectiveness of Institutional Controls at BPSOU

Institutional Control and Instrument . Effectiveness of the Institutional Control in
: e . Instrument Implementation and Use ;
(as identified in the controlling documents) Supporting the Remedy

Controlling | ROD and Group 1 IC Plan
Document

Responsible Entity | BSB County and other Group 1 SDs

Access | Access easements for lands owned by the Group 1 SDs to This is currently implemented for the Group 1 SD owned property through the existing administrative orders and will in | This IC is currently effective.
allow the access to perform Superfund-related monitoring and | the future through the CD or Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO).
maintenance activities.

Access easements for property not owned by the SDs (i.e., Most, but not all, third party private lands currently have access agreements. BSB and ARCO (the principal Group 1 This IC is currently effective for most third-party

third party private lands). SDs) are working to identify these properties and the draft ICIP indicates that they will seek agreements with the private properties.
owners for access rights that would run with the property deed.

Land and Water Use | Controlled Groundwater Area (CGWA) Two DNRC-designated CGWAs are currently in place that restricts well drilling and groundwater use in areas This IC is implemented and effective.
Restrictions overlying contaminated aquifers.

Hook-up ordinance An ordinance is in place that requires all prospective water users to hook into the BSB municipal water system, where | This IC enhances the effectiveness of the CGWA and
it's available. private covenants already in place.

Earth moving ordinance Although not yet filed/enacted, this ordinance will compel land owners and developers to comply with the Excavation The Protocols document is currently being used and
and Dirt-Moving Protocols for All Dirt-Work to be Performed In and Near the Butte-area Superfund Sites. is effective. The enactment of the ordinance will

provide enforcement capabilities to ensure human
health is protected.

Stormwater management ordinance Although not yet filed/enacted, this ordinance will outline the procedures, protocols and/or requirements to implement | This IC is anticipated to be effective.
and enforce effective storm water management. The ordinance will allow BSB perpetual access to inspect and
maintain water conveyance structures and enact penalties for anyone damaging these structures.

Restrictive covenants Restrictive covenants prohibiting the unauthorized disruption of source area caps or other controls or engineered This IC is currently effective for all BSB/ARCO
structures are presently in place for much of the BPSOU where response actions have or will occur. According to the property and is anticipated to be effective for third-
draft ICIP, the restrictive covenants have or will be filed in BSB property records and run with the title of the land. An party property.

examination of property records for the Ophir Mine site did not reveal restrictive covenants. BSB and ARCO (the
principal Group 1 SDs) are working to identify the remaining properties where these are needed and to get the
covenants into the property records.

Zoning ordinance According to the draft ICIP, BSB plans to adopt amendments to the existing zoning ordinance that complement the These amendments to the existing zoning ordinance
other ICs, such as the controlled groundwater areas, the excavation/dirt-moving protocols, and the stormwater are expected to enhance the effectiveness of BPSOU
management regulations, to ensure land use development is consistent with remedial actions and their associated ICs.
maintenance.

Informational | Community awareness and education. This is fully implemented as part of the county Health Department's RMAP. This IC is implemented and effective.
Devices

Medical monitoring. This is fully implemented as part of the county Health Department's RMAP. This IC is currently in place and effective.

Land information management and availability. The BSB Database/GIS contains data and other information for all remedial areas. This information is available to This IC is currently in place and effective.
land owners, developers, and prospective buyers upon request.

Fencing and land-use posting. As part of BSB’s on-going operations and maintenance program for reclaimed areas, fencing and land-use signage This IC is currently in place and effective.
are installed as necessary to prevent impacts to reclaimed caps. This is an ongoing activity for both public and private
lands.
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Preventing Improper Use of Contaminated Fill - The use of mining and ore-
processing wastes as backfill material has been a common practice at historic mining
communities such as Butte. BSB now requires developers to disclose the location of
fill intended to be brought to the site being developed. The established protocol
requires that this material be certified as not contaminated and, if used for coversoil,
that it meets the Butte Hill Reclamation Specifications.

Home Renovation Protocol and Assistance - When a building permit is requested for
a home renovation, the homeowner is provided with the earth moving protocols plus
guidelines specific for renovations. The latter are part of the Health Department’s
RMAP. Upon issuing a building permit that involves an attic renovation, health
department personnel will inspect the attic and sample and analyze material (e.g.,
attic dust) suspected of being contaminated. If contaminated material is present, BSB
will arrange for the attic to be cleaned of contaminated dust prior to the renovations
taking place. The county will also arrange for and manage the disposal of
contaminated dust at the mine waste repository.

Stormwater Management Ordinance

Stream channels have been repeatedly reconfigured throughout the history of mining
in Butte to keep water out of mining areas and, in some cases, to transport process
waste away from milling areas. As part of the on-going effort to reduce contaminant
transport to Silver Bow Creek, certain drainages on the Butte Hill, the MSD channel,
and the Silver Bow Creek stream channel in LAO have been constructed to carry the
design stormwater flow and their banks have been re-engineered and reinforced to
ensure their long-term stability.

The allocation and settlement agreement between BSB and ARCO states that BSB will
propose and support the adoption of a stormwater management ordinance to protect
stormwater BMPs. As such, the draft ICIP states that BSB will file a resolution and
draft and enact an ordinance which outlines the procedures, protocols and/or
requirements to implement and enforce effective stormwater management within the
Butte site. Key components of the stormwater ordinance are to include:

m Nationally-accepted design standards;

m Requirements that site-specific stormwater design plans be prepared and certified
by registered engineers;

m Requirements that will allow maintenance and inspections by BSB personnel,
including perpetual easements granted to BSB to conduct the inspections; and

m Provisions for enforcement against violators and appropriate penalties.

The draft Stormwater Management Ordinance was submitted to EPA and DEQ for
review and comment prior to proposing a final ordinance for formal adoption by BSB.
This ordinance is about to be enacted, or recently was enacted.
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According to Rob Jordan, ARCO land manager, ARCO is currently in the process of
transferring the remaining source area property owned by ARCO to BSB, so BSB will
have control of nearly all properties in the BSPOU with stormwater structures (Jordan
2009). ARCO is also working toward getting access agreements and covenants
established for the few remaining private pieces of property that have stormwater
structures. Access was discussed above and restrictive land-use covenants are
discussed below.

Restrictive Covenants

The draft ICIP separates the discussion of restrictive covenants based on land
ownership: property owned by ARCO or BSB and property owned by a third party.
According to the draft ICIP, restrictive covenants are presently in place for much of
the BPSOU where response actions have or will occur, including source area property
and other real property where stormwater conveyance and management structures
are present. These covenants prohibit the unauthorized disruption of caps or other
controls or engineered structures. Restrictive covenants have or will be filed in BSB
property records and run with the title of the land.

According to the draft ICIP, restrictive covenants include the following typical
provisions:

m a general covenant prohibiting the property owner from hindering, interfering
with, or otherwise modifying any remedial actions that have been undertaken on
the property;

m a covenant requiring the property owner to perform any property maintenance that
may be required on the property; and

m a provision that permits the EPA and DEQ to enforce the obligations against the
property owner.

The first restrictive covenant listed above addresses the need to protect the
implemented remedy, which includes remediated source area caps, water conveyance
structures, and monitoring wells. This protection is especially important for third-
party private property. For example, during the preparation of the groundwater
monitoring plan, EPA noted more than 450 wells within or in close proximity to the
BPSOU. The plan identified approximately 144 wells that are potentially useful for
monitoring; these are currently being sampled as part of the program and are shown
on Figure 6-62. Most of these wells are located on ARCO or BSB property. However,
as was the case for the BMFOU, some of these wells are located on third-party
property and therefore require closer scrutiny to ensure their functionality for future
groundwater monitoring. Restrictive covenants associated with the deeds to these
properties would provide BSB another tool to enforce the protection of these well
heads.

All source area property and other real property presently owned by ARCO on which
any CERCLA stormwater structure is located is, or upon conveyance to BSB pursuant
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to the ARCO/BSB allocation agreement, subject to covenants that restrict the use and
development of the property to the appropriate land use. These are commonly
referred to as either developable property covenants or dedicated use property
covenants depending on the current and anticipated use of a particular piece of
property. The draft ICIP provides representative examples of these. According to Rob
Jordan, ARCO land manager, restrictive covenants have been or are in the process of
being recorded at the county clerk and recorder’s office for property being transferred
from ARCO to BSB. As such, these covenants will be permanently associated with the
property deed (Jordan 2009).

Over time, ARCO has conveyed certain source area property to third parties. In those
conveyances, according to the draft ICIP, ARCO has included appropriate
developable or dedicated use property covenants, as well as appropriate enforcement
rights and remedies for EPA and DEQ), in the conveyance deeds. In future
conveyances, quitclaim deeds will be used as the mechanism to apply restrictive
covenants when property is conveyed.

Zoning Ordinance

BSB has adopted an updated Growth Policy, the city-county’s future land use
classification plan. The county plans to continue development of draft amendments
to the existing zoning ordinance to implement land use changes specified in the
updated Growth Policy. This includes re-zoning certain properties to open space to be
consistent with future land use classifications and remedial action plans. According to
the draft ICIP, amendments will also be drafted and adopted to complement the other
ICs, such as the CGWAs, the excavation/dirt-moving protocols, and the stormwater
management regulations to ensure land use development is consistent with remedial
actions and their associated maintenance.

6.5.2.3 Informational Devices
Community Awareness and Education

An extensive community awareness and education program to manage lead, arsenic,
and/or mercury exposure within Butte is an integral part of the county’s RMAP (BSB
2010). This part of the program includes a range of education components to enhance
and maintain community awareness of potential sources of and exposure risks to
lead, arsenic, and mercury in and around homes (in soil and dust). The plan also
describes approaches residents can take to avoid or limit their exposure. The
community awareness and education program includes advertising and outreach,
periodic mailings to property owners and residents, and distributing free educational
materials to various target groups.

An important aspect of the education and outreach components addresses portions of
homes that are seldom, if ever, visited. Addressing dust in non-living portions of a
residence only when remodeling or other activities create an exposure pathway is
based on the findings of the human health risk assessment completed in Walkerville
(UOS 2003). The objective of this aspect of the program is to ensure that contaminated

6-39

Q:\Silver Bow Creek 5-Yr ReviewAFINAL\Priority Soils\Text\Section 6_BPSOU_FINAL.doc



Section 6

Five-Year Review Process

6-40

dust is appropriately handled and disposed of by a responsible entity; in most cases
this will be by an approved contractor. Educational materials are designed to ensure
that home owners, remodeling contractors, and weatherization workers: (1) are aware
of the potential presence of lead, arsenic, and/or mercury in the seldom-accessed
portions of homes, (2) understand the importance of restricting access to those areas,
(3) take measures to avoid tracking dust from those areas into the interior living space
when access does occur, and (4) are provided with the proper contact information
prior to implementing any remodeling effort.

Educational materials are provided to residents by BSB at the time any work is
implemented (whether interior or exterior) as well as when building permits are
sought for remodeling projects. The recommendations made to residents are based on
the results of environmental sampling at their homes and specific information
collected by BSB staff about their daily habits and activities. In addition to the
education and outreach to the residents, BSB is specifically targeting remodeling
contractors and weatherization workers as they may be exposed during their work.
Education and awareness materials are also posted and available at local hardware
and home improvement stores throughout Butte, in order to inform home owners
performing their own “do-it-yourself” projects of potential risks (Powers 2010). Also,
abatement protocols are designed to ensure that contaminated attic dust is not tracked
into living spaces or inappropriately covered by insulation during remodeling.

Based upon discussions with BSB staff and the RPM, the community awareness and
education program is fully implemented as a part of the RMAP (Malloy 2009, Sparks
2010).

Medical Monitoring

The County’s RMAP includes medical monitoring and participation is encouraged
through community outreach and education. Medical monitoring uses blood-lead
and urinary-arsenic data to identify individuals who have concentrations of those
elements above risk-based thresholds. The home of an affected person (or persons)
undergoes immediate sampling and evaluation. Residential remediation is then
performed if sampling determines that yard soil, interior living-space dust, or
mercury vapor action levels are exceeded.

In cases of high arsenic concentrations in dust or soil, individuals may be tested for
urinary arsenic levels. Exposure mitigation in the home will occur when residents
have urinary arsenic levels exceeding risk-based criteria. Follow-up testing is
conducted to confirm that the remedy has been successful and to determine what
additional measures are required to reduce an unacceptable exposure.

As with the community awareness and education program, the medical monitoring
program is fully implemented as a part of the RMAP (Malloy 2009, Sparks 2010).

Q:\Silver Bow Creek 5-Yr Review\FINAL\Priority Soils\Text\Section 6_BPSOU_FINAL.doc



Section 6
Five-Year Review Process

Land Information Management and Availability

The BSB computer database/network allows the storage and retrieval of CERCLA-
related data and information among BSB departments for all properties within the
BPSOU. This network system allows the health, planning, and building permit
departments to coordinate on the inter-related components of the ICs program
(Malloy 2009). As demonstrated successfully throughout the country, state, county,
and city governments have implemented computerized systems to track the status of
properties that have undergone environmental sampling and restoration. Among
other things, the county-administered database is used to keep track of properties
sampled and properties cleaned up/not cleaned up as part of the selected remedy for
the BPSOU. With the information contained in the system, a property owner or
prospective buyer/developer who contacts the county can be advised of the status of
the property and whether or not the property may need to be sampled during
development. CERCLA-related information the county can provide includes
analytical results and maps showing sampled locations, areas of remaining (in-situ)
wastes, and the boundaries of remediated areas (Malloy 2009). According to the draft
ICIP, the database/GIS provides:

m All data and other information obtained in connection with response actions
performed within the Butte site by ARCO or BSB or any other person or
governmental entity.

m All data and other information obtained in connection with operation and
maintenance activities within the Butte site, performed by ARCO or BSB, Data will
be recorded, stored, and managed in a separate database.

m All data and pertinent information compiled as part of the implementation of the
BRES.

m All data and other information obtained regarding health in connection with the
implementation of the Multi-Pathway Program by ARCO or BSB, subject to privacy
access policies related to health information.

m All data and information relating to applicable requirements under the Growth
Policy and/or Zoning Ordinance.

m All data and information relating to CGWAs.

m All data and information relating to applicable real property use restrictions,
covenants and obligations.

For this operable unit, BSB provides GIS services and maps to EPA, DEQ, and ARCO
and their employees, agents, representatives, and contractors upon request and at no
additional charge or expense (BSB/ ARCO 2009). According to the BSB reclamation
specialist, the database/GIS is operational and providing the necessary information
(Malloy 2009). In addition, AR is working on upgrades to this system.
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Fencing and Land-Use Posting

The Selected Remedy for the BPSOU requires the installation of fencing or use-
posting to prevent adverse impacts to the remedy. Where private landowners require
fences or signage for legitimate reasons relating to the prevention of these impacts,
the SDs are required to provide them (EPA 2006a).

According to the draft ICIP, the Group 1 SDs will construct and install appropriate
signage or fencing upon request by EPA, to support the work required under the CD.
This does not apply to property owned or controlled by the Group 2 SDs (railroad
group) (BSB/ ARCO 2009). Examples of where signage or fencing may be required
include the need to address safety issues associated with construction or where
community interest supports the need for explanatory signs. Additionally, fencing
may be appropriate to prevent unauthorized use and to control access to source areas
or stormwater conveyance/retention structures.

During the interviews, BSB personnel and the RPM indicated that the installation of
appropriate signage and fencing has occurred as needed throughout the course of
removal and remedial work at the BPSOU (Malloy 2009, Sparks 2010).

6.6 Site Inspection

EPA and stakeholder representatives attended a site inspection of key features at the
BPSOU on October 6, 2009. The site tour consisted of an overview of the groundwater
collection and treatment system at LAO, and a tour of representative reclaimed source
areas on the Butte Hill. Site photos can be found in Appendix A. Three sites were
visited: The Minnie Irvine which was stable with minor issues, the Little Mina which
was stable but requiring vegetation improvement due to weeds and some barren
areas, and the Otisco which is a State of Montana Abandoned Mines Program site
which had a reclaimed cap which now is in poor condition. All source area sites are
being inspected in turn through the BRES program. Appendix D includes the BRES
inspection field forms for all of the source areas evaluated to date.

At LAO, the site inspection consisted of a tour of the lime addition building and the
open ponds used for settling and polishing the treated water. Sludge is currently
removed using a floating dredge and then allowed to settle and dry in a nearby
location. Because the system is a full-scale pilot and is undergoing design
improvements, the scope of the inspection was limited to the field tour, and items on
the five-year review inspection checklist were not yet relevant. This should be
reevaluated in the next five-year review.
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7.1 Question A: Is The Remedy Functioning As Intended
By The Decision Documents?

Yes, with the qualifications as noted below.

Remedial Action Performance
Solid Media

Residential Yard/RMAP Assessment. The implementation of the RMAP continues to
remove contaminated soil, dust, and other material from residential properties
throughout Butte. Several non-fundamental modifications to the selected remedy for
residential cleanup have been incorporated into the RMAP. These changes include
modification of the sampling depth from a single depth interval of 0 to 2 inches to a
multi-depth interval of 0 to 2 inches, 2 to 6 inches, and 6 to 12 inches; the removal
depth from residential yards areas has been modified from 18 inches to 12 inches to be
consistent with national EPA guidance (EPA 2003); and including an additional 2
years and 5 years to the assessment and remediation of residential properties,
respectively. Due to these changes, it is recommended that an ESD be prepared to
capture these changes to the ROD.

The RMAP is being implemented as written. Continued progress on a yearly basis, in
accordance with the schedule contained in the RMAP, is being accomplished.

The yard/attic removal and cleanup program has shown signs of success based on
blood lead test results. Blood lead concentrations indicate a steady decline from 1990
through December 2009. In 2008 and 2009, 995 blood tests were performed and none
of the tests had results greater than 9.9 pg/dL. Furthermore, the Butte-Silver Bow
Health Department is in the process of systematically sampling every residential
property within the BPSOU.

Source Area Maintenance/BRES Assessment. The BRES monitoring and maintenance
program has been assessing the performance of previously reclaimed non-residential
areas throughout Butte since the start of the program in 2007. The BRES evaluations
are ongoing. They have identified trigger items needing corrective measures up to 61
percent of the time (see Tables 6-4 and 6-5). Follow-up measures and their progress
have not been traced. Minor repairs and corrections are taking place (such as
reseeding, gully repairs, and fence mending), however the regulators are not
receiving plans for work which requires engineering. Some actions are not taking
place within the specified timeframe.

Limited documentation is available that identifies progress towards implementing the
recommendations provided by the BRES program. It is recommended that adequate
tracking be established to maintain records showing that corrective actions have been
taken to maintain the caps and meet the program schedule. Engineered BMP
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solutions for stormwater should also be tracked. At a minimum, these records should
use the existing aerial photographs of each site to clearly document specific locations
where corrective actions were implemented. If significant construction work is done,
as-built drawings should be included in the records. This information will then
become a record for the following BRES evaluation cycle.

Concerns raised during community interviews and review of the BRES field forms
(see Appendix D) highlighted the link between the BRES and the Surface Water
Management Program. On many source areas, cap erosion was occurring due to
storm water runon/runoff issues that were originating outside of the immediate site
boundaries. If a source area is determined to have erosion problems due to storm
water routing, an engineering evaluation is required. Appendix A of the BRES
document indicates that the BRES and the Surface Water Management Program are
interactive. Therefore, the engineering evaluation will need to coordinate with any
municipal storm water construction to address such issues.

Surface Water

Major portions of the selected remedy for surface water have not yet been fully
implemented. Mine waste and tailings were removed from the active floodplain of
Silver Bow Creek in 1997 (through the LAO removal action), along with capture and
treatment of contaminated groundwater and other remedial actions (such as further
removal of sediments and streamside waste as indicated in the ROD). These have
largely mitigated the threat of a catastrophic failure or release of those tailings
downstream, and also improved chronic releases to the stream of hazardous
substances. Water quality improvements have been achieved, as the figures in Section
6 show. During base flow, Silver Bow Creek is now meeting the chronic aquatic water
quality standards for metals such as cadmium and zinc most of the time, and is
moving toward compliance for copper.

Storm water still severely impacts Silver Bow Creek with mining-related COCs,
particularly copper, from the Butte Hill. This causes exceedances of acute aquatic life
standards. The highest concentrations of dissolved copper appear to be during spring
snowmelt events. It is suspected that soluble copper-laden salts accumulate during
the fall and winter months and are flushed from the system during these first
snowmelt events.

The frequency and magnitude of the copper exceedances during runoff events are as
much as ten to hundreds of times above the acute aquatic life standards. The largest
increase in COC concentrations occurs between mainstem stations SS-04 and SS-05,
which includes storm sewer tributary inputs from MSD and Buffalo Gulch (the east
side of the Butte Hill). Additionally, there are significant COC inputs from the reach
extending from SS-05 to SS-05A that passes through the slag canyon area. From the
data presented in Section 6, it appears that these high COC concentrations are
maintained as Silver Bow Creek flows downstream through the operable unit.
However, downstream of the slag canyon area (station SS-06A through S5-07), there
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does not appear to be any significant regular additions of COCs during storm events.
This is likely because storm water detention basins in Missoula Gulch are able to
control storm water for most storms, and only release water during larger events.

The graphs presented in Section 6 clearly show that copper is most problematic.
Median total recoverable copper concentrations in storm water in Silver Bow Creek,
from SS-05 downstream to SS-07, are typically greater than 10 times the acute
standard. In the same reach, the mean values for dissolved copper generally exceed
the acute standard by at least 1.5 times. Median total recoverable zinc concentrations
are less than 3.8 times the standard. It is anticipated that as copper exceedances are
mitigated, concentrations of the other mining related COCs will also decrease.

Discharge of the municipal wastewater treatment plant (S5-STP) just upstream of SS-
07 has a significant impact on water quality in Silver Bow Creek and is not subject to
the Superfund remedy. BSB is currently upgrading the wastewater treatment plant
under an Administrative Order on Consent (DEQ 2009), and improvements are
expected to be complete by 2017.

The BSB storm water conveyance system is also a clear source of contamination to
Silver Bow Creek. Improvements to both of these water sources are needed to
improve overall water quality in Silver Bow Creek. New storm water BMPs targeting
the Butte Hill are currently in the preliminary evaluation phase.

To reduce sediment problems associated with Superfund and non-Superfund source
areas, BSB and Atlantic Richfield are implementing Curb and Gutter Programs that
will be installed throughout the Butte Hill. Miles of curb and gutter have been or will
be installed in 2010 and 2011 to reduce storm water runon/runoff problems.

Groundwater

Portions of the selected remedy, such as performance of the Butte Treatment Lagoons
system, do provide a positive outlook about groundwater control and capture,
considering the system usually treats and removes COCs to well below the required
discharge standards. In the short-term, the system has been functioning well with few
interruptions. Long-term operation and issues that may impact performance, such as
chemical addition, sludge removal, contingencies for upsets, etc., are being addressed
in remedial design. Designing a fully functional and effective capture system is
important for the success of the BPSOU remedy. The optimization of the groundwater
capture system is in progress.

Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures

An area of controlled groundwater access and educational ICs are in place and
provide interim protectiveness while a more comprehensive IC plan is pending
approval. It is anticipated that once the ICs are fully implemented that they will be
effective in maintaining the protectiveness of the remedy.
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7.2 Question B: Are The Exposure Assumptions, Toxicity
Data, Cleanup Levels, and Remedial Action Objectives
Used At The Time of Remedy Selection Still Valid?

Yes. The exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAOs used at the
time of remedy selection are still valid.

Changes in Standards and TBCs

An ARAR review was conducted for the BPSOU as a part of this five-year review. In
accordance with the preamble to the National Contingency Plan, ARARs are frozen at
the time of the ROD unless "a new or modified requirement calls into question the
protectiveness of the selected remedy” (55 federal register [FR] 8757 [March 8, 1990]).
The findings of the ARARs review are found in the ARARs Review Technical
Memorandum (CDM 2010a), which is attached to Volume I of the overall five year
review report.

Since signing of the ROD in September 2006 for the BPSOU, both the State and
Federal aquatic and human health standards have not changed. The current State of
Montana water quality standards (Circular DEQ-7, published in 2008) are reflective of
the surface water quality standards identified in Section 8, Table 8-2 of the BPSOU
ROD.

Changes in Exposure Pathway and Exposure Assumptions

Based on the evaluation included in the review of the human health and ecological
risk assessments, no additional exposure pathways were identified during this review
that should be addressed in order to evaluate remedy protectiveness.

A review of exposure assumptions used in the BPSOU site risk assessments compared
to current guidance indicates that previous exposure assumptions remain
conservative and reasonable in evaluating risk and developing risk-based cleanup
levels (see Tables 7-1 and 7-2).
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Table 7-1

Comparison of Toxicity Values Used for the BPSOU

Noncancer Oral RfD

(mg/kg-day)

Oral Cancer Slope Factor
(mg/kg/day)-1

coc Baseline Risk Baseline Risk

aseline Ris aseline Ris

Assessments 2 Assessments AR
Value Ref Value Ref Value Ref Value Ref

Arsenic 3.00E-04 1,4 3.00E-04 6 1.5 1,4 1.5 6
Lead NA -- NA -- NA -- NA --

Not Not
Manganese evaluated B 1.48-01 6 evaluated B NA B
Mercuric 3.00E-04 35 | 3.00E-04 6 NA - NA -
Chloride
Elemental NA ~ | 1.6E-04 7 NA - NA -
Mercury

Non-cancer Inhalation Criteria Cancer Inhalation Criteria

(mg/kg-day) mg/m® (mg/kg/day)-1 pg/m°®
Arsenic NA -- 1.5E-05 6 15 1,4 4.3E-03 6
Lead NA -- NA -- NA -- NA --
Manganese Not 5.0E-05 6 Not NA --

9 evaluated ) evaluated

Mercuric
Chloride NA -- 3.0E-05 7 NA -- NA --
Elemental 8.6E-05 35 | 3.0E-04 6 NA - NA -
Mercury

References (Ref)

NA = Not Available

EPA 1997. Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit. Baseline Risk Assessment for Arsenic.
IEUBK Model was used to evaluate exposure to lead
EPA 2003. Final Human Health Risk Assessment, Walkerville Residential Site
IRIS 1991. EPA Integrated Risk Information System Database (IRIS).

IRIS 2003. EPA Integrated Risk Information System Database (IRIS).

IRIS 2010 EPA Integrated Risk Information System Database (IRIS). Online database at:

OO WNEF

http://www.epa.qov/IRIS/search.htm

7  EPA Regional Screening Level Table December 2009
Note: Although manganese was not a COC at the time of the risk assessment it is presented on this table due to the
lower inhalation reference dose currently available.
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Table 7-2
IEUBK Assumptions
1994 HHRA | 2010 IEUBK
Air Data
Vary Air Conc. By Year No, not varied No, not varied
Outdoor Air Lead Concentration 0.2 ug/m’ 0.1 pg/m’
Indoor Air Lead Concentration
(Percentage of Outdoor Air 30% 30%
Lung Absorption 32% 32%
Age Specific Data for Air Pathway:

Ventilation Time Spent | Ventilation Time Spent
Age Range Rate Outdoors Rate Outdoors
0-1 2.0 m°/day 1 hr/day 2.0 m°/day 1 hr/day
1-2 3.0 m°day 2 hr/day 3.0 m°day 2 hr/day
2-3 5.0 m°/day 3 hr/day 5.0 m°/day 3 hr/day
3-4 5.0 m°/day 4 hr/day 5.0 m°/day 4 hr/day
4-5 5.0 m°/day 4 hr/day 5.0 m°/day 4 hr/day
5-6 7.0 m°/day 4 hr/day 7.0 m°/day 4 hr/day
6-7 7.0 m°day 4 hr/day 7.0 m°day 4 hr/day

Walkerville Alternate

RA

Drinking Water Rate
Lead Concentration in Drinking
Water 4ug Pb /L Vr\]’g‘tt‘\*/ra[r)igga 4ug Pb /L
Constant

Age Specific Data for Water Pathway:
Age Range: Water Consumption Water Consumption
0-1 0.20 l/day 0.20 l/day
1-2 0.50 l/day 0.50 l/day
2-3 0.52 l/day 0.52 l/day
3-4 0.53 l/day 0.53 l/day
4-5 0.55 l/day 0.55 l/day
5-6 0.58 l/day 0.58 l/day
6-7 0.59 l/day 0.59 l/day
Use Alternate Water Values? No No
Soil Data

Percentage of soil/dust intake 45% soil 55%dust 45% soil 55%dust

ingestion Ingestion ingestion Ingestion
Age Range Total Soil + Dust Intake Total Soil + Dust Intake
0-1 0.043 0.085
1-2 0.108 0.135
2-3 0.108 0.135
3-4 0.108 0.135
4-5 0.085 0.1
5-6 0.075 0.09
6-7 0.070 0.085

Soil to dust transfer Factor

0.24 (Site Specific)

0.24 (Site Specific)

Gl Values/Bioavailability Information

Absorption Fraction for Soll

30% default (12% site

See below specific)
Absorption Fraction for Dust See below 30%
Absorption Fraction for Water 50%
Absorption Fraction for Diet 50%
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Table 7-2
IEUBK Assumptions
1994 HHRA 2010 IEUBK
GI Method Bioavailability non-linear Passive Method:
Passive Absorption Coefficient 0.02
Active Absorption Coefficient 0.1
Absorption Half-Saturation
Coefficient (ug/L) 1000
Residence Time in Gl tract (days) 1
GI Method Bioavailability Non-iinear Passive Method:
Passive Absorption Coefficient 0.05
Active Absorption Coefficient 0.25
Absorption Half-Saturation
Coefficient (ug/L) 1000
Residence Time in Gl tract (days) 1
Dietary Lead Intake
Dietary Dietary Model default Dietary Lead
Lead Intake | Lead Intake Intake (ug/day)
Age Range: (ng/day)* (ng/day)?
0-1 5.88 1.82 2.26
1-2 5.92 1.90 1.96
2-3 6.79 1.87 2.13
3-4 6.57 1.80 2.04
4-5 6.36 1.73 1.95
5-6 6.75 1.83 2.05
6-7 7.48 2.20 2.22
Distribution values:
GSD 168 1.6 Default .(:.L.68 Site
Specific)
Cutoff 10 pg Pb/dl 10 pg Pb/dl
Notes:

1. Model Defaults used in the 1994 Lead Risk Assessment

2. Region 8 Dietary Lead Intake rates based on Total Diet Studies by Gunderson (1995) and
Bolger et. al. (1996). These values were used in the Walkerville HHRA.

hr/day = hours per day

L/day =liters per day

pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter

Hg Pb /L = micrograms lead per liter

H1g Pb/dL = micrograms lead per deciliter

Hg/day = micrograms per day

Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics

Non-cancer toxicity criteria (references doses and reference concentrations) and
cancer slope factors and inhalation unit risks were examined for any changes that may
affect protectiveness of the remedy. The review found:

m Criteria for oral exposure pathways have not changed.

m Criteria for inhalation exposure to arsenic have changed, but do not significantly
change calculated arsenic action levels.

CDM 77
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m Criteria for inhalation exposure to mercury have changed; a recalculation of the
action level using current recommendations results in a slight increase in the
mercury action level in air from 0.43 pg/m?3 to 0.63 ug/m3.

m The criteria for inhalation exposure to manganese changed. EPA’s risk assessor
reviewed the screening level evaluation of manganese exposure and concluded that
the screening level of 12,609 parts per million for manganese remains protective
and appropriate.

The exposure assumptions for exposure to lead were evaluated separately from the
other COCs through evaluation and use of the most recent version of the IEUBK
model. The PRG for lead was recalculated using the most updated version of the
IEUBK model (Version 1.1 Build 11) with site-specific parameters included - 12
percent bioavailability of lead in soil, a soil-to-dust transfer coefficient of 0.24 and a
geometric standard deviation of 1.68. The recalculated estimated PRG was 1,174
mg/kg, a value essentially the same as the current remediation goals of 1,200 mg/kg.
According to the Superfund Lead-Contaminated Residential Sites Handbook (EPA 2003), a
model-derived soil lead remedial goal calculated to be between 400 mg/kg to 1,200
mg/kg does not require further review by the Lead Sites Consultation Group.

The results of blood lead tests collected as part of the voluntary medical monitoring
program have shown a downward trend for several years, with no blood lead levels
reported above 10 ug/dL in the last two years. These data suggest that exposures to
lead are decreasing in response to the Superfund actions at the BPSOU.

Thus, this review concludes that the actions levels for lead, arsenic, and mercury
established in past risk assessments are still appropriate and protective of human
health.

Expected Progress Towards Meeting RAOs

At the BPSOU, most exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are
being controlled to the extent possible considering the interim state of remedy
implementation. Despite several past response actions completed at the BPSOU,
covering more than 400 acres, not all remediation components or goals have been
achieved. The RMAP has not addressed all residential yards yet, potential exposure to
lead and arsenic in residential soil and interior dust may continue to pose a risk to
human health in areas that have not yet been sampled or cleaned up. The program
anticipates completing these goals within ten years of the Effective Date of the
Consent Decree or about 2020. In the interim, parcels have been prioritized to
remediate places with sensitive populations first. For non-residential areas,
engineering controls effectively isolate identified waste materials, thus preventing
human and environmental exposures.

The Butte CGWA protects human health and the environment by preventing the
consumption and spread of contamination from groundwater. In addition BSB has
adopted an ordinance requiring the majority of local water users to obtain their

Q:\Silver Bow Creek 5-Yr ReviewAFINAL\Priority Soils\Text\Section 7_BPSOU_FINAL.doc



Section 7
Technical Assessment

domestic water supply from the BSB municipal water system instead of from local
wells. To the extent a CGWA will not prevent the use of existing wells, the BSB Water
Quality District is to implement an education, testing, and well abandonment
program.

Arsenic and metal contaminants in alluvial groundwater are now largely prevented
from reaching Silver Bow Creek through a comprehensive groundwater control,
capture, and treatment system, with the result that chronic water quality standards
are being met most of the time during base flow conditions. Isolated, lesser sources of
contaminant loading to Silver Bow Creek from groundwater are being identified and
addressed. The capture system requires further evaluation and optimization to
address current ground water conditions. Storm water continues to be a significant
source of contaminant loading to Silver Bow Creek during runoff events.

Finally, ecological monitoring may need to be updated to track the success of the
remedy in attaining the goal of a self-sustaining fishery. Inputs of mine-related waste
from the BPSOU may be of concern for ecological receptors. Methods for conducting
ecological risks assessments have advanced considerably since the last assessments
within the BPSOU.

7.3 Question C: Has Any Other Information Come To
Light That Could Call Into Question The Protectiveness
Of The Remedy?

No, there is no other information at this time that calls into question the
protectiveness of the remedy.

7-9
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Section 8

Issues

Based on information collected during preparation of this BPSOU five-year review
report, the following issues were identified and summarized in Table 8-1.

Table 8-1
BPSOU Issues Summary
Affects _Current Affects Future
Issue No. Issue Protectiveness .
Protectiveness (Y/N)
(Y/N)
No. These changes
make the program more
Changes have been made to the effective and/or bring the
1 Selected Remedy for Solid Media No program into
(sampling depths and removal depth) consistency with other
residential yard cleanup
programs.
Some corrective actions identified
during BRES monitoring are not taking Yes — If previously
place in a timely manner. Corrective No. Caps generally reclaimed areas
action work plans are not being remain in-place as a | deteriorate, a potential
2 developed and sent to EPA for barrier between exposure pathway may
approval before implementation. mine waste and be generated that could
Corrective actions need to be humans. increase human health
implemented on an annual basis to and environmental risks.
maintain cap integrity.
Yes. If runoff from the
There are gross exceedances of acute
L . BPSOU cannot be
aquatic life standards in Silver Bow h .
: improved, this could
Creek during storm events. Copper .
3 o Yes prevent establishment of
exceedances of acute aquatic life ST
a self-sustaining fishery
standards are tens and hundreds of .
' and impact downstream
times greater than the standard.
OUs.
Yes. It is recognized that
the storm water
conveyance system is
The BSB storm sewer system is aging not completely a
and contributing to contamination in Yes. The storm Superfund issue, but
Silver Bow Creek. Monitoring of storm | water system may monitoring, coordination
system point sources from Superfund be a source of with BSB on its
4 and non-Superfund sources will be contaminants and a | implementation of its
required as BMP’s are implemented, to | conveyor of these improvement plan, and
determine where the need exists for contaminants to continued BMP
additional work on the storm water Silver Bow Creek. evaluation for specific
system. mine waste-related
issues is important for
achievement of remedial
goals.
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Section 8

Issues
Table 8-1
BPSOU Issues Summary
Affects Current Affects Future
Issue No. Issue Prote(c\;}\ét)aness Protectiveness (Y/N)

Interim institutional controls are in )

place. Specific, key ICs include: Y‘?t?'- We ICs will be .

. . critical to ensure waste-

(2) elarth movmg protocols (not in left-in place is not
place); . ] No. Initial IC disturbed, that

(2) storm water ordinance (in place); | implementation excavated mine waste is

5 (3) zoning ordinances (in place); efforts are properly disposed of,

(4) restrictive covenants on caps and eir:coltijr%glng and d atnd tthat st;)rm t\_/vater
other engineered structures (in should be pursued. structures function as
place); and designed. Finalization

! ' ) of the ICIP plans is

%) g?;;‘rec))lled groundwater area (in important.

Ecological monitoring does not track L?)sr{itltz)(r:i(r)wlo?rllc;l show

the success of the remedy in attaining . g may

6 So) . No issues not detected by
the goal of a self-sustaining fishery in o
Silver Bow Creek current monitoring
) programs.
8-2 CDM
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Section 9

Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions

Table 9-1 presents recommendations and follow-up actions for the BPSOU.

Table 9-1
Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions
e Recommendation and Follow-Up Party Oversight Milestone
Action Responsible Agency Date
Issue a decision document to
acknowledge changes in sampling and December 31,
L removal depths for residential EPADEQ EPADEQ 2011
properties.
Develop a program to follow up on
BRES-related recommended
corrective actions and other O&M for
reclaimed areas. Include corrective December 31,
2 action tracking, annual work plans, BSB EPA/DEQ 2011
updates to the source area database
and an annual audit of the schedule
and accomplishments.
Construct new BMPs on the Butte Hill
to control runoff. Continue water
quality monitoring during storm events
3 to measure progress and long- term Atlantic EPA/DEQ December 31,
trends in storm water quality. Include Richfield/BSB 2014
careful monitoring and coordination
with BSB with the storm water
conveyance system in this process.
Evaluate and optimize municipal storm
4 water collection system in concert with | Atlantic EPA/DEQ December 31,
upgrades to the Superfund collection Richfield/BSB 2014
and treatment system.
Implement an enforceable Institutional | Atlantic December 31,
5 Control Plan. Richfiel/es | EPA/DEQ 2014
Update the monitoring plan to include Atlantic December 31,
6 ecological monitoring. Richfield EPA/DEQ 2014
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Section 10
Protectiveness Statement

The remedy at OU8 is not protective because aquatic life standards are not met in the
stream. Environmental exposures continue. Short-term protectiveness is provided for
all other potential exposures by the recently enacted CGWA, information/educational
ICs, and engineering and access controls of source areas. To ensure protectiveness,
remedy implementation must be completed, and municipal storm water contributions
to Silver Bow Creek must be abated.

Releases of arsenic and heavy metal contaminants in alluvial groundwater to Silver
Bow Creek have been reduced through a comprehensive groundwater control,
capture, and treatment system, such that water quality standards are being met much
of the time during base flow conditions. The design of a more effective capture system
is very important for completion of the surface water component of the remedy.
Storm water continues to be a significant source of contaminant loading to Silver Bow
Creek during runoff events, and additional remedial actions are necessary.

The RMAP program will continue to obtain access to residential properties within the
BPSOU that have not previously been sampled to complete indoor and outdoor
assessments (i.e., residential yard soil, indoor and outdoor dust, attic dust, lead-based
paint, drinking water, and mercury vapor) and perform clean up actions where
necessary. The program anticipates completing these goals by about 2020.

For non-residential areas, engineering and institutional controls effectively isolate
identified waste materials, thus preventing human and environmental exposures.
Protection of human health is expected to be strengthened as the BRES evaluation and
cover maintenance programs are improved and mature, and as the IC Plan is fully
implemented, tested, and enforced. It is important that follow-up on BRES findings be
tracked and implemented.

10-1

Q:\Silver Bow Creek 5-Yr ReviewAFINAL\Priority Soils\Text\Section 10_BPSOU_FINAL.doc



Section 10
Protectiveness Statements

This page left intentionally blank.

10-2 CDM

Q:\Silver Bow Creek 5-Yr ReviewAFINAL\Priority Soils\Text\Section 10_BPSOU_FINAL.doc



Section 11

Next Review
The next five-year review for the BPSOU is required by September 30, 2015, five years

from the date of this review.

11-1
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Figure 6-1
Butte Treatment Lagoons Performance - Arsenic
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-2
Butte Treatment Lagoons Performance - Cadmium
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-3
Butte Treatment Lagoons Performance - Copper
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-4
Butte Treatment Lagoons Performance - Lead
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-5
Butte Treatment Lagoons Performance - Zinc
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-7
Base Flow Copper Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-07
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-8
Base Flow Copper Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-06G
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-9
Base Flow Copper Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-06A
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-10
Base Flow Copper Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-05A
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-11

Base Flow Copper Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-05
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-12
Base Flow Copper Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-04
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-13
Base Flow Copper Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-01
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-14
Base Flow Copper Concentrations and Chronic Standard at GG-01
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review

0.03 T T T T T T T T
=== Dissolved Copper
_~ —@i— Total Recoverable Copper
/// =<+ Chronic Standard
0.025 " \
0.02 + \
= -
Eo .'. eshooe ...--o--"‘°'..‘.
E— 0.015 _.i"i‘*""‘ ]
) / I x
0.01 / \ \ P
/ ‘......"\. Leof ,”’

0.005 /

0

SO L L (\QQ’ SESLF L LTS EF LSS
& 00° $° & & @7’ Qv‘? N7 o & 00° $° & oF (E N 3 W Y S
O SRS ~ INSER L2 S S B B I S S SR A S R M

\\dengissvr1\fedprojects\3380-New RAC8\237 - Silver Bow 5 Year Review\BPSOU\Revised\Figures\Copper - Base Flow.xIsx




Figure 6-15
Base Flow Total Recoverable Copper Compliance Ratio - Chronic Standard

September 2005 to December 2009
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review

6 :
= First Quartile
== Median 53
2 Maximum ®
5 % Minimum |
= Third Quartile
4.4
—_ 43 = Standard
e ¢+ 4.2 a1
5 S
2 ? $
8 4 38
(%]
= ¢
.2
e
©
b=}
[
S
S 3
=)
2
=3
[
o
(]
e
S 2
°
€
o
Q
1
0.5
1 0.4
0 01 Ovl
N g N s & & N
& & & & & & &

Compliance Sampling Station

\\dengissvr1\fedprojects\3380-New RAC8\237 - Silver Bow 5 Year Review\BPSOU\Revised\Figures\Copper - Base Flow.xIsx



Figure 6-16
Base Flow Dissolved Copper Compliance Ratio - Chronic Standard

September 2005 to December 2009
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-17
Base Flow Zinc Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-07
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review

0.25 1 { L 1 i L]
==g==Dissolved Zinc
== Total Recoverable Zinc
«++A++ Chronic Standard
0.2
. A
‘J\ | "'-. b8l S . ~p p
5 Sra g |8 " L S1L &
“ : .- : .' ..‘ .' '. .' -:
3 : . & “ A ‘ “' "
L : N . oo
: ry a . 4 “ ‘]
0.15 " ~—
= K R
?o .-i. .‘ .-
E K
g 1
B
0.1
\«

0.05 i

0 T t

Q’éo \\,0"’ (\9(0 &9‘0 \\9% &Qb Q’QQ’ N K A\ cé\ K QA &p’\ S g S QA (\Q‘b ‘Q‘b *9% \)Q% Q,ch \\,Q‘b S O ‘9% $ X \)& Q’& \\,&

132 o 53 a 3 b 152 O 53 X 3 ) 132 O NS X4 3 N 52 o N X4 3 N 13 o
AR I A R o S g o

\\dengissvr1\fedprojects\3380-New RAC8\237 - Silver Bow 5 Year Review\BPSOU\Revised\Figures\Zinc - Base Flow.xIsx



Figure 6-18
Base Flow Zinc Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-06G

Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-19
Base Flow Zinc Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-06A
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-20
Base Flow Zinc Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-05A

Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-21

Base Flow Zinc Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-05

Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-22
Base Flow Zinc Concentrations and Chronic Standard at $SS-04
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-23
Base Flow Zinc Concentrations and Chronic Standard at SS-01
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-24

Base Flow Zinc Concentrations and Chronic Standard at GG-01

Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-25
Base Flow Total Recoverable Zinc Compliance Ratio - Chronic Standard

September 2005 to December 2009
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-26
Base Flow Dissolved Zinc Compliance Ratio - Chronic Standard

September 2005 to December 2009
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-27
Storm Flow Copper Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-07
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-28
Storm Flow Copper Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-06G
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-29
Storm Flow Copper Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-06A
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-30
Storm Flow Copper Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-05A
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-31
Storm Flow Copper Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-05
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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10

Figure 6-32
Storm Flow Copper Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-04
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-33
Storm Flow Copper Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-01
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-34
Storm Flow Copper Concentrations and Acute Standard at GG-01
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-35
Storm Flow Total Recoverable Copper Compliance Ratio - Acute Standard
2005 through 2009
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-36

Storm Flow Dissolved Copper Compliance Ratio - Acute Standard

2005 through 2009

Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-37
Storm Flow Zinc Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-07
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-38
Storm Flow Zinc Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-06G
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-39
Storm Flow Zinc Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-06A
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review

10 T T |
=== Dissolved Zinc
==j=—=Total Recoverable Zinc
=e<A-- Acute Standard
1 J ‘F“s
y A /A <
/ | | ~
/ Il ‘\‘
- L
[-T] ) ~
£ ‘ I Sra ~\\\ \
%) o <
N /
TS o T So f
“""'--. \\'N y
) ol .. . cee CClccccene,, .\..\ o A . I SEXX eccee oo . oo . . . ecsse oo
0.1 ; IR\. . ) ~ *-ﬂ— #—
il 17—\ 5K - - °
8Nk R | \/
N / \| P y XS \/
l / V s§~~~ -~-~.,_ - _y
(—u ~FeeL Te~~ol__
\w
0.01
S S S S & & & & & & & S & S &
B I N N N S A

Date

\\dengissvr1\fedprojects\3380-New RAC8\237 - Silver Bow 5 Year Review\BPSOU\Revised\Figures\Zinc - Storm Flow.xIsx




Figure 6-40
Storm Flow Zinc Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-05A
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-41
Storm Flow Zinc Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-05
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-42
Storm Flow Zinc Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-04
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-43

Storm Flow Zinc Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS-01

Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-44
Storm Flow Zinc Concentrations and Acute Standard at GG-01
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Storm Flow Total Recoverable Zinc Compliance Ratio - Acute Standard

= First Quartile

Figure 6-45

2005 through 2009
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-46
Storm Flow Dissolved Zinc Compliance Ratio - Acute Standard

2005 through 2009
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-47
Arsenic Concentrations at Station 12323250 (SS-07)
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-48

Cadmium Concentrations at Station 12323250 (SS-07)
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-49
Copper Concentrations at Station 12323250 (SS-07)
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-50
Iron Concentrations at Station 12323250 (SS-07)
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 4-51
Lead Concentrations at Station 12323250 (SS-07)
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-52

Manganese Concentrations at Station 12323250 (SS-07)

Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review
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Figure 6-53
Zinc Concentrations at Station 12323250 (SS-07)
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five-Year Review

10000
e=mpm= Dissolved Zinc |-
em=Om=== TOtal Zinc 1
= = Chronic Aquatic |
Acute Aquatic
1000 -
=
= P .
2 k :\"“‘./\)\ f"‘”\/’\ :‘"
S ¥ v N I =vd
= 100 -
=]
c
]
(8]
c
]
Qo C
"
(]
]
]
]
]
]
]
10 - :
H
1
]
L;D §
Qo
- = S £ g
j . — = © =
3 : : 5 :
o o g 2 g
S g = s =
1 4 T T T T } . r . E r +o } . . T
) 3 Ne) () A N Y] N N2 v 3 %) © D O Q
S o S of S S S N $ S N § S
A S G G G G GO GO GO G R G G U AN o
N N N N N N N N N N N N N N 2\ \ N 2\
Date

P:\3380-New RAC8\237 - Silver Bow 5 Year Review\Priority Soils\Draft Report\Figures\SS-07 BPSOU data.xIsx $S-07 Zinc



o B
BTV LT

¥

a1 4

Q

3

T

@ Mine Flooding Monitoring Wells and Shafts
O  Priority Soils Montoring Wells
=nms Bytte Priority Soils Operable Unit
Mine Flooding Operable Unit Boundary
Old Butte Landfill/Clark Tailing Site Controlled Groundwater Area

r - o, o ; E....I.E Butte Alluvial and Bedrock Controlled Groundwater Area
A , =

LY

Z:\gis\Public\Butte\_MXD\CGA.mxd

Figure 6-54. Butte Mine Flooding and

Priority Soils Operable Units, Miles ’&
Butte, Montana 0.375 075 1.5 .




Appendix A

Site Inspection Photographs



Photographs Taken During Site Inspection: October 6, 2009

Photo 1. Lower Area Oe Flow‘bistributor

Photo 2. Lower Are One B1 Cell




Photographs Taken During Site Inspection: October 6, 2009

Photo 3. Lower Area One B1 Cell Sludge Dredging Barge

Photo 4. Lowr Area One C1 Cell




Photographs Taken During Site Inspection: October 6, 2009

Photo 5. Sludge Drying Bed at Lower Area One

Photo 6. Little Minah Cap, Active Reclamation of Mountain Con mine dump in the background.



Photographs Taken During Site Inspection: October 6, 2009

Photo 7. Mountain Con headframe and recontoured waste dump with Little Minah dump
reclamation in the foreground.




Photographs Taken During Site Inspection: October 6, 2009

Photo 8. Little Minah Dump Reclamation, barren or weedy areas requiring vegetation
improvement.

Photo 9. Concrete Cover over the Otisco Shaft




Photographs Taken During Site Inspection: October 6, 2009

-

Photo 10. Otisco cp showing barren areas and exposed mine waste. Site was reclaimed prior to
establishment of soil requirements for vegetative growth.

Photo 11. Looking Northeast over the Otisco shaft cover.




Photographs Taken During Site Inspection: October 6, 2009

Photo 12. Otisco Shaft cover compromised. (Note that a physical hazard such as a mine shaft is
not addressed under CERCLA.)




Photographs Taken During Site Inspection: October 6, 2009

Photo 13. Site inspection tour group at the Minnie Irvine dump (in background).




Appendix B

Residential Metals Abatement Program
Access Agreement



RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT

(“Owner”) and Butte-Silver Bow County (“BSB”) enter

into this Residential Access Agreement (“Agreement”) this day of
RECITALS
A. BSB has received funding to conduct certain sampling and abatement activities on

certain residential properties located in Butte-Silver Bow County.

B. BSB desires to conduct sampling and abatement activities on certain residential
property owned by Owner on the terms and conditions set forth herein.

3 Owner is willing to permit BSB to conduct certain sampling and abatement
activities on residential property owned by Owner on the terms and conditions set forth herein.

THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and promises contained in this
Agreement, Owner and BSB agrees as follows:

1. GRANT OF ACCESS. Owner hereby grants to BSB, EPA (Environmental Protection
Agency), MDEQ (Montana Department of Environmental Quality), ATLANTIC
RICHFIELD, and their representatives the right to enter Owner’s real property, as further
described in Exhibit 1 hereto (the “Property”) for the purpose of conducting the sampling
and abatement activities described in paragraph 2 below. Owner warrants and represents
to BSB that, to the best of the Owner’s knowledge, Owner possesses ownership in the
Property, except as follows:

and has the right to grant access to BSB to conduct the described activities.

2, WORK TO BE PERFORMED. Owner agrees to permit BSB and their respective
representatives to conduct the sampling and abatement activities described in the Work
Plan attached hereto as Exhibit 2 (the “Work™) on the Owner’s Property. The Work will
consist of the following phases:




a.) Initial assessment phase consisting of site and structure analysis, development of
abatement strategy, and materials estimate.

b.)  Activities related to the excavation and removal of soils, monitoring and sampling
of environmental media and conducting other information gathering activities
such as field investigation, data collection, soil boring, testing and periodic
monitoring.

c.) Work phase consisting of the actual residential abatement process.

d.) Follow up sampling procedure to take place approximately one year after
completion of the abatement project.

BSB will make every reasonable effort to minimize any inconvenience to Owner during
the performance of the Work on the Property, and will work closely with Owner to
address any concerns Owner may have about the Work. Unless otherwise agreed in
writing by Owner and BSB, or required by EPA, all tools, equipment or other property
taken or placed upon the Property by or at the direction of BSB shall remain the property
of BSB and may be removed by BSB at any time within a reasonable period after
completion of the Work.

FUTURE ACCESS. Owner hereby grants access to the Property at all reasonable times
to BSB, EPA, MDEQ, ATLANTIC RICHFIELD and their representatives for the
purpose of: (a) monitoring Property Owner’s compliance with the Covenants set forth in
Exhibit 4, (b) conducting any investigation, monitoring, sampling, or other activities with
respect to the Property, or (c) undertaking any action that is deemed necessary or
advisable with respect to the Property to address environmental conditions thereon.

RECORDATION. Owner agrees to permit BSB to create a photographic/video record to
document the initial condition of specific areas of the Property, as well as, the post-Work
condition of the Property. Copies will be made available for review upon owner’s
request.

INDEMINIFICATION OF OWNER. BSB agrees to indemnify and hold harmless
Owner from any and all actions, claims, demands, liabilities, losses, damages or
expenses, including damage to property or for loss of use of property, which may be
imposed on or incurred by Owner as a result of BSB’s negligent, reckless, or willful acts
or omissions while on the Property, except to the extent that such actions, claims,
demands, liabilities, losses, damages or expenses result from the acts or omissions of the
Owner. Owner and BSB agree that the Work described in Exhibit 2 shall not give rise to
a claim for indemnification under this provision.

COVENANT NOT TO SUE AND RELEASE. Owner covenants not to sue BSB and
Atlantic Richfield Company (“ATLANTIC RICHFIELD”) for, and releases BSB and
ATLANTIC RICHFIELD from any liability for actions, claims, demands, losses,
damages, expenses, injunctive relief, indemnification or any other relief or liabilities,
including, but not limited to, damages to property or for loss of use of property, arising
out of or related to Work described in Exhibit 2, provided that the Work is conducted in
accordance with Exhibit 2.

-9 .



10.

8

COVENANTS, NOTICE OF COVENANTS AND NOTICE OF COMPLETION.
Owner hereby agrees to abide by and impose the Covenants set forth in Exhibit 4.
Contemporaneous with the execution of this Agreement, in order to provide notice of the
Covenants and the Work performed, Owner also hereby agrees to execute the Notice of
Covenants attached hereto as Exhibit 5. It is understood and agreed that the Work Plan
attached hereto as Exhibit 2, together with any written modifications thereto, that are
agreed upon by BSB and Owner following the execution of the Agreement, shall be
attached to and made part of the Notice of Covenants. It is further understood and agreed
that BSB shall promptly record the executed Notice of Covenants in the Butte-Silver bow
County real property records following the completion of the Work phase of the
residential abatement process.

SALE, LEASE, OR OTHER CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY. Owner agrees that if
he/she sells, leases, or otherwise conveys any portion of his/her right, title, or interest in
any portion of the Property that all the Covenants set forth in Exhibit 4 shall be included
in or attached to the deed, lease, or other conveyance document. The Owner agrees that
such Covenants shall be binding on all subsequent owners. If, for any reason, the Owner
fails to either abide by the Covenants or include the Covenants in a subsequent sale,
lease, or other conveyance of all or any part of the Property, then the indemnification
provisions of this Agreement shall be void and of no further force and effect.

NOTICE. BSB shall provide Owner with either written or oral notice seven (7) days
prior to first commencing the work described in Exhibit 2 on the Property.

DELIVERY OF NOTICE. All notices by or pertaining this Agreement shall be in
writing and shall be sent to Owner and BSB at the respective addresses below. Either
Owner or BSB may designate a different address for receipt of notice by providing
written notice of such change to the other. All notices shall be sent by certified mail,
return receipt requested to:

BSB: Rick Larson
Butte-Silver Bow County
Childhood Lead Prevention Program
25 West Front Street, Butte, Montana 59701

OWNER:

RESTORATION OF PROPERTY. Upon completion of the Work described in Exhibit 2,
BSB will, with the exception of the necessary abatement improvements, return the
Property to the condition it was in at the time BSB first entered the Property under this
Agreement to the extent practicable, provided that such restoration is not inconsistent
with the Work described in Exhibit 2.

.-



12.

13.

SOIL SAMPLES. BSB agrees to use its’ best efforts to provide, upon Owner’s prior
written request, a portion of any sample taken on Owner’s Property. A “SAMPLE
REQUEST” form, attached as Exhibit 3 for Owner’s use to request a sample portion has
been provided to Owner by BSB.

MISCELLANEOUS

a. Effect of Agreement. Except as otherwise expressly provided in this Agreement,
nothing in this Agreement is intended or shall be construed as a waiver of any
right, claim, or defense by any party to this Agreement against the other or against
any other person or entity under CERCLA or any other law, or as creating any
right or benefit in favor of any person or entity. This Agreement and the rights
and obligations created hereby shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of
Owner and BSB and their respective assigns and successors in interest.

b. Negation of Agency Relationship. The Agreement shall not be construed to
create, either expressly or by implication the relationship of agency or partnership
between Owner and BSB. Neither Owner nor BSB is authorized to act on behalf
of the other in any manner related to the subject matter of this Agreement, and
neither shall be liable for acts, errors, or omissions of the other entered into,
committed, or performed with respect to or in the performance of this Agreement.

¢ Termination. Except with respect to paragraph three (3) on page one, this
Agreement will terminate following BSB’s written notification that work
described in Exhibit 2 is complete.

d. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in
accordance with the laws of the State of Montana and will be in the State of
Montana.

e. Construction. Whenever possible, each provision hereof will be interpreted in

such a manor as to be effective and valid under applicable law, but if any
provision hereof is held to be prohibited by or invalid under applicable law, such
provision will be ineffective only to the extent of such prohibition or such
invalidity, without invalidating the remainder of such provision or the remaining
provisions hereof.

i Entire Agreement. This Agree embodies the entire agreement of Owner and BSB
with respect to the subject matter hereof, and no prior oral or written
representation shall serve to modify or amend this Agreement. This Agreement
may not be modified, except by written agreement signed and duly authorized by
Owner and BSB.




IN WITNESS WHREOF, Owner and BSB have executed this Agreement effective as of
the first date written above.

OWNER:

Date
Title: Owner
BUTTE-SILVER BOW:

Date

Title: Environmental Health Specialist




EXHIBIT 1 TO RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

That certain real property as more fully described in the attached deed dated

Recorded at Roll , Card in the records of Silver Bow County, Montana.



EXHIBIT 2 TO RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT

WORK PLAN



EXHIBIT 3 TO RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT

SAMPLE REQUEST

I, the undersigned, am the owner, his/her legal representative, or otherwise control the Property
described herein. I have granted access to BSB and their representatives, to enter the Property
and to take samples of environmental media from the Property.

I hereby request BSB provide to me a report of the results of that sampling.

Signature of person making request (if made on behalf of another person or company, please
identify that party also):

Date

Signature

Print Name:

The following is the address at which the requesting party may be contacted and/or the sample
portion delivered:

Phone




EXHIBIT 4 TO RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT

COVENANTS

CREATION OF CONVENANTS. The following covenants shall burden the Property

(described as Exhibit A) and are intended to be covenants of the Property Owner and the
Property Owner’s successors in interest, assigns, and transferees:

L

No Mining. There shall be no exploration for or mining, milling, processing,
drilling, or any other method of development and/or production of any veins,
loads, or mineral deposits (including, without limitation, hard rock minerals, sand,
gravel, clay or other similar naturally occurring substances) on the Property. All
other uses of the Property shall be permitted in accordance with and in a manner
consistent with the requirements of applicable laws.

Future Development. The Property Owner shall secure written approval and
requisite permits from BSB prior to allowing any development of any kind on the
Property, including, without limitation, ground water well drilling or any action
that will alter, disturb or otherwise interfere with the Work (described in Exhibit
B) performed on the Property. BSB shall approve the proposed development if
the Property Owner provides acceptable assurances that the proposed
development will be undertaken in accordance with the requirements of all
applicable laws including, without limitation, the requirements of the Butte-Silver
Bow Reclaimed Areas Guidebook and any applicable ground water control area.

Maintenance. In order to protect and preserve the Work performed on the
Property, the Property Owner will keep the Property in good repair, normal wear
and tear expected, and will notify BSB of any problems that may arise with the
Work. Owner further agrees to provide access to the Property at reasonable times
in the future to verify compliance with this Covenant.

Sale, Lease, or Other Conveyance. The Property Owner will disclose the nature
of the Work performed on the Property and the terms of these Covenants to any
future purchaser, lessee or other occupant of the Property. If the Property Owner
sells, leases, or otherwise conveys any portion of his/her right, title or interest in
any portion of the Property, the Covenants set forth herein shall be included in or
attached to the deed, lease or other conveyance documents. The Property Owner
shall also notify BSB of any sale, lease, or other conveyance of the Property.

Obligation to Comply with Residential Access Agreement. The terms and
conditions of that certain Residential Access Agreement dated
shall be binding upon the Property Owners, successors, and assigns and all future
purchasers, lessees, or other occupants of the Property.




BENEFITED PROPERTIES - BENEFITS. The Benefited Properties shall include all
properties adjacent to or contiguous with the Property. The benefits from the Covenants
include: (i) the reduction or minimization of potential risk associated with environmental
conditions on, or, under, near, or associated with the Property, and (ii) the maintenance,
use, and potential development of the Property in such a manner to allow economic
benefits to accrue to the Benefited Properties.

ENFORCEMENT RIGHTS - COVENANTS. BSB, EPA, MDEQ, and each of the
Owners (as the same may appear from time to time) of the Benefited Properties shall
have the right, but not the obligation, to enforce the Covenants. Each Covenant shall be
enforceable, in perpetuity, to the fullest extent permitted by Montana law. All remedies
available, at law, or in equity, shall be available for the enforcement of the Covenants.
The selection of remedies shall be within the sole discretion of the party entitled to
enforce the Covenants. The prevailing party in any action to enforce the Covenants shall
be entitled to reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred in such action.

< Tl



EXHIBIT 5 TO RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT
NOTICE OF COVENANTS

The following property owner(s) hereby agree to have the “Covenants” attached and
denoted as Exhibit ‘A’ imposed upon their property and to run with the land.

Legal description:

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, has
executed this notice at Butte, Montana on the day of

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER (S)

STATE OF MONTANA )
- $s
County of Butte-Silver Bow )

On this day of , 200 , before me,
, a Notary Public for the State of Montana,
Notary
personally appeared , and is personally known to me or

Property Owner (s)

thru government-issued identification, the person(s) described in and whose name(s) is/are

subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my notarial

seal the day and year in this certificate above written.

SIGNATURE OF NOTARY PUBLIC
SEAL

PRINT NAME OF NOTARY PUBLIC

FOR THE STATE OF

RESIDING AT

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES

-11 -



EXHIBIT 6 TO RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT
STATEMENT OF COMPLETION
Owner hereby acknowledges, by signing this Statement of Completion, that work
performed by BSB Lead Hazard Control Program was conducted as stated in the Work Plan

(Exhibit 2) and completed to the satisfaction of the Owner.

We, the undersigned, agree to the terms of this agreement.

SIGNED:
Owner
DATE:
SIGNED:
BSB Representative
DATE:

- 18 =



Appendix C

Reclaimed Mine Sites (Source Areas)
Visited during Site Inspection Tour
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_Site Name: MINVE LRVWE _ Field Date: 7/25 Jop| PolygonEvaluation [A [B |C |D |E |F
Team Members (Circle your name): _ SHA~NL &7 RENW] CiC V - p on([;eh‘::)b
Number of Polygons: Z Slope: &6 to 1§ Aspect (circle all relevant): @S W ENW NE SW SE> — g.;:_::'_ - I.M At
Area Description: Uon(B — score) —_—
Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
groundcoveredby: |A B C D E F Grtkm(BLMForm) | » B3 ¢ D B ¥ *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) asluo Surface Litter 313
iP“-CieS' Surface Rock ~ 3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of

Undesirable (weedy) 2 |10 Movement Z |2 site only) significantly different than remainder of
species : the polygon? Y N__ «~(check applicable
*Noxious weeds Z |5 :des;allmg 14 q items)

= ow Patterns :
Litter 15 115 - % 36 Ll lime rock barrier | depositional area
Rocks > 2" % 2. Rflls Depth 0 Ll more weeds LI steeper slope
= 2229 RﬂlS’Fﬂ‘-qUCﬂC}' 0|2 H incr.eased erosion LI less vegetation
TOTAL (above 6 o, Clullles Degth gz gullies L other
items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency 0 23 Estimate width of affected edge
ADJUSTED LIVE % = :
= Live + 5%Undesirable ["‘%D@J ol Voveront L E—‘ 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y =
*Up to 5% of undesirable spgcies agd 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: / e Estimated pH

weeds may count toward Adj
Vegetation (% live) score:
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

-100% = M (Monitor

BLM score:
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

POLYGON

Weeds Present: C D E

F

Spotted knapweed

e Approximate area
e Number of areas with exposed waste

5. Is there evidence of: Y

L) bulk soil failure
L] subsidence

N_r
Ll land slumps

Cheatgrass

A
- 5
Dalmation toadflax -

Baby’s breath

Kochia

L=m1m|=

Thistle

Otlier

6. Barren Areas: Y 7 N

e At Least 75 fi* e Not a rock outcrop

® [Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Y_ N v

Uthey

Species Present: & BP Oé*Y%ON 0 i
Sheep fescue 0
Crested wheatgrass = I
Slender wheatgrass i D‘
Yellow sweetclover =l
Alfalfa e T
RBRBIT énusH T
BN wappye | T
Ciler

e

Y N

Coblier

Cnher

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or [ (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y <N
Number of gullies




Comments.
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A BCOD E

F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).




H#H2 - Mnie Irvine

Trigger Items
Barren Areas
Low pH Material
p—-== Gullies
@  Soil Failure
- Site Edge Variance

,:j‘ Property Boundaries

| Source Areas

ﬁ Depositional Areas
Sediment Basins

EEmE Access Routes

P Siorm Water Conveyance

@ Culverts

Feet S
0 100 200 300 400 i N

O
W agenct



¥ A
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:

E‘H‘)e Ming

Site Name:

AY

Team Members (Cirele your name): C’\;J‘c!aﬂ__ __R__ an _Ca. MO b( J \.

Number of Polygons:
Arca Desceription: & Ot }%('/}

Slope: O 1o lo Aspect (circle all relevant):
—ra Yy e .

ENW NE SW SE

Field Da‘t?*g -08

Polygon Evaluation AlEB IE€ |DJE |F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON

ground covered by: A B C D E F

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

A B C D E F

Live (desirable)

species o?._S' 39

Surface Litter /

4

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

*Undesirable (weedy) )_/O

species

Surface Rock
Movement

*Noxious weeds 5

3

2
S|
Q
0

Litter JO A0

Flow Patterns

Rocks > 2" IS £

Rills Depth

O 12
Bare Ground 15 .;?5 Y

[
/
2

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%4) JW| Ko /06

Giullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %

= Liave + S"aUndesiruble 33 é/O 35'

-1
Pedestalling 3
b
X
X

Giullies Frequency

Qops Pl ] [ [=

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
vy X N (check applicable items)

X lime rock barrier X, depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
X increased erosion less vegetation

X gullies other

Estimate width ol affected edge (in feet)

*Up 1o 3% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

1 s |92 S e s

Soil Movement 5
TOTAL BLM Score: 33 3 7
BLM score:

0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N

P(

S

Species Present: l"‘ sl

-~

POLYGON

'eeds Present:
Weeds Present: D E

-

I

D E F

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmution toadlax

4

e  Lstimated pll 4 O

e Approximate area (in square leet) ) 15
e Number of arcas with exposed waste l
5. Is there evidence ol Y N X

bulk soil failure land slumps

subsidence

Crested whealgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender whealgrass

Baby's breath

Yellow sweelclover

Kochiu

NP NG| >
D<A RNO

Allally

Thistle

N O =

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y X N

e At Least 75 117 o Not a rock outerop

o Less than 10 % total coyer (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 23% of any polygon?

Y NX

P PR b R ©

R\ [ ps P rp
WA X P e b | =

50/3/1[(4
J

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y X N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y >< N
Number of gullies




A B C D E F

Comments. Additional Vegetation:
ns i
@ WasxTe on fhr‘“ ec.__q‘,' o dge Fm ™ m; AC Species Present POLYGON

\ ! 1 i
o= AVl | f‘,s-:' eCcl ian e i .
s [CCopniend eed Control on
ymj‘:jcfnh C

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),




Trigger Items

Barren Areas
& Low pH Material
p—-== Gullies
©  Soil Failure
- Site Edge Variance

‘L,f:j‘ Property Boundaries

| Source Areas

’ =Vegetation Polygons
|:| Mine Shaft Caps

ﬁ Depositional Areas

Sediment Basins

EEmE Access Routes

@ Culverts

; Hazards

T —
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__

Site Name: 0+1_‘g Lo

l-/vwo*w 20Uy /

Duragp

“ficdor

Field Date:

Team Members (Circle your name):

Chadic L

Number of Polygons: | Slope:

'/_:r_;;nnf L—ﬁflok‘
LIO ¥ —= .

spect (cirele all relevant): NS W E NW NE SWSE

Polygon Evaluation A|B |C D |E

** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: . Aeeq e sab =0l 3¢ Twpw St — & wsl b {L::. Foe
—ans bov ¢ Sbe <4 Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion (BLM Form) A B C D E F *1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Live (desirable)

species D«

Surface Litter

*Undesirable (weedy) 1

Surface Rock
Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

*Noxious weeds

species
10

Pedestalling

Y AN

(check applicable items)

Flow Patterns

| lime rock barrier

Rills Depth

[ more weeds
X increased erosion

steeper slope

Rills Frequency

| gullies other_more

Litter 15
Rocks = 2 “0

Bare Ground S |

TOTAL (ubove 6

items must total 100%) (00

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %
= Live + 5% Undesiruble ‘i

Gullies Frequency

‘JNO\O‘O\O?- 0o

Estimate width ol alTected edge (in feet)

significantly different than remainder of the site?
depositional area

less vegetation

O|Jf J . |.¢ ":iﬂuﬁ.&b‘\)

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

Soil Movement 1

— 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N
TOTAL BLM Scors: -"’_2' e [Estimated pH A, O l\ -
BLM score: e Approximate area (in square feet) —% i ‘el

0-55 = M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

Number of areas with exposed wasle

POLYGON

Species Present: A B CD E

F

Weeds Present:

POLYGON
B C D E

¥

NX

5. Is there evidence oft Y

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure land slumps

subsidence

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: Y >(N

Slender whealgrass

Baby's breath

® At Least 75 fi° e Not a rock outcrop

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Alfalla

Thistle

XXHHbB

Leafy Spurge

D
2
X
X
ol
b4

Y,}(N o e

22

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y M N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y X7 N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies D~

A

oS-
“%0 7,
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Appendix D

2007 through 2009 BRES Field Evaluation
Forms

Note to DEQ: Due to the size of this appendix, these will be provided with the public
review draft and final draft. See Appendix C for the representative examples.
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_Site Name: (MINVIE LRVIWE  Field Date: 1"[;5‘ Jor|

Team Members (Circle your name): SHANL &7 REAWT il

7
Number of Polygons: Z Slope: & to 1§  Aspect (circle all relevant):ww

Area Description:

AT

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
site only) significantly different than remainder of
the polygon? Y N__ «~7(check applicable
items) '

U lime rock barrier
Ll more weeds

Ll increased erosion
U gullies

Ll depositional area
Ll steeper slope

© LI less vegetation
Ll other

Estimate width of affected edge

weeds may count toward Adj

Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

0-100% = M (Monitor)

Vegetation: % of POLYGON . POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Kreslon (LM Form) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) ' Surface Litter .t
Sfiegics HS 40 Surface Rock 3.2
*Un{iesirable (weedy) % Movsment Z 2
e s Pedestallin q
*Noxious weeds Z |5 5 j q;ﬁ
= Flow Patterns 2 |2
| Litter 15 |15 -
Rills Depth 0 6
Rocks > 27 z | Z e 7
Bare Ground 22129 ! S_ requency Z
TOTAL (above 6 " 1ooo Gullies Depth 012
items must total 100%) 100 Gullies Frequency 0 _7>
ADJUSTED LIVE % z -
~ Live + 5%Undesirable |1 %)@) Soil Movesion 3|5
*Up to 5% of undesirable spgcies agd 0% of noxious .| TOTAL BLM Score: {@?{\

“m)

BLM score:

‘V

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

Species Present:

POLYGON
C D E F

Sheep fescue

A
>

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y

e Estimated pH

e  Approximate area

e Number of areas with exposed waste

5. Is there evidence of: Y

L bulk soil failure
[J subsidence

N =
U land slumps

Crested wheatgrass

B
=z
I

Slender wheatgrass

D

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalfa

-

Weeds Present: i B POéJYC]')ON Sus
Spotted knapweed - F‘

Dalmation toadflax = | iy

Cheatgrass i e \

Baby’s breath -

Kochia iy

Thistle N

RERBIT gnusH

6. Barren Areas: Y 7 N

e At Least 75 ft* e Not a rock outcrop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Y__ N v

HH"ﬂl

BRIV wanpyE

JRIRCE

Othes

Y N

Crtlier

Other

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y e N

Number of gullies 5!




Comments.
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Sreen ScofES - - |
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o MpPHDTO naes AOT REPAESENT THE
Wt T  vARep-Dvovw Lo Nsw S

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present POLYGON
P A B C D E

F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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5 .
BRES FIELD FORM Site IDA\: Site Name: AWWI Dum? Field Date:'ll(ﬂlb? e
Team Members (Circle your name): 6)-\-4/\/“,,}(*( NWH'OVI

Number of Polygons: _| Slope: _® to_ Y0 Aspect (circle all relevant): @@@ E@NE @SE
Area Description: NON- PENLE ALEA WEST oF TE ALiLE bumP. TS srie 13

ATACEN] 1O UNRETUAIMED AREAS, NEAR BY] SRTBIKE VSE.

Vegetation: % of POLYGON . POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items

grogund covered by: A B C D E F Erasion (HEM Fove) A B C D E F *1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 2

species Ho Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of

*Undesirable (weedy) @ Movement a site only) significantly different than remainder of

species . the polygon? Y XN (check applicable
Pedestalling el . —_—

*Noxious weeds % & items)

Litter yy ' Fl.ow il U lime rock barrier L depositional area

Rocks > 27 2 Rills Depth 7 LJ more weeds X steeper slope

: Rills Frequenc increased erosion 4. less vegetation
Bare Ground g 2 d = :

o]

i = . gulli . TEER L/ein] i

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth “7 P gullies ,ﬁotherS]E A (k¢ é'lﬁﬂ%f;
PN

. : i
items must total 100%) co Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge X2

€

ADJ USTED LIVE 0/0 SOll Movement
= Live + S%Undesirable_| 12 : f} - 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _+* N
*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM ScoreK;}_’j e Estimated pH N 72
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: p))’/ »  Approximate area 2500 M .
Vegetation (% live) S 0-55 =M (Monito . o  Number of areas with exposed waste / /\Ja 515{(2
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) ;
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B Poé‘ YGDON E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y X N
POLYGON bulk soil failure land slumps
Species Present: Spotted knapweed )Z: /M p
g A B C D E F J - F L L subsidence
Sheep fescue C Dalmation togdﬂax A
Crested wheatgrass > - Cheatgrass F 6. Barren Areas: Y N ><
e e Baby’s breath ® At Least 75 f’ e Not a rock outcrop
sl L Kochi @ Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweetclover i Number of barren areas
Alfalfa € Thistle 50 bar]r\cl:n areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
A MVSTARD I =
HASE rusH (= }:'—-I . "f W HTE Tof | T 7. Gyllies (over 6” in depth):
Other Uiher Y N
— Other Are any gullies actlvel?/ frodmg? YL . -

s Number of gullies
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).




Additional Vegetation:

Comments.

» Brvos maTE ML (WASTE) Monh  NOATH SIBE OF _

POLYGON

Species Present A B CD E

F

REeamazi o’ oN  STECP SLolE Lol Tepwnabs  Nstc
AbpehAnS ThAT THE CovENIO ¢ P wes FeAl E@EC

Towads STee? SofE . RUNDEP Enuvia el

$Teep Seobe ontens STek

« -ARGE AmowwTs OF RIBRBEL RABEC (i;um oF

SLole EhACNG  SOOTRWEST
) \

- Constvenow FRACE  on WEIT SIWE OF JTE( u3ée
To KKEEP )7 RIKES OFF TJg SIJE) MNELo

Serm€  MUunTEngac e - TENLE (S STrAlinve

Te €L OVER.

P
/ LML “ll lf(«l

'IHMWMF ﬂ%’

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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| | — |
BRES FIELD FORM Site Name: Auioe bump Date: 5)3p jseoF |FoEonEvaluation |/ | B) €

e
. Team Members (Circle your name): __sdant 1 64T - Vegetation (% live) M
Number of Polygons: __ 1 _ Slope: 0=20" Aspect: _3b0~ VAs EArea Description: _Cty PR Erosion (BLM score) | p
w| ehry SEnth A.ve TANLES <.Q Py s‘;:g&,g_&} % live weedy species
Vegetation: % of POLYGON - - Erosion (BLM Form) - POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
.| ground covered by: {/ 1 2 3 *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Livc.(desirablc) i ~wusEs Liger Z 3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of site only)
peesE L/ 5 significantly different than remainder of the polygon?
*Live (undesirable = Surface Rock Y ‘N (check applicable items)
wsgy) Spesies . o ! O lime rock barrier O depositional area
*Noxious weeds &5 Pedestalling 4 [ more weeds O steeper slope
TOTAL oL e O increased erosion  [J less vegetation
0 = y O gullies O other
Litter Rills Estimate width of affected edge
20 { ‘ :
Rocks > 2" - S Gullies ? 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N_¢
BALES fovni L . ~_ |« Estimated pH
*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of Soil Movement e Approximate area
noxious weeds may count toward live cover. [ e  Number of areas with exposed waste
1. Percent live: please check appropriate 2. Total BLM score 1 G! 2 23 . Please 5. Is there evidence of: Y N
entegonn clck appmopriste catagory. i O bulk soil failure [0 land slumps
1 D 0'20 D 21'39 E40-100 1 ﬂo-ss D 56'100 3 D Subsidence
2 0Oo-20 0O 21-39 O 40-100 2 [do-55 0 56-100 ’
3 [J0-20 0 21-39 0J 40-100 3 0o0-55 ] 56-100
Species Present: Dominant  Frequent  Infreq. Weeds Present: Dominant  Frequent  Infreq. 6.Barren Areas: Y N
Sheep fescue X Spotted knapweed X e AtLeast 75 f* o Not a rock outcrop
Crested wheatgrass |, Dalmation toadflax 7| @ Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Slender wheatgrass X Cheatgrass b .
; X Do barren areas cover over 25% of polygon? Y N
Yellow sweetclover A Baby’s breath Polygon barren area(s) located in (circle) 1 .2 3
Alfalin A : KoFma 7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
Other: . X Thistle % N
Mﬂ— Other: Are any gullies actively eroding?
uuger Ko AT | —————— Number of gullies
Use polygon number in boxes Use polygon number in boxes

0:7177/775-/4//‘5 S BOAEN BECH 45 LOCRTE sns VTR '

Q:\Priority Soils\BRES\BRES Document\Aﬁpendices\FinalFicldForm.rv.1.doc CSIBE SrTé ’ /Vé?(r/anl Pr(vErE ﬁchfﬁf“u:}f‘
' ! BOpEGas Tapr POTALENT [ROPELPS) O Ed

IC Pur?. . s Pl cwomnn 22PN
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: _ Site Name: RELLE OF Rupte Field Date: "l[‘l-‘l [o?-
Team Members (Circle your name): _ SHAN[(GH/T s Yn4-u,0v,1 ‘
Number of Polygons: _8\; Slope: © to V& Aspect (circle all relevant): N OW ENW NE@

Area Description: S E  (#4me w‘:{{—ﬁ, J M N, /Md"-w( <Pt

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
grogund covered by: A B C D E F Exastan (RV ¥aru) A B C D E F *ldgntify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live.(desirable) B 23 45_ Surface Litterl\,ﬂ,lgmg,J p Q, - = .
species = Surface Rock . 3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
*Undesirable (weedy) f01< Movement g .9\ site only) significagtly different than remainder of
species :;\ Pedestalling ‘g A the polygon? Y N (check applicable
*Noxious weeds < = items) _
Litter /@ i/() Fl.ow Patens (_0 3 Ll lime rock barrier L/ depositional area
Rocks > 2” Tj|<0) 2| 1 Rills Depth 34 M more weeds M steeper slope
Bare Groun@)@q% S Rills Frequency S| A % increased erosion less vegetation
TOTAL (above 6 : Gullies Depth & 4 U gullies [l other
items must total 100%) / 44 / Zia Gullies Frequency o 3 Estimate width of affected edge £/ .
ADJUSTED LIVE % =54 : :
: : - Soil M t :
=Live + S%Undesuab_le/_.- %{%@Z} : i e 'S_. _3 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y \/ N
*Up to 5% of un‘de/smﬂﬂ s and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |35 (335 o -Estimatéd pH P
gzegfa?;z coulivéc;\;varde_ usted Live %. ,?J-N \?j%—/.‘:’r_—/ : , e  Approximate area ' 5
0 ge ;’{ - ( -3¥=M (Monitér) . ' e Number of areas with exposed waste D’L
=20% >R1 (Reglafnation Improvement) 6-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) S
39 %= V]Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON . el 1
-100% =M Monitor) ——— Weeds Present: A B BB B B 5. Is there evidence of: Y N v
- " POLYGON e U bulk soil failure L] land slumps .
Species Present: A B.CD E F Spotted. knapweed T , [1 subsidence
Sheep fescue fronl Dalmation toadflax E ,
Crested wheatgrass D Cheatgrass — 6. Barren Areas: Y 'L/ N
Baby’s breath ' ® At Least 75 ft* e Not a rock outcrop
SHmer W Sies D |F Kochia - — | ® Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweetclover ' : . Number of barren areas X,
Alfalfa T Thistle : _ 30 bar;:,r{ areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
{her e
A Wb RY £ I cra
RESTOP - ﬁ [ = \‘:(im : 1. Gyes (over 6” in depth):
i 4 X . Lther
InknawnBerryBul | Y ¥ N
X)',V} "y ald Other . Are any gullies actively eroding? Y V/I\l
Othen - Number of gullies
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). ==




Cqmm‘znts. ;QU/]E'/? / 5SUES - / 7WM/
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Frmmiley ﬁw ity — weel peats
(omasdly Complile ‘FM fbmoval il
M (3 Ao &zwﬂfm/u;g,

4 VAN

Zf' WW%/ %%M ;ﬂw . /&M/’-‘M ﬁ el /
.57%7’99? {/w aw.z( A/Lzﬂ/-{gf Lyu,éuzéf ;
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B CODE F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM site ID:f Site Name: CcA24c Stater poww?Field Date:7/25/03

Team Members (Circle your name):

REwa—j S MANT G MNS

Number of Polygons: | Slope: © to yD Aspect (circle all relevant): N@ NW NE SW SE

Area Description:

POLYGON
B C D E F

Vegetation: % of
ground covered by:

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

B CD EF

Live (desirable)
species

*Undesirable (weedy)
species

*Noxious weeds

Litter

Rocks >2” °

Bare Ground

A
P
5
\
Yo
\}
a.l

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%) \(©

ADJUSTED LIVE % s
= Live + 5%Undesirable 5,

*Up to 5% of undesirable spgcies and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjus e %o.
| Vegetation (% live) score:
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
0-100% = M (Monitor)

POLYGON

Species Present: B C D E F

A
Sheep fescue L
Crested wheatgrass ¢

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalfa ¥
TR SPLKE D
Bagv WwndtME | T

Other

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Surface Litter

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Surface Rock
Movement

Pedestalling

Flow Patterns

Rills Depth

Rills Frequency

Gullies Depth

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
site only) significantly different than remainder of
the polygon? Y_+" N (check applicable
items)

M lime rock barrier
L] more weeds

Ll depositional area
L steeper slope

U increased erosion
Ll gullies

Ll less vegetation
LI other
Estimate width of affected edge

TOTAL BLM Score:

A
z
2>
3
%
o
0
0
0
2
0]

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor) ")

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

POLYGON

Weeds Present: A B CD E

F

Spotted knapweed T

Dalmation toadflax

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N_ v~
e  Estimated pH

e  Approximate area

e Number of areas with exposed waste

5. Is there evidence of: Y N v~

L] bulk soil failure
LJ subsidence

L/ land slumps

Cheatgrass

Baby’s breath

Kochia

Thistle

Oher

6. Barren Areas: Y N

e At Least 75 fi* @ Not a rock outcrop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
Y N

O

il

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
b4 N
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

F

NN RACEGASST

Use D (Dominant), F'(Frequent), or I (Infrequent).







ﬂg\\“ Moamg s LESSEE Dump
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: Field Date: 7 25 Zs%

Team Members (Circle your name): SMdatGett |, Q€A ClC
Number of Polygons: _Slope: @ to |5  Aspect (circle all relevant): NO@ENW NESWEED
Area Description: :

Vegetation: % of POLYGON : POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion (BLM Form) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter 313 ,
species 55 |65 3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
- Surface Rock g polyg 24 |
*Undesirable (weedy) — ! Movement st site only) significantly different than remainder of
specwts Pedestalling l 1 9 Fhe polygon? Y /" N (check applicable
*Noxious weeds 0 |Z , e z items)
Litter (2 ZS .ow g 1 Ll lime rock barrier | depositional area
Rocks > 2” K Rills Depth o0 [/ more weeds L steeper slope
Rills F i i i
Bare Gromnd T ills Frequency 2N )J' mcr.eased erosion LI less vegetation
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth o0 U gullies U other
items must total 100%) 1% |jbo Gullies Frequenc ol o Estimate width of affected edge
q y
ADJUSTED LIVE % ' - .
h - 3 0 Soil Movement /
: Live + 50 %oUndesirable i - ! 1z 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N <
Up to 5% of undesirable species aqd 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: (@ @ e Estimated pH - T

weeds may count toward Adjus
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

BLM score: I_—-—-)’)/ e Approximate area
0-55 =M (Monitor)

Y . e Number of areas with exposed waste
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

40-100% = M (Monitor) D Weeds Present: A B P_OCL Y%ON E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N/
Species Presenk: o B PO(I;Y(II)ON s Spotted knapweed v |+ !J bulk soil failure L land slumps
: - L subsidence
Sheep fescue ) Dalmation toadflax g T
Crested wheatgrass F p Cheatgrass F il 6. Barren Areas:Y < N
Sienier whediprass Baby’s breath : o At Least 75 ft* e Not a rock outcrop
Kochia e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweetclover Number of barren areas 2~
Alfalfa > Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
. { '"ﬁ-{\,:,;,:\ 5 Y_N_.V
WRE1y @Rusd (T | T "
_ Uther . .
i v s PCE TI|¥F {__} 7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
Gl@'L'\ M n T I- Other Y N
» < Otbier - Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies

ey 'L :
L g (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).




Comments.
2 RECLHAMADOND 1w Poryeow A Vel }l’L&t‘_uﬂ-""‘Ga
wl A CoAeSER GAMWEDN CoVERMITGre. ALFRAD
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PRefveny . THE Fs—tcvc APPeaES 'ro 3¢ ey séo
BT g L 13seic Y
Tde O LPPLFH 1S KEEC me SITE ..o THE Noyiren
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THE  Steeen bil&vy YD MATIVE SOVL, (HECKC
gc)*tsavl e [ PeRTE7 (rrir2Jick .

Micie VETe
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e MRS A LACKE Sy T 6€ WERHS
GAOwn e v pt - MtHoVAT  AD7T sacess
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Additional Vegetation:

Species Present POLYGON
s A B CD E F
2}1" S‘lrﬁ/) I I

v LV vé;r(,u X F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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o 85,




Comments.

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

POLYGON
B C D

E

F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).




BRES FIELD FORM site IDiéSne Name: d{ﬂfey
Team Members (Circle Jﬁour name): JAeta,

Field Date:

SE

o7-17-¢1

N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

‘Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Number of Polygons Slope: 5:2 to [ Aspect (c1rcl all relevant) { SAW E N\?N N
Area Description: w/ g A,,,M.,g
Vegetation: % of POLYGON ; POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
gr()gund covered by: A B C D E F Evosion (BLM Form) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) 6 Surface LimrM‘J VEMET 3
species i Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
*Undesirable (weedy) | > Movement 9\ site only) significantly different than remainder of
. > ? -3
i;;ecnes : 5 Pedestalling é ;{1: rr]lascilygon. Y N (check applicable
oxious weeds g ~
Litter . g@ Flow Patt.ems A U lime rock barrier || depositional area
To 2 Rills Depth O :
Rocks > 27 J 2 i U more weeds L steeper slope
Bare Ground ’C Rills Frequency O U increased erosion [ less vegetation
Eee i ullies Depth U gullies El sthes
TOTAL (above 6 i P o
items must total 100%) |t 99 Gullies Frequency G Estimate width of affected edge =—~
ADJUSTED LIVE % ([=<T Soil Movement
= Live + 5%Undesirable 3543_ ™ ~ 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y V \/ N
*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: ( |] @ o Estimated pHNA
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: o Approximate area /' o0 ./ 7(
Nieppstaation i) st (0-55= onitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 100 = ngineering Evaluation)
-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor) j— Weeds Present: - A B POé Y%ON E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N K
Py
[ ] POLYGON A U bulk soil failure LI land slumps
Species Present: Spotted knapweed S - A
peet A B C D EF > i = L subsidence
Sheep fescue N Dalmation toadflax ~
Crested wheatgrass | Cheatgrass £ iy 6. Barren Areas: Y ’t/ N
2 Baby’s breath = e At Least 75 ft* e Not a rock outc outcrop
Seuiizralienisps : e Less than 10 % total cover,(live & htter)
Yellow sweetclover kool - Number of barren areas
. o/ . ]
Alfalfa T Thistle - 50 bar;f,:n areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
{rther — %L
‘Holseewusy | T :
Ciher 7. Gullies (over §” in depth):
Other Other Y N X
Crbigs Are any gulies actively eroding? Y N

Number of gullies
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| - Polygon Evaluation »
BRES FIELD FORM Site Name: w M KELYIeE # 19 Date: M_ olygon AlB L,
' . DNATIEnly Vegetation (% live '
Team Members (Circle your name): . - g (% live) M |VT
° . . .
Number of Polygons: _Z _ Slope: __ 0-VS  Aspect: S2*™¥ Area Description: _$owiH Erosion (BLM score) | My | M)
et 4T - POT b Sete oo NOTHSWCE Prce BT TEmck % live weedy species
AY egetatioxi: % of POLYGON - Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON - Ot.her BRES Trigger Items .
ground covered by: A B - G . ﬂ\ % Z *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
lee'(desxrable) L}U 2,2 BpEbiGe Ly 2 b 3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of site only)
specics significantly different than remainder of the polygon?
g y / P
*Live (undesirable ~ 5 Surface Rock 5 Y N (check applicable items)
weedy) species 5 SR L O lime rock barrier O depositional area
*Noxious weeds E " Pedestalling b n O more weeds O steeper slope
TOTAL % LIVE Flow Patterns (0" increased erosion  [J less vegetation
’ _ ‘*16 5 79 Lo O gullies O other
: Rill: Estimate width of affected edge
Litter %’D 2o 2 0 Z :
Rocks > 27 S =~ _ Gullies 0 o 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y Vv N =
BAREG Ao S 0 ) e Estimated pH .
*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of Soil Movement 5 5 Approximate area Bhnp en Gics
noxious weeds may count toward live cover. ' e  Number of areas with exposed waste
1. Percent live: please check appropriate 2. Total BLM score 1 %, 2 ?;‘f"), 3 . Please 5. Is there evidence of: Y N v
RRIRERTY: sheck approprate cafegony, U bulk soil failure  [J land slumps
1 0020 02139 [ 40-100 1 055 0 56-100 O subsidence
2 [Jo0-20 A 21-39 [ 40-100 2 #0-55 0 56-100
3 00-20 0 21-39 0 40-100 3 0055 ] 56-100
Species Present: Dominant  Frequent  Infreq. Weeds Present: Dominant  Frequent  Infreq. 6. Bérren Areas: \/N
Sheep fescue 1, 7 Spotted knapweed | e At Least 75 ft* e Nota rock outcrop
Crested wheatgrass || A, Dalmation toadflax ' e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Slender wheatgrass : Cheatgrass - i Number of barren areas __> /
by ) ' ‘,- Do barren areas cover over 25% of polygon? Y N
Yellow sweetclover L Baby’s breath Polygon barren area(s) located in (circle) { 1 2 3
ik L) Kochia 7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
Other: 1, % Thistle v N
Ruppely By : i Other: - . .
s v e 1 her: Are any gullies actively eroding?
A .)ir”wﬁ‘& -
Y N
Number of gullies
Use polygon number in boxes Use polygon number in boxes

[{)‘v’ﬂ-? aENTED 2 Pow L/C\ O/ § /3/(; >206 )’}0( ~T Bl ChhAaty B
Q:\Priority Soils\BRES\BRES Document\Appendices\FinalFieldForm.rv.1.doc :
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#19

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: _ Site Name: S\VE W\N& Buvn? _ Field Date: 1/2y/03
SHANVGHT

Team Members (Circle your name):

Number of Polygons: _© Slope: © to 45 Aspect (circle all relevant): NWNW NE SW SE
Area Description: agpaae]  Aag Coni(eI€ CAP - N&<iov3 weeeod

Grrowine @ TO of coﬂckere CAY AN '~ CcascIcs .

Other BRES Trigger Items
*]dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

‘Vegetation: % of POLYGON s POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Eirashn (BEN For A B CD E F
Live (desirable) Surface Litter
SpEeIts Surface Rock
*Undesirable (weedy) Movement
Specfes Pedestalling
*Noxious weeds

2 Flow Patterns
Litter
Rills Depth
Rocks > 2~

Bare Ground

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%)

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %
= Live + 5%Undesirable

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
site only) significantly different than remainder of
the polygon? Y_+* N__ (check applicable
items)

Ul lime rock barrier
X more weeds

L] increased erosion
Ll gullies

LI depositional area
X steeper slope

LI less vegetation

Ll other

Estimate width of affected edge 5 = F4=mx

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

TOTAL BLM Score:

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

POLYGON

Species Present: A B CUD E F

POLYGON

Weeds Present: A B CD E F

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y NV
e Estimated pH

e  Approximate area

e Number of areas with exposed waste

5. Is there evidence of: Y

[ bulk soil failure
L] subsidence

N v
[/ land slumps

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Baby’s breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Alfalfa

Thistle

6. Barren Areas: Y N

e At Least 75 ft* @ Not a rock outcrop

e [ ess than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
Y N

{ther

ey

Other

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
Y N

tirer

Other

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Butte Reclamation Evaluation System (BRES)
Raw Data Field Form for Engineered Caps

Date 7!2‘[ ) 2003 Site Name/Number___ BUv € win G By,ni?
Field Team Members YAVIA T. SHARGBT

Area Description_ RLVE WinsG&  dump (SOE wn 1) = RO ETGALL (OveT™

Rock Cap = No ORSeRVEo Roue C4PS

Type of rock (limestone, pit run gravel, etc.) Design thickness

Surface staining: None Moderate Excessive Describe stai paﬁgm/color
Displaced rock: None Moderate Excessive _-Pattern of displacement: Localized Universal

; : . e
Describe movement (storm water rills, steep slope mstabl/lx%;vefucular, etc.)

Does rock cap have a geotextile liner? Yes 0 If yes, describe condition of liner (good, exposed, torn, poorly
anchored, etc.) o
Exposed subgrade materials? Yes o Describe exposed subgrade if noted (area, localized, dispersed, etc.)

General comments regarding rock cap:

VKT UNKapwA

e r Shotcrete Cap
- “Diddesign specify for sulfate resistant concrete? Yes No Unknown__ ¥ Design thickness

Type of reinforcing (fiber, re-bar, welded wire fabric.) Control joints? Yes_ ¥ No
. Surface staining: None__¥  Moderate Excessive Describe stain pattern/color,

‘.. Surface cracking: None Moderate_ v Excessive Describe the approximate frequency, length, and average
- thickness of the cracks if noted.___ 2+ S evn 0~ West$10¢ on Jeo’E MiJ oKk

Surface spalling: None_» _ Moderate Excessive Describe the spalling pattern if noted.

Exposed subgrade materials? Yes No__«~  Describe exposed subgrade if noted (area, localized, dispersed, etc.)

-Evidence of undercutting at edges of cap? None__+«* _ Moderate Excessive Describe undercutting of
‘subgrade soil at edges of cap if noted
General comments regarding concrete/shotcreet cap:_ Seme &F fowTRur~ T01W74 Cotrn USE Jovhi @
 CRALK SEALANT . Locadc on e SE Ao NE Corne< Al seal chucks in M&M?/

VLK:Z wNKvow A M S‘M SM

; Jesign Thickness_ V1s  [s there a layer of base course under asphalt? Yes No Base course thickness
“ Surface cracking: None__ =~ Moderate Excessive Describe the frequency, length, and average thickness of
-the cracks if noted.

Holes in asphalt? Yes No__v  Describe number, size, shape of holes in asphalt if noted.

Exposed subgrade materials? Yes No » Describe exposed subgrade if noted (area, localized, dispersed, etc.)

Evidence of undercutting at edges of cap? None v Moderate Excessive Describe undercutting of
-subgrade soil at edges of cap if noted
General comments regarding asphalt cap:__ V' £ & €TA T ¢/ / NoxXi oV wegEps Ghos\ni lM ~rtf j—

CRAKS GEWEEN THE ASPR/ALT fmo Concléte — W /-\/‘5% \/‘&’

- Q:\Priority Soils\BRES\BRES Document\Bres Documenl_PDF\Ap F_BRES Eng Cap Check Sheet RV2.doc oyl A2 / 12/"{ iy

oplll 7erdll iulcfate
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CWWEZSMR C eVl s , Ao, BSR OS2 %
. 5@ Pu/MCwinD »
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: __ Site Name: YWANA{ v € Field Date: 7/17/t7|

Team Members (Circle your name): _ WMAu o) . SHEN) 6T

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Number of Polygons: _+ Slope: ¢ to_ & A(spect (circle all relevant)(N'S W E NW NE SW SE )
Area Description: d\WAT 8BS 4L (oo™ | ReAvGAce NS
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground covered by: A B C D E F Kxtoston: (HLML Ermg A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter £
species i 5 Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
*Undesirable (weedy) 7D Movement ? site only) significantly different than remainder of
i;}:acu?s - Pedestalling 2 ;?ee rr;})S(;lygon? Y v N (check applicable
oxious weeds :
: Lo Flow Patterns q i : _ -
Litter o : U lime rock barrier |4 depositional area
Rocks > 2" p Rills Depth i) 4 more weeds |4 steeper slope
Rills Frequenc & i i c i
Bare Ground s, ﬁ/ : q Y F& %Z mcl:'.eased erosion l'lj}”lelsls vegetatlon’v
TOTAL (above 6 Gudles Depth g / g . ; - e:' ﬂ/ .
items must total 100%) |62 Gullies Frequency 0 Estimate width of affected :’«(d_g’i 2 4
ADJUSTED LIVE % ?F} ; — s
= Live + 5%Undesirable ( oy . - % 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N 25
*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxiols TOTAL BLM Score: 6 ) e Estimated pH _22
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score; — - A imate area
TR 1 . .
| ~Legefation (%% live) score: - €0-55 = M (Monitor) 2 : NEE’E::TS? :r:;: ivith exposed waste
-20% = lamation Improvement) 6-100 =EV (Engineering Evaluati - o= i 3 s
{0-20% = RI (Rec P 5 (Engineering Evaluation) UNARLE Jo DETReINEA
21-39 % = V1 (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B CD E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N_ X
, POLYGON : L bulk soil failure [ land slumps
Species Present: Spotted knapweed - - P
P A B C D E F F Ll subsidence
Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax
Crested wheatgrass I Cheatgrass D 6. Barren Areas: Y u/ N
T ———— = Baby’s breath e AtLeast 75 ft* e Not a rock outcrop
o= ook @ Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweetclover T Number of barren areas z B ME
Alfalfa - Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
- Y_XN
LI W}’#’T TE To? D
il 7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
Othey Y N y
Other Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Number of gullies




Additional Vegetation:

Comments.
RLOCC 20V
- SAEGAIIES LZ?M-QJ Y GAAD WENT
o SrTE ity )
S
- 2 BHEALTH 2 Bravcl MLEE GAGANAL,
EWSTE AYJI(ENT e D&MWY < TVAECET
- DIR7 WBIKE PATH THAY SITE
=%
TS Srozrmumrdq 2o on  1SIresS oFF
. dpaun ST
cj _
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

—<- Feopce pre omivimn caes [ PRveie o
TS_nle iTE
7

- Guries RuneN o St Eauwrn  O2LAR7ICIT

- ﬁDeDC’_







%25
BRES FIELD FORM Ssite ID:_

Site Name: \/EAIVS duvn?

Field Date: 7/| "/‘77

r\

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious

Team Members (Circle your name): SHAAL VT A loy
Number of Polygons: ___ Slope: to Aspect (circle all relevantS: N@W ENW NE@ SE
Area Description: Run§ AOSACENT T WhLEWHE AND DAY | OPLRANIENT OF
Ao UNECAmED | BARE Glovan) AR
Vegetation: % of POLYGON ; ) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground covered by: A B C. D E F Exunion (BLH1 Formg A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live'(desirable) ‘Surface Litter N\MJE e
SPOCIES So Surface Rock . 3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
*Undesirable (weedy) Movement 4;; site only) significantly different than remainder of
SPC‘H‘?S 5 Pedestalling 3 Fhe polygon? Y N (check applicable
*Noxious weeds & items)
- : Flow Patterns 3 o . .
Litter 23 - Ll lime rock barrier = Ll depositional area
Rocks > 27 S Rills Depth @ Ll more weeds LI steeper slope
Rills Frequency 4 Ll increased erosion LI less vegetation
Bare Ground [© . 7 gnll Cloth
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth O gullies other
items must total 100%) /50 Gullies Frequency O Estimate width of affected edge
ADJUSTED LIVE % 7 > 2 :
A . —— Soil Movement
= Live + 5%Undesirable qs : : ‘/%‘Z\ 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y \/'

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
71 -39 % = V1 (Vegetation Implementation

40-100% =M (Monitor) ‘\.,

\

TOTAL BLM Score: (/41

BLM score:

i

= EV (Engineering Evaluation)

POLYGON

Species Present: B C D E

F

POLYGON

Weeds Present: A B CUD E F

Spotted knapweed -

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

Estimated pH_ Z Near
e  Approximate area “Efz /

e Number of areas with exposed waste

5. Is there evidence of: Y

[J bulk soil failure
[J subsidence

N_V
LI land slumps

7714%,

qiven

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass -

||| >

Slender wheatgrass

Baby’s breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Alfalfa

Thistle

H 5

(i (N W“’l\ [\1

6. Barren Areas: Y Q// N

® AtLeast 75 ft* e Not a rock outcrop

e [ess than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas |

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Y NX_

h ]

Stisins Bromé
OtherCp ABAPPLE

t

Ot SpRigeoDd |

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):

Y N Vv

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Additional Vegetation:

Comments.
= RIPRAY DipcHd RUNS THAv  SiTE =5 RUNGPF T —_— POLYGON
A B C D E F
T AOVIN
| Sphuct. B
« Heacriag  STAND of (oflonwznl Ann A5 WarRimow y VIWELE
TALLY OWVS/TE | A 50 ShavcE 7

- EAIYSIiNE FTLARAT AE&A VIR By A DAACEATT

A ity enwvla. T Vi 3 Av\f_(/\/iﬁ M

Comt A NEEN D CpRCIC W ERSHP

CLALLE RORREN PASH oW el T SiJE o (Lo

LOCATRO O Chins CAANIENST G SiTE

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I.(Infrequent).

6 ST DAMN EnbgS SiHE  Socpa WALICG7 viLLE
DRIVE — ULGeaye OnW wWeEsT Sipé- StTE 4

MZ@M&L‘% o4 ayleh heo <W aglert FSW
WM

Rip RaP Di‘l’c’if wm/é;eé-z - R
Qaz;e

| VE R ?nck Siy D/Tciij’ (%/7
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:

Team Members (Circle your name):

Site Name: LexiweTonl

Field Date: 1[1a]07

SHANVGRT

Number of Polygons: 5 Slope: ( ) to_?@ Aspect (circle a%l relevant)@m @ NE @ SE

Area Description: ?o».»lLo.ow A senced
Pov con C mos-rs: INVELREED

 Pomcbow R rowase Nege B STREET

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion (BEM Form) B C D E F
Live (desirable) L)<T38) Jo Surface Lmernm;{' gl
species Surface Rock .
*Undesirable (weedy) £ 95 17 :\z‘s. Movement ma s [
== & “Pedestalling 61319
*Noxious weeds 5 < 10
) Flow Patterns 32|32 -
Litter qg Y £ — .
o < 2 t
Rocks >2” QA AU 5 1us - g o 7
- Rills F
Bare Ground & 45' : S_ ey o 49”
TOTAL (above 6 @ 0 Gullies Depth o0 S
items must total 100%)/ o L /o Gullies Frequency 0|3
ADJUSTED LIVE % 1 & .
 Live + 5%LsdeSiable B' Sotl Musement 3.5
*LIp16 5% of undesirable specids and 0% of noxiou TOTAL BLM Score: |}7 Q‘{( é ‘
weeds may count toward Adjustedbive %. BLM score: / )
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor)
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
=35% = tion Implementation) T —
B POLYGON
s 0/ = .

00% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: ‘ A B CD E F
Species Present: A B PO(!.. Y%ON E F Spotted knapweed - i i l:
Sheep fescue £ F T Dalmation toadflax
Crested wheatgrass > D T Cheatgrass F | b
Slender wheatgrass I -j:. Baby’s breath el
Yellow sweetclover Kochia -
Alfalfa ¢ l=lT Fhstle
[ AT B ok = 81 I
her Hepgp :C Othies
Other Other
Criber Other

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

| Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
site only) significantly different than remajnder of
the polygon? Y Z ‘N (check applicable

items)
x lime rock barrier K depositional area
< more weeds >§ steeper slope
increased erosion \{ less vegetation
X gullies LI other
Estimate width of affected edge Z(Z

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y VN
e Estimated pH

Z
Approximate area # -'4?
Number of areas with exposed waste g_—
NX

LI land slumps

5. Is there evidence of: Y

L bulk soil failure
LI subsidence

6. Barren Areas: Y l/ N_
® At Least 75 ft* e Not a rock out: outcrop

® Less than 10 % total coyer (l

Number of barren arcas

Do bageren areas cover over 25% f any p lygon‘7
¥ k N

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):

Y N ! L/’
Are any gullies active'ly;eroding?,' ' N

LNumber of gulh'es r

—




Comments. — ’ Additional Vegetation:

o MG VWEODTE MATE A BvNarinvG o Fg:z é ~

Species Present

A

POLYGON
B C D

E

F

M~ E qoaﬂ EASY SIDE OF ?oa-qam A &‘(

/

~foeyamv & 4gPPeatS To WAVE STRESTEN
VEGEFA Tonl ;

PP -ty
O See Valloys N8, allecked

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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WaE 3t 50 ¢
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name: /¥ L TAnT\C~ |

Team Members (Circle your name):

\

Number of Polygons: _¢ Slope: © to_y© Aspect (circle all relevant): ® EE @@@@

Area Description:

Field Date: 7/25 /0|

SHAWNGHT ., REANICE | Miteov)

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

the polygon? Y_«” N___ (check applicable
items)

4 B/Iime rock barrier LU depositional area
(4" more weeds M steeper slope
A increased erosion  A4Tess vegetation
U gullies LI other

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
site-only) significantly different than remainder of

Estimate width of affected edge 25 °

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y_~~ N
e Estimated pH

e  Approximate area 2
e Number of areas with exposed waste ¢

5. Is there evidence of: Y

U bulk soil failure
[ subsidence

N
L) land slumps

6. Barren Areas: Y _«~ N

e At Least 75 fi* @ Not a rock outcrop

® Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas "

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Y N«

Vegetation: % of POLYGON Erosion (BLM F POLYGON
orm
ground covered by: A B C D E F coston | ) A B C D E F
Live.(desirable) 5o Surface Litter 2
JpecIes Surface Rock
*Undesirable (weedy) 5 Moisient y
Spec“f‘s Pedestalling (o
*Noxious weeds y >
- Flow Patterns {
Litter ’50 e Dot
S t
Rocks > 2” | : L ‘.#
Rills F '
Bare Ground v - s' Tequency k g
TOTAL (above 6 99 Gullies Depth
items must total 100%) | = Gullies Frequency Z
ADJUSTED LIVE % .
= Live + 5%Undesirable (@ Soil Movement Z
*Up to 5% of undesirable spekies and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: \’1/6
weeds may count toward Adjussgd Live %. BLM score:
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)
0-20%o= RI (Reclamation Ilmprlovement_) ) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
= = ion Implementation :
(40-100% = M (Monito) Weeds Present: . OCLY(];)ON g
Species Present: A B PO(I; Y(:)ON E F Spotted knapweed Ir
Sheep fescue F Dalmation toadflax -
Crested wheatgrass > Cheatgrass I
Slender wheatgrass ¢ Baby’s breath e
Yellow swegtclover - Kochia =
Alfalfa c Thistle =
B ; Crther
RGN Wivn e | T
: . Other
PABR @A | T =
s LUther
Qoved D

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
Y « N :

{diber

Ofher

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent).

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y v N
Number of gullies 2,




(KM;n 3606 by #¢0 an pedof Hhe
Comments. /é/""“"&- W’"“ﬁ‘f R“’"X

Additional Vegetation:

THe asingee MtcHYen e Sevtdsive
Of TIE€ Sct€ oo A EXAN (R TV-EET Specles Present - POLYGON
'S Tasewe AT A RAMD RATE. e Saé A B CD EF

SLoRE <& T™E Bhvaac Oacht 1Y UNvEAETHT)

ANn mh Y/ E EX(los &n  HATTE -

e \C&E\‘ bn) En€ o~ fce NoaThwWestSne &
Sie. Teseve Affeay T Be  SMesséen -

¢ RECoMmén Tyl A QUTEL  AN)  yaowrot

DITLY MUl pexpaigel STNEET.

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: _ Site Name: WASTE Svhp £S5
Team Members (Circle your name):  fhadrciov  SBANLENT

Number of Polygons: 1 Slope: to Aspect (circle all relevant): NS W E NW NE SW SE
Area Description: jerré ANVTIRENT T PAWATE dachtan,

Field Date: 7[35/%7

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

PAawaTE Prefedtig

SWVNVEL ypews TIRE Whwins VERY)  Sheel Undesir/noxious weeds
v ion: ¢ g
gri)glflt:clltlc(::'er/eodof)y: A B PO(? Y(l;)ON E F Eranon{ELM Formy) A B PO(I; Y(l;)ON E F *Identify 2':;22? ﬁf:s’g;%fgr#l)tzr:sair photo*
Live'(desirablc) s Surface Litter ?;
il%?ﬁ:iees;ﬁable g - Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
- Y 2 Movement % significantly di‘;ferent than rerr.laindelT of the site?
TR — . Pedestalling G Y  N_ v (check applicable items)
i Flow Patterns © O lime rock barrier [J depositional area
F Latter - - O more weeds [J steeper slope
Rocks >2” = e g U increased erosion [] less vegetation
Bare Ground & Rills.Frequency o O gullies U other
"TOTAL (above 6 a0 Gullies Depth ¥ . . '
items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency © Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
Y 2 ) -
gﬁf?ﬁgﬂl&::fbl? (\:\ - sl ,\G 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N _/
*Up to 5% of undesirable spgcies anq 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: o EstimatedpH '

weeds may count toward Adju:

Ve, ion (% li :
| Veg etation (% live) score

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) -

21-39 % = VI(Vegetation Implementation)

40-100% = M (Monitor)

e %.

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor) &——
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

()

e  Approximate area (in square feet)
e Number of areas with exposed waste

POLYGON

Weeds Present: B CD E F

N X

5. Is there evidence of: Y

O bulk soil failure
[ subsidence

O land slumps

A
Spotted knapweed T

Dalmation toadflax

6. Barren Areas: Y K N

‘Cheatgrass -

Baby’s breath

e AtLeast 75 ft* e Nota rock outcrop

Kochia -

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas |

Thistle

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Leafy Spurge

Y N

Species Present: JFOLYGON
A B C D E F
Sheep fescue D
Crested wheatgrass =
Slender whcatgfass -
Yellow sweetclover e
Alfalfa Z
AL DER E

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):

YN g

-Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Number of gullies




Comments.

e SUGEWST TA G v ADIBe BT Draiéa g
WL BRBOIT MOWIAVL THE  SiTE-
FES e ACMEAAY T Reind. mdwen LALGE TRy
RN G T JEra - M VEREEDON  (wic
LWKe T DAL BRECA VALLED Savx Tt pownada .
mﬁ\om_,wueo QAJTS oW SIFE

& INTEATERDirtin A Grvtr w! 7L WeaTeEZ it
PeaSiPLE  REGUIMAAGN WA ENEA T

o PostiBe WhTE WREL Wz  LSOuATED W@SJ
Byt eF gite i ARPEAN QAOVE - tzabnmahcw
D) ATET (B I EALT READ

= S STEEL ULVELT DAMAS ol ©F
EAST w0 - N DAz L) TTILL G2 Il on
DOAW LR 8iA .

¢ AT P/’—WHLT\'LO}AM/'LA Gaese & . CA25 , ETT
MAINE & Leveattn 6 B33 P/Zcﬂl/LM £7
U"“(——-e\L SV I’L\/L-vﬂ f‘u’\mﬂ?/”"1—7 "

o ADIVATED P EUHAN ol ROVINLIUG ey
H‘IYJ\ 1\“413% > w e

< COMSE ERANED) (sverStl MARIA

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B COD E F

-| Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM site ID:

Team Members (Circle your name):

___Site Name:

Copmins L Dump 7]1517"?7‘}‘

Field Date:

SEANINT

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D |E
** Admin Use Only **

M il

Number of Polygons: i Slope: © to 'Y Aspect (circle all rejlevant): I\WE NW NE @@

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Area Description: Low49¢ QAW iNTEisgen oV OF SOvBea.  RoAas .
@ | Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of GON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
_ E gg
ground covered by: A\ B E F f'osion (BLM Form) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) S5 1o | 2< ‘Surface Litter Monemélr 3 | 4| 1y
i%”cées ) 3 Surface Rock ! 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
ndesirable (wee }’) 3 15 3 Movement / / L significantly different than remainder of the site?
Spegios Pedestalling 6 174 Y N (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds 5 QP ) . . Pl Cs
/L — ; \ Flow Patterns irar U lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter 35 [ | 39 | Erreea—rs o A "more weeds A steeper slope
Rocks > 27 Z P X|3 increased erosion  [ess vegetation
= Rills F 0 3 -
Bare Ground @é'{» 65|35 ! . Tequoncy o : (~Bullies O other
TOTAL (above 6 - Gullies Depth v, b o ,
items must total 100%) 150 6o Gullies Frequency RK AR, Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
e : S
1_§D JUSTP RAAVE: % 9% | 3 38 - Soil Movement a 8 ,&
5 Lived S(J/"U"des"able - 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y v N
Up to 5% of undesirable specie anH U%\of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: ( l 3] 6& o  Estimated pH Parg e 1R 14N G
weeds may count toward Adjuste BL T 4 . b :
& I e  Approximate area (in square feet)
Vegetation (% live) score: _ = VT e Number of h Pl
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improve 6-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluatiofi e
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation i S
40-100% =M (Momtor) Weeds Present: A B PO(];" Y(I;)ON E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N il
POLYGON 0 bulk soil failure [ land slumps
Specles Present Spotted knapweed T
A B .C D . E F. 3 : . s - 0 subsidence

Sheep fescue el plo Dalmation toadflax o
Crested wheatgrass o=l Cheatgrass - 6.Barren Areas: Y X N

s ' Baby’s breath e AtLeast 75 ft’ e Not a rock outcrop
SiEder Wil p . Kochi e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweetclover q: aesa Number of barren areas

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
Alfalfa =3 g . Y SN v bueol C
] = Leafy Spurge Ca—
RabbT Brush | Fler@ i
Blue Saruz'p =4 7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
¥ - Y N

SNesH @If\” e | @ Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Number of gullies ¢ -

Pyt B
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Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

POLYGON
A B C D E F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__Site Name: EVEU~E O VP Field Date: 7/3) /67

Team Members (Circle your name):

Number of Polygons: 2 Slope: O to 28 Aspect (circle all relevant): N@W@NW @@@
Area Description: LOCATED 6N VABE. Y9 OwE” SHIP . fovvaon 8"

Alpetes NoT T RE ReEcLamco .

Polygon Evaluation A |B|C |D |E |F

** Admin Use Only **
Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger Items

*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

Y A N (check applicable items)

O lime rock barrier

O more weeds
O increased erosion

[ steeper slope

U gullies O other

significantly different than remainder of the site?
[ depositional area

O less vegetation

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

e Estimated pH

e Approximate area (in square feet)
e  Number of areas with exposed waste

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y__ ¥ N

5. Is there evidence of: Y N ¥

O bulk seil failure
[ subsidence

] land slumps

6.Barren Areas: Y K N

e At Least 75 ft* @ Not a rock outcrop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas &

YXN__ Povyaon "

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):

Y N

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Sxusion/fEL BRI ) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) i
agenics Yo .30 Surface Litter &
= . Surface Rock
Undesirable (weedy) g 5 Movement A ~
species :
*Noxious weeds 212 Pedesaling 1]
Titter 8 5 Flow Patterns ©
Rocks > 2” 7’ l o Rills Depth [»)
Bare Ground 92 60 Rills Frequency o
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 0
items must total 100%) |/00 |Y¥ Gullies Frequency )
ADJUSTED LIVE % [, . ‘ \
= Live + 5%Undesirable ( L‘s 3, Soll N, 1l
*Up to 5% of undesirablc species 5 of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: (4]
weeds may count toward Ad . &
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)
0-20% = clamation Improvement 1 35 T00= gincering Evaluation)
<L21:39 % = VI (V. tion Implementation POLYGON
 40-100% = M (Monitor) ) Weeds Present: A BCDGETF
z POLYGON -
Species Present: A B COD E F Spotted knapweed
Sheep fagous N Dalmation toadflax
Crested wheatgrass £ Cheatgrass
Slender wheatgrass - Baby’s breath
Yellow sweetclover - Kochia
Alfalfa - Thistle
D - Leafy Spurge
44 T y Spurg
B v z bl
Szt Breme | T -
~RABRT SAUSY [T

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Number of gullies

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
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Additional Vegetation:

Species Present POLYGON '
pecies Presen A BCODEF

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:

Team Members (Circle your name):
Number of Polygons: _{ Slope: 5 to (o Aspect (circle all relevant% NS WENW NE SW £E)

Fsie

__Site Name: LVE1 /& BAST  Field Date:-] /3 2 BF
SHAAD & 352 ‘

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D |E
** Admin Use Only **

Mhb e

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Area Description: _L C¢H720 AMNIACENT TT PRARA  sninpss PARK , Pertmel _ -

VP e~ A Jwog, MIVED Swm ERSM\T Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground covered by: A B C D E F Hrosion BLM Ferm) A B CD E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) o Surface Litter n{mf G )
SpecIes | Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
*Un@esuable (wendy) 3 Movement =) significantly different than remainder of the site?
’S*}lfz;eii = Pedestalling q ¥ N_ %X (check applicable items)

—_ £ Flow Patterns é O lime rock barrier [ depositional area

Litter 2% Y o (0 more weeds 0 steeper slope
Rocks >2” ' 2 : e O increased erosion - [] less vegetation
Bare Ground 20 Rills Frequency 4 U gullies [ other
TOTAL (above 6 on Gullies Depth 4 . . R
items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % /") Soil M. "
= Live + 5%Undesirable \[” "_» : — /] 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N_¥%
*Up to 5% of undesirable spdcies and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: & o Eiitiatedpl

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (% live) score:
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

40-100% = M (Monitor) )

POLYGON

Species Present: B CD E F

Sheep fescue

A
N
Crested wheatgrass [

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalfa

H [}

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

P

BLM score: -
0-55=M iMonitorDj

_56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

e  Approximate area (in square feet)
e  Number of areas with exposed waste

Weeds Present: POLYGON

A B CD E F
Spotted knapweed s

Dalmation toadflax

5. Is there evidence of: Y

U bulk soil failure
O subsidence

N.¥
(] land slumps

Cheatgrass

Baby’s breath

Kochia

Thistle

V4[4 [H{H| M

Leafy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y N

e At Least 75 ft*  Not a rock outcrop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
Y N

At e

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
Y N X

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.
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Additional Vegetationi

POLYGON

| Species Present "lA B C D E F

.| Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name: Joge Pttuie SWAFT  Field Date: 7 |2e(o7
SHANIGHT | &AFFEN] , (WAttoy '

Team Members (Circle your name):

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D |E |F

** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

weeds may count toward Adjusted Ly

Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
~100% = M (Monitor)

POLYGON
A B C D E F

D
Crested wheatgrass D

Species Present:

Sheep fescue

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalfa i

v{f/— Lesd )?'6}/
SieveR SAGe
RAGFIT BRVSK

e 19501 K
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

™

Ula iy

|- BLM score:
(| 0-55 = M (Monitor

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

o Number of areas with exposed waste

Number of Polygons: 2 Slope: _© to 1§ Aspect (circle all relevant): N E NW NE SW SE :
_— . Erosion (BLM score)
Area Description: _ q,wo REGLAMATIONS B S
" ) _ y Ll Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON . R s POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground coveredby: |A. B C D E F ErosionBLMFor) | 4, 3¢ D B F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter 3 '
: % d e
ipccnes — q’o 53 Surface Rack MN = ! 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
Undesirable (weedy) 20 b | Movement 8 i significantly different than remainder of the site?
species . : ) : ;
*p : - Pedestalling H 7 ¥ N (check applicable items)
Noxious weeds y 3 ! ) ; L
- 7 Flow Patiéins 3[2 U lime rock barrier [ depositional area
Litter \L20 o z 7 more weeds O steeper slope
Rocks > 2” y 2 : S eph 2] g [L increased erosion  [J less vegetation
Bare Ground \"’ q i 10 Freq_uency o O gullies [J other
TOTAL (above 6 i o0 /w Gullies Depth Olo o . .
items must total 100%) I L Gullies Frequency o 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
f.ngUf'gg 3 ICIIYEb;% % ~ Soil Movernent 2
— LIVET O o MCesabe ? ™~ : A 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N vV
*Up to 5% of undesirable spesigs and 0% ofnoxious TOTAL BLM Score:. (3L {6 » ° Estimated pH

»  Approximate area (in square feet)

Weeds Present: A B POé, Y(];)ON E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N V
Spotted kﬁalpweed -z E ls):ll)l;i:i(;illul:':ilure 0 land slumps
Dalmation toadflax ol s
Cheatgrass F N 6. Barren Areas: Y N
Baby’s breath pe 5 B o At Least 75 ft** @ Not a rock outcrop
Kochi o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
e Number of barren areas
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
b 4 N
Leafy Spurge e e
' 7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
Y NV
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Donunant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Number of gullies




Cmmments - ‘ Additional Vegetation:
b Tt DECOAMMTT oW w(’é? Povycon A

POLYGON
A B C D E F
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID

Team Members (Clrcle your name):

S1 e Name: .5&4,@1 DWW

Field Date:

Number of Polygons: 2-
Area Description:

S z ) .F Jr 6‘[ ‘é ‘ -
Slope: © to 5 Aspect (01rc1 11 nzljvant N@W ENW N@B
_B.zﬁ&u_md S

©1-36-0

Polygon Evaluation A B |C |D
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?

Y N A (check applicable items)
0 lime rock barrier
U more weeds

U increased erosion
O gullies

O depositional area
(] steeper slope

[J less vegetation
O other

weeds may count toward Adjusted
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % =VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% =M (Monitor)

ground covered by: A B PO(? Y(];)ON E F Erosion (BLM Form) A B Po(? Y%ON E F
sma |0 Sl ? o
:}I)Jer:ll:ssuable (weedy) 3 5 M ovemel'lt | 2 S
*Noxious weeds 2213 Pedestalling = / 4

e _ o Flow Patterns [ 13

Rocks > 2” 2 % R%lls D o) é

Bare Ground 7_) %0 Rllls. Frequency Ol &
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth Ol G

items must total 100%). 10 Gullies Ffe'qucncy Ol
ADTSTEDLIVE Y |/ 427) Sorviveren | [ 15
*Up to 5% of undesirable species n{i 0% of noxious TOTAL BILM Score: ? Flg @

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N _VK&_
o  Estimated pH a

o  Approximate area (in square feet)
o  Number of areas with exposed waste

Species Present: POLYGON

*56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

POLYGON

Weeds Present: C D E F

C--D E F

Spotted knapweed

. Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

4

0 land slumps

5. Is there evidence of: Y

O bulk soil failure
O subsidence

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Baby’s breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Alfalfa

Thistle

L)

Lovektoie Pug

[[]Hﬁﬂﬁ>
IR Lkl

Leafy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y Zg[ N
o AtLeast 75 ft* o Not a rock outcrop

o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Y___NX\

SacsiEY

il Broton LV Ry

N [R D RPm Y >

APB A PO | =

Robliif Brush

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

L2
7. Gullies (over 6” in depth): ¢

Y /{2 N
Aré’any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Number of gullies _ 3




Additional Vegetation:

. Comments.
Species Present A BPOé" Y(I;)ONE F
Fuple Bl |F|T
: émf S‘K%. e
o SE BonaS RisEEPLL Ganck . Bufearoe opped K ST'W ™ & L
\S  Broont, ©R8To TEE Gve, LAWNE hnovaT s "M, I
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nRw =
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:

Team Members (Circle your name):

___Site Name: WEST Gy Rocie

oJ
Widiiey | SEANGLHT.

Field Date: 7/ ;1; &7

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

Number of Polygons: __ Slope: to

Area Description:

[
Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE
Moyt o TRe  GiE

15

Vegetation (% live)

REcLH e

Erosion (BLM score)

Soved

N e guummeED,

i £ N W,

Undesir/noxious weeds

N

| 40-100% = M (Monitor) }

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
y trigg

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
Y  N__ (checkapplicable items)

O lime rock barrier
£ more weeds

J2 increased erosion

 gullies

A depositional area
# steeper slope

[ less vegetation

U other

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) Lz ¢.&

Veget : Y :
s omerny: A B g x| |Eosmmrom | § AXEYGN,
Live (desirable) 5 5 Surface Litter wa -~ 1\ 7
species
Surface Rock

%

Undesirable (weedy) 5 1o St W s
species Pedestalli
*Noxious weeds ‘D 1= ik G[ %
oy 47’)_-, =, Flow Patterns 19 | 2
e ’ Rills Depth bio
" Rills Frequency [9 Q0
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 510
items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency 50
ADJUSTED LIVE % Soil M. ,
= Live + 5%Undesirable i i vlS
*Up to 5% of undesirable species TOTAL BLM Score: m

0/ —

e —

POLYGON

Species Present: C D E F

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalfa

Suvek Srne

AU S HAE

AR H ] e 1 [F 9>
\

RARRYY LY

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

BLM

ngineering Evaluation

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y_+/ N

e EstimatedpH_ (o
5 1 ¢S
e  Approximate area (in square fee§<‘ MR

e Number of areas with exposed waste 3 — B¢

5. Is there evidence of: Y N

O bulk soil failure
0 subsidence

O land slumps

vV N

6. Barren Areas: Y \/ N

e AtLeast 75 fi* e Not a rock outcrop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

\-mt[C ond

o POLYGON
Weeds Present: A B CODE F
Spotted knapweed T f

Dalmation toadflax i =

Cheatgrass TIY

Baby’s breath = I

Kochia -

Thistle N

Leafy Spurge e

%MW) =

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):
Y_V N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y__ V1 N_
Number of gullies _| %

HREAS
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Additional Vegetation:

Species P ¢ POLYGON
pecies Presen A B CDE F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name: ﬁ ogHAu(_e‘ULﬁ@I Field Date: T|2Y[sF |

Team Members (Circle your name): _ SHANLGWT  méreoy
Number of Polygons: } Slope: © to 3© Aspect (circle all relevant): N @W@ NW NE SW SE

Area Description: LOcATE) INBEIWEEN TWO RALROAY GAADES

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

" more weeds

o Eé}imgﬁeﬁjdth_gf affected edge

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
site only) significantly different than remainder of
the polygon? Y_~ N (check applicable
items)

/ depositional area

J£ steeper slope
A less vegetation

Aother UN RECLAI]ED

U lime rock barrier

J increased erosion
& gullies _

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N__
e Estimated pH w T

e  Approximate area

e  Number of areas with exposed waste

5. Is there evidence of: Y N

(1 bulk soil failure
[J subsidence

Ul land slumps

6. Barren Areas: Y N v

e At Least 75 ft* @ Not a rock outcrop

@ Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
Y N

7. Gullies (over 6 in depth):
Y N

Vegetation: % of POLYGON : POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Krosion (ALY Eorm) A B C D E F
Live (desirable i
specifes : 26 Surface Litter MH&'I&T é
*Undesirable (weedy) Surface Rock
species Y a0 Movement S_
*Noxious weeds (s - SisERAE 2
P 29 Flow Patterns . |
Rocks > 2” 19 RT“S Depth p |
Bare Ground D Rills Frequency =5
TOTAL (above 6 -y Gullies Depth 0 NS
items must total 100%) ’/_\ Gullies Frequency o] Aol
SO ST ] Soil Movement g
= Live + 5%Undesirable -7
*Up to 5% of undesirable spgcies and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: c;zg
weeds may count toward Adywsted Live %. BLM score:
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55=M ‘(Moni@/
%29-%5*' (Reclamation Improvement) _ o 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation))
40-100% = M (Moni FOLYGON
= o = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B COD E F
: ’ POLYGON —
Species Present: A B CD E F Spotted knapweed F
Sheep fescue T Dalmation toadflax
Crested wheatgrass v Cheatgrass |2
Slender wheatgrass T Baby’s breath
Yellow sweetclover T Kochia
Alfalfa I Thistle
) ity
SProLe Thee T 3@5'\"‘? 5
1 Other
gARTY BRYSY 3 -
WV&OW : Llned
MP&N -L Othe

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.

*THE UNVEGETATEY? STEER SLolfe 1S ERo2IAG
SV [ WASTE - LIKE  WMATEAVAL AT ThHE Reeialua €l
PeaTian OF THE sI1TE.

o SebwnensT RBASiA LecATE H WESTSiINE 6F g \TE

o UPPER RAILRBAH ANADE NAS ssoT Beed Reuatmen

cLowWEBR RAILROAD GNAGE DOEI NOT RuA opto  tHE
«\TE

s Remeve Lo TP oN Feact Aalg T- PoSTS @ THE -
West Enen OF Ye Auck LuiAaT

- BEAN vocATEn (B WEITENA 8F CvevflT To
PAEVENIT VEmcE] &Fom EVIivh DiTeH .

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present " BPOCLY(l;)ON oo
SmootH RRome | =

FoxTAIL 3T

RASTTR 62\ S

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__Site Name: LEATHERS paspenysy  Field Date: 7)15 )0

Team Members (Circle your name):

SHIWV I GHT ) REVV Ik

Number of Polygons: _ ( Slope: @ to_§ Aspect (circle all relevant): N@W E NW NE SW SE

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Area Description: __ g GE tHe SITE (S ts5eATCH o 4 RESingaDAT
Lot "' No wice NG Q& BvitvaNEn.

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Kraxiom (HLAM Earwm) A B C D E F
Live.(desirable) Surface Litter 1
sl o Surface Rock
*Undesirable (weedy) Movement
L L) Pedestalling 2
*Noxious weeds wi

- ’ Flow Patterns [
Litter 23 -
Rocks > 27 # Rflls Depth =)
Hare Ground 5 RIHS. Frequency o
TOTAL (above 6 i Gullies Depth o
items must total 100%) : Gullies Frequency o)
ADJUSTED LIVE % @ .
= Live + 5%Undesirable Soil Kovefnsst L

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
site only) significantly different than remainder of
the polygon? Y N__ ~  (check applicable
items)

Ll lime rock barrier Ll depositional area
L] steeper slope

LI less vegetation
Ll other

Estimate width of affected edge

0 more weeds
[l increased erosion
U gullies

*Up to 5% of undesirable specie3\and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Lixe %.

Vegetation (% live) score:
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Impleme
40-100% = M (Monitor)

TOTAL BLM Score:

A

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

POLYGON

Species Present: A B COD E F

Weeds Present:

POLYGON

A B C D E

F

Spotted knapweed

T

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N~

‘e Estimated pH

e  Approximate area
e Number of areas with exposed waste

5. Is there evidence of: Y

[ bulk soil failure
L subsidence

N_o~

[ land slumps

Crested wheatgrass 17

Cheatgrass

I

Slender wheatgrass

Baby’s breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Thistle

6. Barren Areas: Y N o

e At Least 75 ft* e Not a rock outcrop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
Y N

S1Ffy

7. Gullies (over 6” in depth):

Y N

Alfalfa F
AR &S H

GREEN NEEDIK G5 |
VLSRG € b o
Poe T

{Hner

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or [ (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.

° CLEth2 R FenCE Syapovwgs PoeviGon A

s SO QAAY /e Qv)  Har 3T, Bl cenck

B NOIT_ EvAlvare WEST fPowveaow ov THE

MapP, MorTeny LecaTE) opn A RESRENTAL

PRSPENTY) ,

12 .
o INtLSTED PowyGen A" Beuwssry: ™
INCoun€ e EXTens ofp TiHE

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present B C D E

F

A
SMOSTH BaswE | X

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: _ Site Name: R A-L 3+ SR.

Team Members (Circle your name):

Field Date: % [i3./eg]

‘{V\ﬁ*l—tov!  SHANI YT
Number of Polygons: _{ Slope: © to_{t, Aspect (circle all relevant): N@W E NW NE SW SE

Area Description: PRVATE artpdy ey el - THE0E AP W oTh DAY 17 I

_Undesir/noxious weeds |

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

B C D E F

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of
site only) significantly different than remainder of

the polygon? Y N (check applicable

items) P LOCATEY ANTACULAT

Surface Litter Al e et
Surface Rock
Movement

Pedestalling

Flow Patterns ﬁmw’
Rills Depth ‘

U lime rock barrier Ll depositional area

/bl: more weeds [ steeper slope

Rills Frequency

O increased erosion [ less vegetation

Gullies Depth

[ gullies U] other

Vegetation: % of POLYGON
ground covered by: ‘A)‘,. B C D E F
Live (desirable) #

species ]

*Undesirable (weedy) st

species S

*Noxious weeds =y

Litter YA

Rocks >2” i

Bare Ground 2

TOTAL (above 6

items must total 100%) (o2

ADJUSTED LIVE % [ j

= Live + 5%Undesirable é_(’é)

Gullies Frequency

Estimate width of affected edge

Soil Movement

le species and 0% of noxious
ard Adjusted Live %.

eclamation Improvement)
VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor) J

PRIGSR R WG [&>

o’

TOTAL BLM Score:(_

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N z/
e Estimated pH

score:
0-55 = M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

e  Approximate area
e  Number of areas with exposed waste

POLYGON

Species Present: B CD E F

5. Is there evidence of: Y N gy

LI bulk soil failure
L] subsidence

LI land slumps

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: Y N

Slender wheatgrass

e At Least 75 f* e Not a rock outcrop

Yellow sweetclover

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Alfalfa

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

ASPENS [~ o)

Y N

HH.“{'\H 1V‘~)>

Ul g (i’i)

7. Gullies (over 6 in depth):

Other

Y N Vv

T

Weeds Present: A B PO(I;Y(:)ON E F
Spotted knapweed 0T
Dalmation toadflax -
Cheatgrass F
Baby’s breath "
Kochia -
Thistle N
ShE f I
Other

Other

Other

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Number of gullies




Comments. .ve RaS

RBEES M owed 1~ LODF

o R -i~NeMES

BBNE Glwwnl SUNEDN(L -

v 59+ L PE o6 woon (DULE)  STACILED
oA PRu(PEATV
2\ - Jonie AL

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B COD E

F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).




MASTek

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:[7 Site Nanlezggj?mm‘g_kéﬂ-‘ield Date: #-/0-8& *rnlygo.n E:'aluatioil* AlB[Cc [p |E[F
Team Members (Cirele your name): I. Hwﬂf /. Filmer Addwin tice uly

2 . Vegetation (% live)
Number of Polygons: [ Slope: ,3 w ! Aspect (cirele all relevant): N@N ENW NE SW SE o =

o Erosion (BLM score)
Arca Description: _horse pacture above Walkerville
Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
- = Erosion (B S

ground covered by: A B C D E F rosion (BLM Form) A B C D E F *Identify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) 5 Surface Litter )
il'-‘l-‘t'"-'ﬁ‘l I Surface Rock ] 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

Um_icalmhlc (weedy) 15 Movement ! significantly different than remainder of the site?
species . Y N (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds 15 Pedesaling 4_'!’ “ N " i L. . )

- Flow Patterns , >[2 lime rock barrier [ | depositional area
Litter 10 | more weeds I steeper slope

= Rills Depth g k
Rocks =~ 2 = 4 I'Iinereased erosion ess vegetation

Bare Ground go Ril's Fraquancy 5 v/gullics ﬁlhur gggagé
) Gullies Depth 5 bR
Z

TOTAL (above 6 o
items must total 100%) ]/

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) 300

f:).lli!lsi’"l'g :,WE'N% 10 Soil Movement [ 1 } ] s

==l S o L : - - = 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N

*Up o 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: m o Estimated pll y-55

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: o  Approximate T square feet) ¥DO

Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste (o

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

21-39 Y% = VI (Vegetation Implementation) A=

40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B P()(l.“ (I’)ON E F 5. Is there evidence of® Y N

Species Present: B I’()(I_.Y(l.)() & E F Spotted knapweed b"':lk_’;"“ BiBere land slumps
subsidence

Dalmaton toadtlax

Sheep fescue

6. Barren Areas: Y v’ N

® At Least 75 fi* o Nota rock outerop

e Less than 10 % otal cover (live & liter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?
Y N

Crested wheatgrass Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath

Alfalfa Hintle

ME\’ R&b\f)lf Lealy Spurge
BiHe roo | Mustard

Smooth Broms Sedag.
lanada Blug |F Red_3arrel

Use D (Dominant), FF (Frequent), or | (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

¥ /N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y '/N
Number of gullies

A

z

|

|

Yellow sweetclover 4 Kochia

X

|

|

[

""'1“\'-“X — XX [—|—™




Comments.

- Site used for horse qrazing

- overagrown knap weed

- Cpvore _eypsion

- Several greas of €xposed waste

-7 aUllL €S on SI1K

- \ery e hve dssivablss

- horsé _Hrarls wora Hhrnugh Sile

Short Tey m Kecomendafions:

— Sproay mseeds

__—Keclo mation [ mprovemmont’

~énginect iﬁg Evalugtron

- CL5C_ gaty

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present POLYGON
- A B CD E F
Butter ¥ faas ||
F 100 Uy |
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID;__ Site Name: K

Team Members (Circle your name):

Number ol Polygons: Slope: Lo
Area Description: | YT e e LHh

s

‘ield Date: 7_'}_0_" 08

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

WO

Vegetation (% live)

Aspect (cirele all relevant): NS W ENW NI{SW SLE

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

B €C B EF

Live (desirable)
species

Surface Litter

*Undesirable (weedy)
species

Surface Rock
Movement

*Noxious weeds

Pedestalling

Litter

Flow Patterns

Rocks = 27

Rills Depth

Bare Ground

XXX K| XX

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%)

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %

Gullies Frequency

= Live | S%Undesiruble

Soil Movement

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo®

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
significantly %brunl than remainder of the site?

~<

N (check applicable items)

| lime rock barrier

| depositional area
" more weeds steeper slope
|1 increased erosion [ 1 less vegetation

[ gullies other

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

*Up 1o 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

So<< =N O|O P>

TOTAL BLM Score:

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N)(
e Estimated pll

e Approximate area (in square leet)

e Number of areas with exposed waste

POLYGON

Species Present: A B C D E

POLYGON

Weeds Present: ’
ceds Present B C D E

F

Spotted knapweed

Sheep tescue

Dalmation toadtlax

5. s there evidence olt Y N X
| bulk soil failure | land slumps
subsidence

Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Baby's breath

X
Crested wheatgrass ><
X
X

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Alfalfa

Thistle

PP X >

Lealy Spurge

b §
4
6. Barren Areas: Y N ){
o At Least 75 fi* @ Nota rock outcrop
e Less than 10 % total cover (live & liter)
Number of barren areas
Do barren areas cover aver 25% of any polygon?

¥ N

Use D (Dominant), IF (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (ower 6™ in depth):

> J—

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.
o /DﬁA 1 AT
|

s
— ~

= —
= ma oritl nfe n‘Hwﬁ) f;ﬁ\ﬁ&ﬁi}:
iS4 Se ;-:,_:.' OrSede s uint v«

)'er;:ag_ XSS

-

- h“)r“f_f:. c?ﬁ'/' \'/r:jﬁ"l‘rx“‘{:;..n‘

Seer{~ Aa e

ri L] i 2
o %)
1 A
<dle Sincc LA s ‘PI// Lre

s Oute.de 772 s te=<surroundine
=X EL has ‘;L',L,';C.f.’_ Wgr’Fﬁjfnﬂ.—

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present
pecies rresen A B C D E

I

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM site ID\:a; Site Name:

B:‘ mq;ﬁ_r Ficld Date: q' ?—03
Team Members (Cirele your name): _Gor don B, J an 1 m_Ipbc (L
Number ol Polygons: _L Slope: o

Aspecet (ctele all relevant): NS W E NW NE SW SE
Area Description: Sherm-:n'ﬁSc"boI O-IQDVC. SI\LQ_

Polygon Evaluation AlB |€|D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo®

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion (BLM Form) A B C D E
Liw’tdcsimblcl Ll(_- Surface Litter

Species. = Surface Rock

“Undesirable (weedy) Movement

SPECIEs Pedestalling

*Noxious weeds

Rocks = 2"

6]
3
Litter %
&
15

Bare Ground

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%) / JC

ADJUSTED LIVE % b

= Live | 5% Undesirable 4

*Up to 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (o live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

POLYGON

Species Present: B C D E F

Crested wheatgrass

A
Sheep fescue T
D

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

e

Alfalta X

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Flow Patterns

Rills Depth

Rills Frequency

Gullies Depth

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?

Y N X (check applicable items)

[ lime rock barrier depositional area
[l more weeds [ 1 steeper slope

|1 inereased erosion I less vegetation

Il gullies I other

Estimate width of affected edge (in leet)

£

A

g

/

X

X
Gullies Frequency X

'S

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y NY
e Estimated pll

e Approximate area (in square feet)

e Number of areas with exposed waste

TOTAL BLM Score:
BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
— POLYGON
Weeds Present: B C D E

Spotted knapweed

Dalmation toadfax

h

. Is there evidence oft Y y N
bulk soil failure Y land slumps
subsidence

Cheatgrass

Baby's breath

Kochia

Thistle

XX X [RKK b=k

Leaty Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y N k
® At Least 75 fi” @ Nota rocK outerop

® Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth);

. N,

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number ol gullies




Comments.
= f P .}“ oo N
s

o« T c:cj_ 4‘1{';'-5 2 an.s _.‘fe

Ok", a'c:od,

s \fodsTlaT on

.« NBPr 5077, a3 S.?‘J'lln_:} 19‘4_6»1‘_

‘ A

& oulngyr— NoT CCeSC,

oy

'{-VC?! UG .1‘}. on_

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

S ..'.-P S
DESIES T eat A B C D E F

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),










BRES FIELD FORM Site |D*’1’L§Ill.' N{imc' \\I\LX\OJ_“BY EQS‘L Field Date: —“[ll_Q’QK

Team Members (Cirele your name):
Number of Polygons: _\ Slope: w0

av\

Aspecet (cirele all relevant): @W IENW NE SW SE

Arca Description: N{_‘{\)( )Y'D E‘)\C@(‘)@K S“ﬂ“@,ﬂ,“rl \N\u\k\\\ﬁﬁw

L VERANAY) e - IRy
J i

Polygon Evaluation A|B |C |D
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/moxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger ltems

=

*Identify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

Y N

(check applicable items)

I lime rock barrier

| more weeds steeper slope

increased erosion

gullies other

Estimate width of affected edge (in teet)

significantly different than remainder of the site?
| depositional area

less vegetation

nX

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y

e Lstimated pll
e Approximate area (in square leet)
e Number of arcas with exposed waste

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Eroston. (BL.M Form) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) L\VJ Surface Litter 2

.~.11ucacs. Surface Rock

*Undesirable (weedy) g.‘) Movement \

‘- -) By -.~

e Pedestalling (O

*Noxious weeds \%

Litier 7 Fl_ow Patterns 7,

Rocks = 2" 7_ Rf[la Depth O

Bare Geound Q Rills Frequency O

TOTAL (above 6 AN Gullies Depth =

items must total 100%) T@) Gullies Frequency 35

ADJUSTED LIVE % : y 4 =

= Live | 3% Undesirable Cgb 2ol Movement =

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |7\

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: @

VLLLl.llillll (%o “\-’ﬂ] score: 0-55=M (Moni{or)

0-20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

21-39 %y = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
A()- 0y — : spngle g . B s
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B C D E F

POLYGON

Species Present: A B C D E

F

X

5. Is there evidence oft Y

Spotted knapweed

[ 1 bulk soil failure land slumps

| subsidence

Sheep lescue

Dalmation toadflax

Crested wheatgrass

sl(RISN

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Arcm Y N )<

Slender wheatgrass

Baby's breath

® At Least 75 ft e Not a rock outcrop

v
~
<

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

X

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Alfalfa

Thistle

Lealy Spurge

Y N

Do barren arcas cover over 25%, of any polygon”

Do Ko | T

7. Gullies (over 67 in depth):

vy X N

NA

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D ( Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies  \




Comments. ® %\\l{\)b\f\

= . —
N el 3 '\& Nealing.
*U J

\

. > On TR (oo 5\3&3}} e \S
e S sdang. i 3

-sust clopo (Delow sic

e O\ Y S

wakts ((PH 4.0 .

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

B

POLYGON
C D E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or [ (Infrequent),
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name:

Team Members (Circle your name):

Field Date:

Number of Polygons:  Slope: o
Arca Description:

Aspecet (cirele all relevant): NS W E NW NE SW SE

Polygon Evaluation
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

POLYGON
B C D E F

Vegetation: %o of
ground covered by: A

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

B C D E F

Other BRES Trigger ltems

Live (desirable)
species

*Undesirable (weedy)
species

*Noxious weeds

Litter

Rocks = 27

Bare Ground

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%)

ADJUSTED LIVE %
= Live | 5" Undestrable q C

*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live Y.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

POLYGON

Species Present: B C D E F

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass

A
L
.F'_

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalfa

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Surface Litter

*Identify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo®

Surface Rock
Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

Pedestalling

Y N y (check applicable items)

Flow Patterns

| lime rock barrier

Rills Depth

| more weeds steeper slope

| increased erosion |

Rills Frequency

less vegetation

| gullies | other

Gullies Depth

Gullies Frequency

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

Soil Movement

significantly different than remainder of the site?

depositional area

3“{3\00'—" SENQ |On 67>

W

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y

e  Estimated pll
e Approximate area (in square feet)
e Number of areas with exposed waste

TOTAL BLM Score:
BLM score:
0-55 = M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
, " POLYGON
Weeds Present: A BCOD E F

n

. 1s there evidence of® Y

X

Spotted knapweed

z

bulk soil failure land slumps

subsidence

Dalmation wadlax

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Arcas: Y NY

Baby’s breath

e At Least 75 fi' @ Nota rock outcrop

Kochia

e Less than 10 % otal cover (live & liter)
Number of barren areas

Thistle

Lealy Spurge

Y N

Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?

7. Gullies (oyer 6™ in depth):

¥ N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Number of gullies




Comments. 2 Additional Vegetation:

5@009 ‘}t*:.r_;ff’ e x2S ?‘ftrf-:sc:o/ bu*/—

_r IFal
he // L meart 4 Sipéelis Picseit POLYGON

A B C D E F
E,’?a[é‘j?aiefa*.aﬂ o C'u:.//,r' ‘;;rrn:ﬂ";on
Jf}?(en tr s "fT‘ On#JA- |.u"£.’/‘.5:

fé_;_i 5;’%{_ LS fQ?/?La—EWr'S‘%a;:/G' 30}6)’11

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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BRES FIELD FORM site ID:E’SiIc Name:
J. Hjunt

Team Members (Circle your name):

MQ‘PID-H-LD—MD Field Date: F-90Y
L Kilmer

Number of Polygons: | Slope: 3 o | Aspeet (circle all relevant): N S W E QWNE SW SE
Arca Description: _ﬂ_d.“l_a.ﬂe nt_to (/Lppi.f Missoula. Aulth.

Polygon Evaluation A|B |[C D |E
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erovien {(BLM Form) A B CD E F
Live (desirable) Surface Litter
species Surface Rock
.;_Jm_]csmhlc (weedy) Movement
species
destalli

*Noxious weeds Pedusallag

Flow Patterns

Litter

Rocks = 2"

Bare Ground

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%,)

ADJUSTED LIVE % ¢
= Live | $%Undesiruble ¥s¢ Ty

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

POLYGON

Species Present: A B CD E F

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalla

Use D (Dominant), ¥ (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Rills Depth

Rills Frequency

Giullies Depth

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly diffegent than remainder of the site?
Y N (check applicable items)

| lime rock barrier
L more weeds

depositional area
steeper slope

|| increased erosion I less vegetation
1 gullies I other

Estimate width of aftected edge (in feet)

SN ONE (o9 K

TOTAL BLM Score:

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y / N

e Estimated pl1 4.5

e Approximate area (in square feet) /05t of
e Number of areas with exposed waste SIS

POLYGON

Weeds Present: A B CD E

F

Spotted knapweed ]

Dalmation toadflax

h

. s there evidence ol Y

N

bulk soil failure land slumps

! subsidence

Cheatgrass

Baby's breath

Kochia

Thistle

Lealy Spurge l

6. Barren Areas: Y / N

® At Least 75 fi* e Nota rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do byren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?
YV N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 67 in depth):

YN

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y !/N
Number of gullies t




Comments.

_mdmu.-m.q_uw_ma@_hu{ of gicirable
veaetation.

= Hffﬁmg Qreps 0F ¢y posed waité (4.4 pit)
- Jevere eroSion. (apprux. 5 rills/ (auijies arhud

Jhort +erm Retovmendeitron :

- Kealematton Improvemenst
=7 n%‘nfh(’?r?’!'y?ﬁ Evaluatqion.

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

POLYGON
B C D

E

¥

Use D (Dominant), IF (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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BRES FIELD FORM Site 1D:Dsite Name: |04 A\ 0K

Field Date: ¥-9-05

J. Bune L. Wilmey

Team Members (Circle your name):

Number of Polygons: | Slope: 3 to_ | Aspect (circle all relevant): N W ENW NE SWSB

Suukin of L™ stveer. Vine(s Buuvis

Arca Description:

Polygon Evaluation
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger ltems

*Identify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

s N (check applicable items)

| lime rock barrier

[ more weeds I steeper slope

|1 increased erosion

| less vegetation

| gullies | other

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

significantly different than remainder of the site?!

depositional area

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y
e Estimated pll

Vegetation (% live) score:
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

0-55 = M (Monitor)

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion (BLM Form) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) e Surface Litter .5
species 40 Surface Rock
*Undesirable (weedy) Movement Z-
e - Pedestallin T
*Noxious weeds 3 g
T N Fllow Patterns |72
Rocks > 2 1 Rills Depth |
| \ 5 e e
Bare Ground \D mlﬁ_l i i l
TOTAL (above 6 - Gullies Depth o)
items must total 100%) | |9° Gullies Frequency 0
ADJUSTED LIVE % " s . :
= Live | S%Undesible | 1O Seil Movenat 57
*Up 1o 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |20
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score:

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

e Approximate area (in square feet)
e Number of arcus with exposed waste

N~

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present:

POLYGON

B € D E F

5. Is there evidence of; Y

N

POLYGON

Species Present: B C D E F

& Spotted knapweed

bulk seil failure land slumps

subsidence

6. Barren Arcas: Y N I./

® At Least 75 it @ Not a rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & liter)
Number of barren areas

Y N

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y N

Sheep fescue \ Dalmation toadflax
Crested wheatgrass D Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass | Baby's breath
Yellow sweetclover >< Kochia

Alfalfa ¥ Thistle

ASpn \ Leafy Spurge
Baine 2ush | | Bind weed
kirear Bosin | | daisad
Smazin  Bumd | Mustards

KKK

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y

Use D (Dominant), F (Fr

equent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),




Comments.

thy 10-20% improvemehf rda £A0cd
¥ T = 4 J

'M!’ii‘t’umur\g Uing On St PIJUEL'

diwt +ein Ricoumendations:

Monitur areas of (o vegetiition for
CriCion . foxiniss % undoslrableC

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present B C D E

F

Pr;cmg [¢ Huce
Canada Blue

fhocelio—

A
|
i
Wesiern Winiak] |
/
/

Tamble Mustad.

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM site 1D:36Site Name: La g T2 M@p
Team Members (Cirele your name): & Kiumee , T Huat |, R.RYan ¢ M.ViNeahNT

Number of Polygons:  Slope: 0
Arca Description:

I ‘h“_‘__._-.__._'..-——’
Aspecet (cirele all relevant): NS W E NW NE SW SE

Polygon Evaluation A|B |C |D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (Y live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/moxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
significgatly different than remainder ol the site?
Y N (check applicable items)
| lime rock barricr depositional area
| more weeds
Lincreased erosion

L—Steeper slope
~Tess vegetation

“pullics “other_EMDIED LASIE
r3E Cc;pmv_)
4
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) 20"~ f s’
N)  (s)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _L/N
Estimated pll 4.5 = 6.5

e Approximate area (in square feet)

e Number of areas with exposed waste 7

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Btosion (BLM Fom) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) 3?} Surface Litter b

species Surface Rock

*Undesirable (weedy) 5—- Movement 5

species Pedestallin b

*Noxious weeds 5 § :

= s Flow Patte

Litter l‘f‘O 'ow — o

T 2 Rflls Depth 2

Bare Ground ) Rl”h_ Frequency (

TOTAL (above 6 Salus Dt G

items must total 100%) ,m Gullies Frequency 9

ADJUSTED LIVE % > —

= Live | 5%Undesirable 38 Sail Movement 5

*Up to 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |39

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score:

Vegetation (Yo live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: B C D E F

T POLYGON
Species Present:

B C D E F

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

.15 there evidence of? Y /a& N

th

|| bulK soil failure | land slumps
“Subsidence 4 Sarau DEFRESIONS 0n_

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

Slesder wheatgrass

Baby's breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Alfulta

Thistle

CANADA BLUT

Leafy Spurge

e ASsoc/ATED 274 _SUZSITRCD

6. Barren Areas: Y 7 N

e Al Least 75 ft* @ Not a rock outcrop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas &

Do barren aregs cover over 25% of any polygon?

Y N

RugBer RAEBIT PRVH

Campion

AYssipM\

JAVUSTZ 2D

HEHF TP R [T >

YAreew

R XXX X R R ] >

SAL3IFY

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y LN

Are any pullies actively eroding? Y Z/N
Number of gullies 3




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

o LARGE AREAS OF BEDROCK. OJTCROPS . SURLIINIED

SH BAQJ?.QQ ARE‘R‘S ALl Dm-o—s v DH /4 5” 7o "’@ Species Present PO'.'Y(;ON " .
A LUE: ¢z LYZe, m) A B C D E F
Aspero * )
* ROCK-INED DITCH (s DhMINANT W/ SPOTTED KNAREED | Aster /
AND oTHER. WEEDY SPetiFs =" /

° HopsE CoRRAL W] TWO HoR<ES ., MANKE £ Teels —|[lkeweeD™ :
STOCLLILED AROUIND CORLAL . SITE SHouls MNINyL. |ABSINTHE Jodduwim)| /

SIENS OF SRAZING wf A FPEW HPRSE TRAILS LABNE UARTERS | /
o ONE STEER , EXRoDING GUM ALoNE ROCE-DrreH .
N ) =L,
oFFE BenneT ST, ’*";7{7"2",””&’ LOE-UnED
ANOTHER. VLU ™~ 207 Aondis N. 5/TE EDOE /ﬂa?D)

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

e N.S\TE EDGE IS Aw 017 ROAD/TRAIL THAT #AS

__ | EROslon (RIUS , buirln) AND g&& S [Lril) YELETR Y
> AL SITE gDeE3 HAVE 1 ERpsion , N JEETRDON

AND  NEXI1OUS ;&E&Q,ém seﬁgz

SHERT TERM  RETHMMENDANIONS

* SPRAY_NOXI0US WEEDS /WEEp] SPEUES IN DIKHES
AND ALowE EDEET.

o FiIX EXPOLED WASTE ON SE OF SITE BY6E

s DEPAIR GULLIES

e STAR\ZE ERDsionN € CoNTRIN ACIDIC RUNOEE FRoM

BEppoey ARERS 8U RERIAIMING BAREEN EDGER
W/ Gepms,
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BRES FIELD FORM Site 1DsSite Name: (=
Team Members (Cirele your name): - -
Number of Polygons: L Slope: O 1o JO  Aspect (circle a

o D

11 relevant):

Field Date: [ bﬁg

NE SW SE

Polygon Evaluation
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: %  SSou Ar) — = ,
- t.. rg'tf‘c Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON - Other BRES Trigger Items

B C D E F

Erosion (BLM Form)

ground covered by: A

B C D E F

*Identify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo*

Live (desiruble)
species

Surface Litter

*Undesirable (weedy)
species

Surface Rock
Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
signiticantly diftferent than remainder of the site?

*Noxious weeds

Pedestalling

Y N A (check applicable items)

Litter N J.Q

Flow Patterns

lime rock barrier depositional area

Rocks - 2"

Rills Depth

more weeds steeper slope

Bare Ground 5

Rills Frequency

| increased erosion I less vegetation

other

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%)

Gullies Depth

| gullies

ADJUSTED LIVE %

= Live | 3% Undesirable 5‘7

Gullies Frequency

Estimate width of aftected edge (in feet)

Soil Movement

*Up 1o 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (Y4 live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI {Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

TOTAL BLM Score:

N 2 e e ) [ S G PN PR =

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y

N K
o Lsumated pll (.0 5

BLM score:
0-535 = M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

e Approximate area (in square leet) ”0
e Number of areas with exposed waste

. X
Species Present: POLYGON

Weeds Present:

POLYGON
A B C B E

¢

NA

n

. Is there evidence ol Y

B C D E F

Spotted knapweed

| bulk soil failure || land slumps

Sheep lescue

Dalmation toadilax

subsidence

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

il
L
/"

>3

Slender wheatgrass

Baby's breath

~

6. Barren Arcas: Y 2( N
e At Least 75 i e Not a rock outcrop

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

e Less than 10 % otal cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Alfalta

T
D
;
7

4

Thistle

Do barren areas cover over 25%, ol any polygon?

Ea

Lealy Spurge

Y NX

?.%Lllics (over 6™ in depth):
Y\ N

W

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y
Number ol gullies )




Comments.
\ (®») L e YN
Q

\

N eaqa {?_'lf'g_-.'l'lr)n A é evas .o n-oppeacs
o Hhe Samme orilhe :Lh’-"&H‘r 2 nd
eost _Side e w7 VIS mn/r.a'}‘rr: d J+C_L1 "

& SeaME Sy NLZeeTS (e AT (B Sl

et of zzie EASTSQLE AP Rar DT 7C7

- .Sm-“:" [ L L2 AV/V&'N }%C?—?-q -S T—

s e [ SerusiavrS I

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

I

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent). or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name:

Team Members (Circle your name):

___ Field Date: o

Number of Polygons: Slope: to
Arca Description:

Aspect (circle all relevantf N S W E NW NE SW SE

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C D |E
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

%

Slender wheatgrass

Baby's breath

Vegetation: % of g ﬁ' POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: | & H C D E F Erasion (RLM Form) A B C D E F *1dentify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) )is ? Surface Litter (‘ ES
t‘Pﬁ"—'"-‘SI_ D Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
.U"f"-‘:‘”"-!h]“ (weedy) 5 6 Movement Z Z significantly different than remainder of the site?
species Pedestalling Lp /5 Yy )< N (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds 5 3 = | 2 v
: Flow Patterns 5 | lime rock barrier depositional area

Litter 36 35 Rills Deoth M I more weeds steeper slope
Rocks > 2" 2 | L — P ’)‘(incrcasud crosion || less vegetation
Bare Ground 10115 R'“h_ ERHiey ,g' | gullies other
TOTAL (above § Gullies Depth 7} é’ B ‘ o o
items must total 100%) P’J ﬁo Gullies Frequency 2l Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
)_\E-Jl.m l-.,“? L?Yh "{u 50 45 Soil Movement 5 6
= Live | %L I?dLhIFﬂIJ‘!L : : 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: (27 lx, e Estimated pll
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: o e Approximate area (in square feet)
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 " = VI (Vegetation Implementation) A POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: b ¥ (.' D E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y W
Species Present: A B PO(I.'Y(;; i EF Spotted knapweed B 2 Imll)k-.;uil ilie S S

— : subsidence
Sheep fescue I Dalmation wadilax
Crested wheatgrass D) Cheatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N

e At Least 75 fi° ® Notk rock outerop

Yellow sweetclover

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas 2—

X
E.

Alfalla

Y N

Do barren apeas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Kochia N

Thistle ’)(]

Lealy Spurge Sd
T ’/

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y N

Are any gulltes actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), IF (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Number of gullies




Comments. RR'[IH‘NJ WN’}/ S-E ﬁ-’ﬂa Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON
A B C D E F

Species Present

Use D (Dommant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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Mas v

BRES FIELD FORM site 1D: 48Site Name: 014 | Vet Field Date: 7/ F/0% | Polygon Evaluation | A |B | C (D | E | F

*% _ddmin Use Only **
Team Members (Cirele your name): P Punt L. \Wlmwmey min Use Only

Vegetation (Y live)
Number of Polygons: | Slope: to_ | Aspeet (circle all relevant): N S WENW NE SW SE
R i e “3_ RESE ks Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: _\ng_ L[\_@_(C_{Sj’ (¥

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground covered by: A B C D E F e A B CD E F “Identify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter %
species : "I 0 Surface Rock .L 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
*Undesirable (weedy) Movement significantly different than remainder of the site?
species 15 Pedestalling s Y N v (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds n lime rock barrie depositional are:
- FIOW Pﬂn!ms cl me roc arrwer cpositional area
Litter 25 TR . more weeds steeper slope
Rocks = 27 O Lt Q increased erosion | less vegetation
Bare Ground 15 R.'”s. Frequency © I gullies other
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth O . . - o
items must total 100%) | (L0 Gullies Frequency O Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % " -
= Live | 5%Undesiruble L\s s NROR ‘-‘ 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y NV
*Up to 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 2_(1 e Estimated pll
weeds may s.:'uul]l Iu\ffnrd .‘f\djustcd Live ", BLM score: ' e Approximate area (in square feet)
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation ill'lpl'l.l\r'l.:ﬂ'lclll] 56-100=EV @n_gineering Evalua[ion)
21-39 "% = VI (Vegetation Implementation) >
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B PO(I." (;)()N E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N v
PR T — S POLYGON S irtad Knans bulk soil failure land slumps
Species Present: A B CD E F 5‘“’“""'. knapweed \ subsidence
Sheep fescue v I).ulmullun toadilax \ /
Crested wheatgrass - Cheatgrass - 6. Barren Areas: Y N
. 7 = Buby's breath e At Least 75 17 e Not u rock outcrop
Sterder wheatgrass | — N/ﬁ e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweetclover | Sheh VA Number of barren areas
Thictle ' arren = s cover over 23%, of won'?
Alfalla E I'histle N:/h 80 h.lI"I‘NLI'I areas cover over 25% of any polygon
Leafy Spurge N /i
Salsafu i 7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):
Ny il | Y N
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent). Use D (Dominsnt), ¥ (Frequent), orl (Infrequent).




Comments.

- SMtable Sité

= N ; ﬂ+ < 4 v ro

L) opdtj and  noyaious weedg

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

POLYGON
B C D

E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent). or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site IDA9 Site Name: g\dﬁ(m,x:% Field Date: T-1-0%
Team Members (Cirele your name): J. Hunt L. Kilmer

Number of Polygons: | Slope: ‘1’ to | Aspect (circle all rclcvamlNW NE SW Sk
Arca [)L‘Sl.'ripliulli—_&53__5_{_5‘_8_131_\@.., Skate rink. West of Mpgmtaan Con

Polygon Evaluation A
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo®

Y vV N

o lime rock barrier

I more weeds
/ increased erosion

" gullics

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
(check apphicable items)

depositional area
steeper slope

less vegetation
other

Estimate width ol alfected edge (in feet) 10

e Lstumated pll

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y

N v

e Approximate area (in square leet)
e Number of areas with exposed waste

POLYGON

Species Present: =
pecies Present A B C D E

¥

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground coveredby: |A B C D E F Erogen(BlMForm) |, B € D E F
Live (desirable) i Surface Litter
species 20 &
3 Surface Rock 8
*Undesirable (weedy) 2 Movement
species O :
*Noxious weeds 5 feden i q
Liteer 25 F I.cnw Patterns \o
Rocks > 2" 3 Rills Depth d
Bure Ground 20 Rms_ Frequency 3
TOTAL (above 6 10 Gullies Depth 9
items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency O
ADJUSTED LIVE % = =
= Live + 5% Undesiruble ?—6 Soil. Movement %
*Up to 3% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |<)lp
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score:
Vegetation (Y live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)
0-20% = RI chcl:unmilun lmpmvcmcm} 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: B C I.) E F

h

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure

Sheep lescue

Dalmation toadtlax

subsidence

. 15 there evidence ol: Y

Ny~

land slumps

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

e | | = | =T\ | —

Altalfa

A
\
\

F

X
F

A
Y

6. Barren Arcas: Y / N

B;{hy's breath e Al Least 75 117 e Not arock autcrop
- ® Less than 10 % 1ol cover (live & litter)
Kochia :
Number of barren arcas
Thistle Do barren y:s cover over 25% ol any polygon?
. Y
Lealy Spurge N
-S&l&ck H:Jl | 7. Gullies (over 6 in depth):
Mustard. l Y N
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant). I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant). I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Number of gullies




Comments.

-—RELPn"l'lj Mawed

- 1ce Skating Rink in Ccenter Of sk,

. lNA ! LA (A b - OO0y

NS K A X
of ecosin

Shott recon Retronsndaions”

-<p eV fuy weedg th% RN pecm
Y e Lrem

—Qavhy 4 (uike 4p Savg” S ClAn On

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:50Site Name: Z€ | L Field Date: 3-3-Q% | Polygon Evaluation |A |B |C | D |E |F

*& H . s KR
Team Members (Circle your name): J. Hunt L, Kilmer Adliske Use Oty

. : Y d Vegetation (% live)
Number of Polygons: | Slope: 3 to_ | Aspect (circle all relevant): N S@li NW NE SW SE B_ -
. Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: ﬁmmwmguﬁ_ﬁme_bﬂp&;m_mﬁhuu-ﬁmi

Undesir/noxious weeds

/l//a.- e

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground covered by: A B C D E F Eeaen (BLM Sevwr) A B C D E F “Identify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter 6
::pm::cs. 29 Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

ch}cssmblc (weedy) 7 Movement & significantly different than remainder of the site?”
species Pedestalling I A N (check applicable ittems)
*Noxious weeds |0 L7 lime rock barrie depositional are

_ Flow Patietns \ me rock barrier cpositional area
Litter |33 = Do) - " more weeds I-/su-cpcr slope bur m,
Rocks > 2" 5 : RLEPN o o increased erosion L Tess vegetation
Bare Ground L. R'“s‘ Fesquoney 0 | gullies | other
TOTAL (above | Sullies bep 0 it A -
items must total 100%) 10 Gullies Frequency @) Estimate swicthiof aiected edge (inest)

T AL = s

?D,“'Uh F"I‘D l‘l_\_”"‘ o 30 Soil Movement @)
=Live I 3 ..Ul‘adca:ruhic . 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y v N
*Up to 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |/ 7 e Estimated pll i
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live "4, BLM score: e Approximate area (in square feet) e A -
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste |
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) )
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100%, = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: s 5. Is there evidence ol Y N /

B C D E F

POLYGON
B € D E F

bulk soil failure land slumps

Spotted knapweed >
| subsidence

Species Present:

Dalmation toadflax

Sheep lescue

Buby's breath e At Least 75 ft° o Not a rock outcrop

Slender wheatgrass : :
8 o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)

Kochia

Yellow sweetclover Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?

=T Thistle
Alfalfi -
alfa r Y N

A

A |

| I

Crested wheatgrass F Cheatgrass F 6. Barren Arcas: Y N v

| |

\ |

I

|

Lealy Spurge

7. Gullies (over 67 in depth):

y N_v*

Are H.I_‘.); gulli;-s actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent). Number of gullies

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

- Nayi o > ek {\ae = e i R POLYGON
_LMALM.S_QM%K_&_\J&L— Species Present A B C D EF

uad €la

Si¥ “hounduies do not mateh aeiial View

Use D (Dominant), IF (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Qo Teran ?‘P(nm wigndabions:

* Weed Contral

» Small wWasEe  @rea
« freld (PS




Zeila Site No. 50
Quality Control Cover Frames

7/9/2008
Live uws Noxious |[Litter Rock Bare TOTAL HITS
220 23 18 236 2 1 500
44% 5.00% 3.00% 47% 0.50% 0.50% 100%
Adjusted Live 49%
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:57Site Name: (1) osco 1o Dnnp  Field Date: £ -3-0 [ Polyeon Evaluation "[A [B [C [D [E [F

k& H o g ek
Team Members (Circle your name): ~ J Pwpd L Eilpner dmain Lo Criy

. A ; - - Vegetation (% live)
Number of Polygons: L Slope: O 10 25% Aspect (circle all relevant):(N S W EYNW NE SW SE b, -
Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: oy co Avea Soudin of Missouda_Bue. Resideactiol

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erndon (BLM Form) A B C D E F *ldentify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter 3
-‘:D‘-’C'L’S_ 5 ‘10 Surface Rock g 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
Undesirable (weedy) < 5 Movement signilicantly different than remainder ol the site?
species - Pedestalling 2 Y Vv N (check applicable items)
L) 1 RUL ]
I.\'"‘"“’““ weeds 7z 5ﬁ Flow Patterns | lime rock barrier © depositional area
Litter Z 140 - v more weeds steeper slope
= Rills Depth = . : .
Rocks = 2 | 1O ‘ | increased erosion v less vegetation
Bare Ground %2/ 10 R_Ins. i - - gullies other
TOTAL (above 6 2140 Gullies Depth + N . . o .
items must total 100%) [1¢ | Gullies Frequency | Estimate width vl aftected edge (in feet) 20
ADJUSTED LIVE % 5
i = . Soil Movement |
= Live | 3%Undesirable 1% ‘-6 ‘f 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y v N
*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: "}ﬂ L3 e Estimated pll —E
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: based on e Approximate area (in square feet) scatkred
Vegetation (4 live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) Nw Sindicaie *  Number ol areas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) il )
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) s
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A BPO(I.‘\ (;)ON E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N
T POLYGON = bulk soil failure land slumps
Species Present: ] v, Spotted knapweed
P A B C D E F : N subsidence
Sheep fescue | \ Dalmation toadflax {1
Crested wheatgrass | | F Chespnn ElF 6. Burren Arcas: Y v/ N
- e Baby's breath R e At Least 75 fi” o Not a rock outerop
Stender wheatgrass L IF Kochit N/n NA e Less than 10 % ol cover (live & liter)
Yellow sweetclover | o In |DA Number of barren areas me_ ot
Alfalfa l P Thistle N/ﬁ “ $u hur;:l:n areas cover over ﬁ," of iy polygon?
Lealy Spurge Ma % — —
M wuste ed L] 7. Gullies (over 6 in depth);
Y v N
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y / N
_ = e - Number of gullies
Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

150" lene
)



Comments.

= pOLajﬁl)ﬂ% Adulareatgd,

A- Rarren Area_

B- Yeartahion on_ et Side cowld he

re-Saliinod  wath Site #15a (NW Sindica e)

Short Term Reccomindations

-Fiy %umj on Road

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

snecies Prese
Species Present A B C D FE

¥

Use D (Dominant). IF (Frequent), or [ (Infrequent),




p.,,
=
=
-
2
O
O
n
OF
S|

#52




IYIAS 7 ¢ ™~

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:23 Site Name: %&[Jﬂﬁ&me Field Date: 7- /0¥ Polygon Evaluation | A [B |C [D [E [F
Team Members (Cirele your name): . Ay nt L- K / [m_f r~ Adwmin Use Only

7 : ) Vegetation (% live)
Number ol Polygons: L Slope: O 1o J__ Aspeet (cirele all relevant): N@W ENW NE SW SE = -

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: NW_S_H:LMKL B[,(E{:@k, ,Q(,g_;{_ S

Undesir/noxious weeds

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth
ilems must total 100%)
ADJUSTED LIVE %

3

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of alTected edge (in feet)

(O3
Q

. " . Soil Movement
= Live + S%Undesituble

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
¢ | Erosi B

ground covered by: A B C D E F rosas; (BLM Forny A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Livc_(u.lcsiruhicj 25 Surface Litter g
»:PUL‘W-‘“_ - Surface Rock 5 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
_L-'."ficf'"dl"h—‘|“"-"-'ll.YJ 20 Movement significantly ditferent than remainder of the site?
:l:t-":‘h i Pedestalling I Y N (check applicable items)

SMIONE Weeus 10 Flow Pattecas Q lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter 35 Rills Dentl 3 // more weeds Nt /stccpcr slope wes ¥

s Depth
Rocks =27 7. I S increased erosion less vegetation Wt
Bure Ground ¥ SO Fequaricy %’ V/ gullies West other
i

. : e 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y \/I N
*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: o Lstimated pHd .0~ 55
weeds may count loward Adjusted Live ", BLM score: o A P ¢
: R : . n Approximale area (in square feel) 1300
Vegelation (% live) RIS 0-55 = M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste=7@
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) N y———
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B J O(l,‘\ ([')O]\ E F 5. Is there evidence ol Y N \//
Species Present: POI.'\ GO . ' Spotted knapweed bulk soil failure land slumps
A B C D E F subsidence
Sheep fescue ] Dalmation toadax |
Crested wheatgrass b Cheatgruss g’ 6. Barren Arcas: Y / N
Baby's breath o Al Least 75 117 e Nota rock outerop
Stemder wheatgrass Y | , I
2 [ Kochi e Less than 10 % wotal cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweelclover >< i )( Number of barren arcas g
Allalfa ‘ Thistle ?( Do barren arcas cover over 23%, ol uny polygon?
L Lealy Spurg 7(, i X
; ealy e
Areat Besin | ——
Aﬁ}?(/l/\ l S,Ct/ffpbf / 7. Gullies (over 6 in depth):
Wi Lo |  Mysfard [ Y./ N Y
i s 8 il e spesives » it Y
p}‘f(f’_h/f 2 e / Are any pullies actively eroding? Y N

; S0 : ber ol gullies
Use D {Dt{mm;ml]. I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent), ool '

Use D (Domimant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

[ Plygin ~ VI takgory - POLYGON
14 g 4 Species Present A B CD E F

= as UfF € x s
= Knap el Gluwing OF N b&éﬁndj’/b/

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Shost Tevm Recomenda foic

- (te aréas

- Westton 2 aAge for Ciisitn 4
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MAS TR

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID&H Site Name: _SPMMP_ Field Date:  -8- 08
Team Members (Circle your name): 3‘__\-_1‘““_}:_ L_K\\mf__'(

Number of Polygons: | Slope: |t 3 Aspeet (circle all relevant): N@W ENW NE SW SE

Arca Description: ._N:_G:&_B.LAQ-LMD_&MET

Polygon Evaluation A|B |C |D|E|F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (Yo live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

POLYGON
B C D E F

Vegetation: % of
ground covered by: A

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

A B C D E F

Live (desirable)
species

*Undesirable (weedy)
species

o> (oo |

*Noxious weeds

Litter 4
Rocks =27 i
Bare Ground 4

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%) |V
ADJUSTED LIVE %

= Live + 5% Undesiuble %
*Up to 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live ™.
Vegetation (" live) score:

0-20%, = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

POLYGON

Species Present: B C D E F

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass

Slender whealgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Alfulfa

"‘_>(><"'“7"_ -

Spen

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo®

Surface Litter (o
Surface Rock 5
Movement

Pedestalling (1
Flow Patterns Ci

Rills Depth

Rills Frequency

O
Q

Giullies Depth

]
Gullies Frequency @)

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the sile
signifigantly different than remainder ol the site?
Y N (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier
v more weeds

increased erosion

depositional area

steeper slope
\/Tcss vegetation
vother ey

gullies

* Sumﬂo\ S\GUL

Estimate width of affected edge (in feen) D

TOTAL BLM Score: | 24

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

e

. Exposed Waste Material? Y NV~
Estimated pll
Approximate ares (in square feet)
Number ol arcus with exposed waste

POLYGON

wpsile Proe, .
Weeds Present: B C D i

Spotted knapweed

Dalmation toadilax

N

land slumps

. Is there evidence oft Y

th

bulk soil failure
subsidence

Chealgrass

Buby's breath

Kochia

Thistle

Leafy Spurge

6. Barren Arcas: Y N ,/

e Al Least 75 1t @ Not a rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Do barren areas cover over 25%, of any polygon?
Y N

Sqlsa{ o

— = PIXXXEEH]

m u\gij;JrrL

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding”? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present PO'," GON_
(’Af\ A B ( D I
1

NXW paiaby G "hj!; 0f <ide on  flat

ayec. abwve Slope (Cheat arcss Cuncenbvation

= on swaivn bhordev ef ;H:c a\.l‘-""-\(‘} beve)
= K!\iff"ml\% o Neith Sidse 0f it dhat

wrld 2bfeck grosion ofF SIK.

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Shch’ 8 Tcrm—keuomr\-h&mms 3

" Mow withain 34 Ljf’fl s
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\/"-'3 : Q@V&&:& %2313
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name:

Team Members (Cirele your name):

flons

Number of Polygons: j Slope: 1o

Aspect (cirele all relevant): N S W IENW NE SW SE

Arca Desceription:
; i’Vf

%I G Qf‘) L‘_g

Field Date: \:Hliog

Polygon Evaluation A B [C D |E
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Lrosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of
ground covered by: A

JLYGON
B C D E F

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

A B C D E F

Other BRES Triggeer ltems

Live (desirable)
species

2K

*Undesirable (weedy)
species

2
FNoxious weeds 7

Litter {31:‘

Rocks = 2™ :Q,a
Bare Ground

TOTAL (above 6 y
iems must total 100%) /00

ADJUSTED LIVE % 30

= Live + 3%Undesirable

“Up 1o 3% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (" live) score:

0-20"% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

POLYGON
B C D E F

Species Present:

Sheep lescue

Crested wheatgrass

X
=

Stender wheulgrass

Yellow sweetclover

e

Alfalta

®

X
b4

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Surface Litter

*ldentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo®

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

Surface Rock
Movement \5
Pedestalling | j

Y N

(check applicable items)

Flow Patterns

lime rock barrier

Rills Depth

more weeds steeper slope

increased erosion

Rills Frequency

less vegetation
other

Gullies Depth

eullies

Gullies Frequency

Estimate width ol affected edge (i feet)

Soil Movement

signilicantly different than remaimder ol the sie?

depositional area

Lealy Spurge

Y N

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
TOTAL BLM Score: e Lstimated pll
BLM score: ) e Approximate areua (in square leet)
9'55 =M [Momlm_'} ) ) e Number ol arcas with exposed wasle
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
Weeds Present: A B PO(!.“ (;)UN EF 5. Is there evidence olt Y N
Spotted knapweed ' hulk.sull failure land slumps

subsidence
Dulmation toadilax X
Cheatgrass 1 6. Barren Areas: Y N
Buby's breath K e At Least 75 117 @ Not a rock outerop
Kochi: e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
HER )( Number of barren areus

Thistle X Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

:\o‘f‘i:'g"LA
J

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent). or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies




BRES FIELD FORM Site JD:—Site Name: °
Team Members (Cirele your n:smc_( 2 P

Number of Polygons: f_Siupc: 0

Arca Description:

NZ

Aspecet (circle all rLiwdm) NSWE

nfheld Date: *-§-0O3
ni
Jﬁl NE SW SE

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D |E

*% Admin Use Only **

F

Vegetation (% live)

Lrosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems

" . = Erosion (BLM Form = 8 ’
ground covered by: A B C D E F ( )!]A B Cc D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) 4_{6 Surface Litter g
:!“I-"-'WS_ Surface Rock 6 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
t'“?‘-'-"'"‘“hlc (weedy) "\ Movement signilicantly different than remainder of the site?
species : Y N (cheek applicable items)

Pedestalling 1] Nl
L 1 T
!I\Iu,\mun gons = l.c. Flow Patterns ('o lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter 30 Rills Dentl y more weeds steeper slope
ills Depth
Rocks > 2" & == increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground ]5 Rills Frequency X pullies other
TOTAL (above 6 %) Gullies Depth X o T o
items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency e Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
'L ol - 5 o
i\:}‘ws !.!3 lllwbl'{" o4 Soil Movement X
SSAVE Y S nbRig b & S — , 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
*Up o 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 3@ e Estimated pH
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: e Approximate area (in square feet)
st Y L [T ———— r .
Vt,,h’:l.‘umn (% live) HEaRS: 0-55=M (Mon“m:) ) e Number ol areas with exposed wasle
0-20% = Rl tl(ccl;unuu.nn Impl’(wcmcnl_) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 " = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: B (_' l’) £ F 5. Is there evidence ol Y N
_— OLYG : ¢ soil failure and s ]
Species Present: P l YGON o Spotied knapweed _ bulk soil failure land slumps
A B C D E F subsidence

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadlax
Crested whealgrass ( ) Chealgruss 6. Barren Areas: Y N

Slender wheatgrass

Buby's breath

e At Least 75 1 e Not a rock outerop

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

< B IX

Alfalfa

Thistle

Lic .)GA '7‘(\9 =

Lealy Spurge

Y N

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

7. Gullies (over 67 in depth):

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Domimant), FF (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies




Comments. L Qo \ U\Q O R

L C’)g H h{'\ el"?lblﬂﬂ \'\C\ﬁ

B - a—g

MFLJ
v&o.c"‘g'l‘ axn o0 d_

\\q.,\),am RWPC'L +C.S(J Z—J (\ ﬂcn(‘ q a)

Cor v lotaded on oo ln st
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Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

B

POLYGON
¢ D

E

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




Kennedy Site No. 55
Quality Control Cover Frames

7/10/2008
Live UWS Noxious |Litter Rock Bare TOTAL HITS
225 44 6 400 3 72 750
30% 5.00% 1.00% 53% 1.00%| 10.00% 100%
Adjusted Live 35%
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BRES FIELD FORM site ID:4,Site Name: Bdﬁf;jjn :J_;m!O Field Date:

Team Members (Circle your name): _3__[‘5%&_ L Xilmer

Number of Polygons: \ Slope:  Q°to 40" Aspeet (circle all relevant): NOW ENW NE SW@

Arca Description: West 08 Mouwnlairn Con

Moin % lea:‘ talo

Corner of

Polygon Evaluation A |EB (€ |B
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site
significantly different than remuinder ol the site?
¥ N 7 (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
increased erosion less vegetation
gullies other

Estimate width of alfected edge (in feet)

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion (BLM Form) A B C D E F
i’:t,fi[.qcﬁ"“hm 25 Surface Litter 3
Specles Surface Rock
*Undesirable (weedy) Movement %
species 30 Pedestalli O\
; edestalling

*Noxious weeds 4 8

: ~ Flow Patterns \ L
Litter 10 ~

Rills Deptl
Rocks > 2" 7 S epih -
Rills Fre 2

Bare Ground 10 l b_ — 7:'
TOTAL (above 6 = Gullies Depth 3
items must total 100%) | 197 Gullies Frequency L
ADJUSTED LIVE % | 4 S =
= Live + 5%Undesirable JO Soil Movement L
*Up 1o 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |57
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score:
Vegetation (" live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON

i 0, = x 'eeds Present: .05
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present A B C D E F

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y o N

o Estimated pll 45

e Approximate aren (in square feet) 308+ ="
e Number ol arcus with exposed waste 3

POLYGON

Species Present: B C D E

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadlax

5. Is there evidence ol Y / N
\/I)ulk soil failure
subsidence

land slumps

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender whealgrass

Buby's breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Allulta

Thistle

PRabist Rubper

Leafy Spurge

6. Barren Areas; Y il N

e Al Leust 75 117 @ Not a rock outerop

o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Do barren aregs cover over 23% of any polygon?
Y N |

O I E

Wil oo

Q&l:q-M

XXX ET

Mu%"\'_ﬂf 1|

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y, N o
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies ,




Comments.

‘Lh;at‘cj\’cﬁ‘us S dimin@&n

“fecess path on Ourthern ?d\}p OF e

-H\;mhaj Cop I8 ﬂckrnnc‘} 10 _cane 1a:

N

Shork Tevm Reccomeadedions:
~Clocin ot NE Culverctr % drawn
all rup off Sreen Main s diwverkd
1 svbe Shpth of culvert

- RLAH Form Main 1ate Stke pH ¢ ex I")J‘:—c’f(-..
aga S 4.6

- Bulk o1l Failuve on \oeadR ¢ vl &46:; ot
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~ obondeneh ower ol \n Sf wene(

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

B

POLYGON
cC D

E

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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¥ A
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:

E‘H‘)e Ming

Site Name:

AY

Team Members (Cirele your name): C’\;J‘c!aﬂ__ __R__ an _Ca. MO b( J \.

Number of Polygons:
Arca Desceription: & Ot }%('/}

Slope: O 1o lo Aspect (circle all relevant):
—ra Yy e .

ENW NE SW SE

Field Da‘t?*g -08

Polygon Evaluation AlEB IE€ |DJE |F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON

ground covered by: A B C D E F

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

A B C D E F

Live (desirable)

species o?._S' 39

Surface Litter /

4

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

*Undesirable (weedy) )_/O

species

Surface Rock
Movement

*Noxious weeds 5

3

2
S|
Q
0

Litter JO A0

Flow Patterns

Rocks > 2" IS £

Rills Depth

O 12
Bare Ground 15 .;?5 Y

[
/
2

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%4) JW| Ko /06

Giullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %

= Liave + S"aUndesiruble 33 é/O 35'

-1
Pedestalling 3
b
X
X

Giullies Frequency

Qops Pl ] [ [=

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
vy X N (check applicable items)

X lime rock barrier X, depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
X increased erosion less vegetation

X gullies other

Estimate width ol affected edge (in feet)

*Up 1o 3% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

1 s |92 S e s

Soil Movement 5
TOTAL BLM Score: 33 3 7
BLM score:

0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N

P(

S

Species Present: l"‘ sl

-~

POLYGON

'eeds Present:
Weeds Present: D E

-

I

D E F

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmution toadlax

4

e  Lstimated pll 4 O

e Approximate area (in square leet) ) 15
e Number of arcas with exposed waste l
5. Is there evidence ol Y N X

bulk soil failure land slumps

subsidence

Crested whealgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender whealgrass

Baby's breath

Yellow sweelclover

Kochiu

NP NG| >
D<A RNO

Allally

Thistle

N O =

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y X N

e At Least 75 117 o Not a rock outerop

o Less than 10 % total coyer (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 23% of any polygon?

Y NX

P PR b R ©

R\ [ ps P rp
WA X P e b | =

50/3/1[(4
J

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y X N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y >< N
Number of gullies




A B C D E F

Comments. Additional Vegetation:
ns i
@ WasxTe on fhr‘“ ec.__q‘,' o dge Fm ™ m; AC Species Present POLYGON

\ ! 1 i
o= AVl | f‘,s-:' eCcl ian e i .
s [CCopniend eed Control on
ymj‘:jcfnh C

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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Master

Polygon Evaluation A B |C D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID©( Site Name: ﬂ@i_&&p{j_ .b_u_-mp Field Date: ﬂg&g

Team Members (Circle your name): _j Hueont L. Kilandr -
Number of Polygons: LSIU[‘JC: O 10 3-( Aspecet (cirele all relevant): NSOW ENW NE SW SE

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: 7\@51@'\ halkéau&th_&mn%_s LopR

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON

ground covered by: A B C D E F

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

Live (desirable)
species

Surface Litter

A BCODESF
| ||

Other BRES Trigeer ltems
“Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

: Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Arc ouler edges of the site
*Undesiruble (weedy) Movement significantly difterent than remainder of the site?
species P ! ‘heck applicable items

S Pedestalling J Y N 7 (check applicable items)

*Noxious weeds

Litter

Flow Patterns

Rocks =27

Rills Depth

Bare Ground

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (ubove 6
items must total 100%) [ |

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %

= Live + 3% Undesirable

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

lime rock barrier depositional area

more weeds steeper slope
increased erosion less vegetation

gullies other

Estimate width of alfected edge (in feet)

: ) L1 - 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N~
*Up 1o 3% of undesirable species and 0% ol noxious TOTAL BLM Score: o Estimated pll
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: e Approximate area (in square feet)
lacatali 7 L, = N
Vegetation (% live) Seare. 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number ol areas with exposed wasle
0-20% = RI (Reclumation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) e
POLYGON E . T,
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B C v (l)() EF 5. Is there evidence of: Y N /
. POLYGON - bulk soil failure fand slumps
Species Present: : v Spotted knapweed
' A B C D E F P | subsidence
Sheep fescue ‘ ‘ Dalmation toadMux | |
Crested wheatgrass \ Chealgrass 1 | 6. Barren Areas: Y N v~
T e T Baby's breath e At Least 75 117 @ Nol u rock oulerop
Slender whentgruss 1 Kochi ><’>< o Less than 10 % 1otal cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweetelover J agaia Number ol barren arcas
Allall [ Thistle >< E{)u lmr:l:n areas cover over 23% of any polygon?
Leafy Spurge X =

7. Gullies (over 6 in depth):

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dommant)., F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies
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Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

B

POLYGON
C D

E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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BRES FIELD FORM site m"’{p Stte Nankss ;o
lgmaH- O.D }

Team Members (Cirele your name): ﬁ G
Number of Polygons:

Slope: v.~ __

Arca Description: ch_([ L@"-{ mw_p_};

,// Field Date: '7;@8‘

Aspect ({m.h. all n.ch.un; NS W E NW NE SW SE

Polygon Evaluation A|B |C |D
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

POLYGON
B C D E

Vegetation: % of
ground covered by:

I

Live (desirable)
species

*Undesirable (weedy)
species

*Noxious weeds

Litter

Rocks = 2" d

Bare Ground

TOTAL (above 6 , 0
items must total 100%)

o

ADJUSTED LIVE % 55

= Live + 3% Undesirable

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (" live) score:

0-20%, = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 "% = VI (Vegetation lmplementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

*Up 1o 3% ol undesirable species and 0% ol noxious

POLYGON

Species Present: B C D E

¥

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Allalfa

5
X
¥
c
E

Mﬁmmé

POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items

Erosion (BLM Form 3 : j
( ) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Surface Litter Y
Surface Rock . 3_. Site Edges: Are outer edges 1_1!’ the site
Movement ! signiicantly dilferent than remainder ol the sie?
Pedestalling £ Y N (check applicable items)
Flow Patterns j lime rock barrier depositional area
Rills Dentl )( more weeds steeper slope
- e increased erosion X less vegetation
Rills Frequency X sullies other
Gullies Depth X
Gullies Frequency x Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
Soil Movement /
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y NX

TOTAL BLM Score: ]{ o Estimated pHl
BLM score: ) e Approximate arca (in square feet)
0-55 =M (Monitor) ) e Number of arcas with exposed waste
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

> =
Weeds Present: & B . ()(I,‘Y(;)()N E ¥ 5. Is there evidence ot Y N X

| O i . . 9
Spotted knapweed _'r bulk soil failure land slumps
L% subsidence
Dalmation toadflax )(
Cheatgrass 5 "
£ A+ 6. Barren Areas: Y N
Baby's breath X e At Least 75 fi° @ Not a rock outerop
T o Less thun 10 % total cover (live & litter)
acsoiles X Number ol barren areas /
Thistle X Do barren greas cover over 25% ol any polygon”
= Y N X

Lealy Spurge Y

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y N

Are uny gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies




Comments.
&, 4(‘ Sec yr. }'u 'Fe nee F‘il‘-'@r\,fs (e, r
N S T /7_ G_\) Con IC:"\

. (71 Py mfearl-— Uy (ac,a‘}"enl Sa N E
j,d'g >3 s fe :

Szl,jg _sc.df?g;% de Ilgas-“)l' at Fhr end
95'_5-."‘. [ @acch 3’ &

° eﬁ%’h’rn Wv'cﬂcr"“i;. cmhpr Mo S

Is SHHe  Seo/mesit bas; n_Sonce peeds

LELG ] o

Additional Vegetation:

i POLYGON
snectes Prove
Species Present A B C D E

Use D (Dominant). F (Freguent), or | (Infrequent).







. y 10 3 . T
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: _IJSClﬂﬂQ_D Field Da(c:‘] = 'O% Polygon Evaluation | A | B | C |D | E |F
Team Members (Cirele your nam B (;OLA (o }9 ” —Admin Use Only =
e AL =0y e % = 02— "&P- e Vegetation (% live)

Number ol Polygons: ] Slope: w0 Aspeet (cirele all rt.lt.v.ml] NSWENWNES

Arca Desceription: ﬁnje[mo_mf_)wg Ml!lﬁ_‘h’ |_f 015112/)711 e -jL(’ Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/moxious weeds

Do barrey areas cover over 23%, of any polygon?

Allulta _‘: Thistle

Y N

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES T'rigger Items
& A BLM Form soo i "

ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosien ( oy A B C D E F *ldentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo®
Live (desirable) b Surface Litter (D
SPEIES. Ii Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
‘U|":|'~‘5"'“hi'~' (weedy) 5 Movement g significantly ditferent than remamder of the site?
species Pedestalling ] X N (check applicable items)
BN oyt s wieogle

I'I\tl-\mll:t weeds él Flow Patterns lime rock barrier X depositional area
Litter 6 Rills Deol more weeds steeper slope
Rocks > 2" 5 AR \)(increascd erosion less vegetation

Rills Frequene =

Bare Ground }O l”"_ i besiabin? oullies other
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth O o ‘ o —
items must total 100%) !OC Gullies Frequency o Estimate width ol affected edge (in leet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % Li SailNoveeni ”
= Live + S%Undesiruble v . \| 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N \(
*Up 1o 3% of undesirable sp:ucics ;uu‘i 0% ol noxious TOTAL BLM Score: C—[X e Estimated pll
weeds ity L;:.?ll!:ll luvf'urr.‘[ .'/\t.ljust-.:d Live Y. BLM score: . Approximate areu (in square feet)
V:gg;l:tlmu (% live) TS 0-55=M (Munltm:) ) ) Number of areas with exposed wasle
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 5 a
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B I O(L,'Y(I')ON E F 5. Isthere evidence of: Y /\/ N

— POLYGON . =g bulk soil failure X land slumps
Species Present: 2 5 = Spotted knapweed

P A\ B C D E ¥ P P ;L;- 2 eubitilence
Sheep fescue ‘/, Dalmation toadflax |
: = 2

. 7 Cheatgrass ; L N X |
Crested wheatgrass O < i- 6. Barren Areas: Y N

oo eoe Al Least 75 ol a roc :
Slender wheatgrass Buby’s breath A " __L ol .I\n‘l “ULL’ UI.III].F(?['I i
k. — Kochi e Less thun 10 % total cover (live & litter)

Yellow sweetclover il y / Number ol barren areas

Lealy Spurge

7. Gullies (pver 6 in depth):

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

: : , Number ol gullies
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent), deker orguilies

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

P 7
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B CD E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: _ Site Name: /-
L n _A.ﬂ_‘--g_-.i P, C/L\u/i.ﬂ

Team Members (Cirele your name): €
Number of Polygons: 2 Slope: () 10 2/

Muskr 200€

s \jﬁ,‘-,fl?ield Date: jzf' 7Z;gg
L arcpo

_ Aadey :
Aspect (crrele all relevant): NS W ENW N['i@g_{l":)

Polygon Evaluation A B e D | E (W
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

[ R »
odley ;;'J(r_{,uﬂ-' g, 1434

(an. 11- . Blur

7. Gullies (over 67 in depth);

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Arca Description:  Aneclmo miae C Excelgvw € 1 -
Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: Y of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
sround covered by: A B C D E F Kroston (BEM Form) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
2 ) yirgs ( B I
Li\'c‘((lcsiruhlci 2 P al Surface Litter il |/ EE
species. 8 | P& |ys Surface Rock il 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
U'"_'lcs"uhlc (weedy) 30| 2 Movement il |2 ]\L signilicantly different than remainder of the site?
Species ~ Pedestalling q' 0 q' y X N (check applicable items)
"Noxious weeds 1o : lime rock barrier depositional are:
: 1 FIOW Panems q 0 ?3 < ¢ Lpos onal arei
Litter 24 2.1 20 Rills Depth 412 e X more weeds (A, C) steeper slope
Rocks = 2" / b} . = increased erosion less vegetation
: 2 Rills Frequene e litng \
Bare Ground IRE Y 2 l gullies other
TOTAL (above 6 i Gullies Depth 01010 . | o o
items must total 100%) [100))00 | 40 Gullies Frequency O lolo Estimate width ol alfected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % ¥ 1
T &y . y Soil Movement
= Live + 5 ..Uijdusu'ul?lc 3% :17 5/ . ; 1' 3 '“T 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N
*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% ol noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |{77| /57 40 o Estimated pll_4.5 CA)
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: o Approximate area (in square feet) & 200
Vegetation (% live) score; 0-55 =M (Monitor) o Number ol areas with exposed waste &
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) > s
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A BI (;l,'\ (I')ON E F 5. Is there evidence ol Y N X
& -
3 'Y &l P ¥ " = " i
Species Present: A lil ()(l.'\ (I')ON E ¥ Spotted knapweed EIMNE hu]ljl\ :;"[ failupe ntidisiig
/ ; F subsidence
Sheep fescue X _D 1Y% Dalmation toadMax E D -
Crested wheatgrass D >( D Cheatgrass N |IXx|F 6. Barren Areas: h'd N
: : — |y = Baby's breath —_ X e At Least 75 117 e Nola rock outerop
Slender whenlgrass . Kochi: 4=l e Less thun 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweelclover i ‘>( i i X X y Number of barren areas &
Allalfa —Ix| ¢ Thistle X |y | ¥ Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
alf T _ Y _NX
Lealy Spurge X | X | v :
& y =
S Gy Wk .:[: >( )( 7
X |F | X
| F| T
x IX[T

Albeyr Rabbit

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or |

Infrequent),

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Number ol gullies
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B CD E

¥

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




BRES FIELD FORM Site |

Team Members (Circle your name)

: ' Site Nai

AMNLE AW

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |[D |E |F
B ity

se Only **

1) ud .\?\'_,--u

- - ¥
Number of Polygons: ?} Slope:(_) "0 7>
Arca Desceription:

LA :
Vegetation (% live)

Aspccl (circle all relevant): N@W@NW NE SW SE

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON

ground covered by: A

C D E F

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

A B C D E F

e

=~

Live (desirable) 9}0
species

Other BRES T'rigger ltems
“Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

*Undesirable (weedy) [6

species

3. Site Edges: Arc ouler edges ol the site

*Noxious weeds

Surface Litter | 0
Surface Rock Y
Movement )

Pedestalling q

Litter Or}[:

Flow Patterns

m%\»%%‘% -

Rocks > 2" 91

Rills Depth

Bare Ground 1—+ %

Rills Frequency

.I|-()'["Al,t‘ahu?ch / ,Oj:{w ID-

Hems must total 100%)

Ol—ls >

Giullies Depth

5

ADJUSTED LIVE % Eé‘
s

~
= Live + 3% Undesirable A

O~ WS> [e

Gullies Frequency o

OO0 — &

e
—

Soil Movement \‘-—\

significantly different than remainder ol the site?
Y N (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
increased erosion less vegetation

aullies other

Estimate width ol affected edge (in feet)

*Up o 5% of undesirable species and 0% ol noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 " = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

40-100% = M (Monitor)

i .
(=

y;

TOTAL BLM Score: || |

BLM score:
0-55 = M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
Estimated pHl

e Approximate area (in square ILL[} \/I(_/Lrw

Number of areas with exposed waste -+

\-i’

Species Present: A l YaON

-

POLYGON

Weeds Present: A B C D E

¥

D E F

Spotled knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

5. Is there evidence oft Y N
bulk soil failure land slumps

subsidence

Crested wheatgrass

Chealgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Buby’s breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Hi—><7|H

Allalia

Thistle

bJ\ N Kl

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y J( N
e Al Least 75 fi7 @ Nol o rock oulerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas
Do barrenareas cover over 23%, ol uny polyzon?

Y N

HIH H%XT?’)( =

‘\\_l DY Q"JDD

,‘“ll._J"J

| \US ._,l *

N

" -
r.l W r

= EAZAH T A
AAAPAHT M

il'.'._.: l..

Use D {l)mﬁinzmll. F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (oyer 6 in depth):
vooN '}<
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Number of gullies
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Additional Vegetation:

\ pecies Present POLYGON
‘ A B C D E

.
I<

M Aln L. !

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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BRES FIELD FORM Sit{:ll)::'_iSitcNamc: Anselmo - Tmbu’ﬂmldbdtc' 3= ?SD Polygon Evaluation |A |B [C |D |E |F

*x A H 'S . 1.
Team Mcembers (Cirele your name): pi) Hunt L Kilmer v l:’:’,"" (U'w.'l.On{i
. =i ; o= egetation (% live
Number of Polygons: Q\S‘Iopc' 0 to_ 20" Aspect (cirele all relevant): NLS@:E’NW NE SW SE = L

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: N of Pir\af Lmo tvmw Nextr 4o walL\nq ‘ﬂ'L-U

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
: o Erosion (BLM Form 3
ground covered by: A B C D E F dpkiRLYE Eorie) A B C D E F *ldentily trigger areas (using # ) on air photo®
l_.ivc‘[q-.:sirublu] 2 7_")7( Surface Litter AR
“:f":'“'“ : Surface Rock c 5 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
U“‘ilc-'““‘bh-' (weedy) \5 w Movement J significantly different than remainder ol the site?
species : r sheck anplicable items
e 3 Z Pedestalling Cj_ (v Y : N "/ (check applicable items)
: E Flow Patterns b C*:I lime rock barrier depositional area
i > .

Litter 20|25 = = more weeds steeper slope

- Rills Depth 2 a 4 2 i
Rocks =2 L’ a : Q increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground -‘:’:C? i3 Rl”h.l‘n:l.]ucncy o gullies other
TOTAL (above 6 - Gullies Depth 2 || - — -
items must total 100%) lfﬂ l Gullies Frequency c;) \ Estimate width ol affected edge (i leet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % all 5 —
= Live + S%Undesiruble 35 '_'Z il 2 X 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ﬂ N EJ
*Up 1o 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: -.\Z 40 o Estimated pll 5
weeds s i toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: e Approximate aren (in square feel) g es
Vegelalion (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor) e Number of arcas with exposed WIISlL'\' a
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) ) yorils
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 5 = ,
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: B I ()(I:Y(;)()N E ¥ 5. Is there evidence of: Y E) N Pl

POLYGON % bulk soil failure | land slumps

Species Present: ; A R Spotted knapweed
A B C D E F g ¢ subsidence

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax

Cheatgrass

Buby's breath

6. Barren Areas: Y / N

e Al Least 75 (i o Nota rock outerap

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas > 20

Do barren argas cover over 25%, of any polygon?
Y N s

Crested wheatgrass D

Slender wheatgruss

A
l
r \
f :
Yellow sweetclover >‘<>\(' Kochia ?L
XD %
| X

All-a”'u 'lbhisllﬂ:

Robiot R el

Leafy Spurge

m“{-S'iﬁ..ri. {
Sé-{:n.. f“!./ |

bﬁ,r" UU‘Y!E b4

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6 in depth):
Y

Are uﬁy gullies actively eroding? ¥ A N E;
Number of gullies \3)

Lo =R Xy =

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

- itk barrem areas e £ xpoced  wack

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent). or | (Infrequent).
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Anselmo Timber Yard Slope No. 71N
Quality Control Cover Frames

7/11/2008
Live UWS Noxious [Litter Rock Bare TOTAL HITS
76 28 7 129 1 59 300|Polygon A |
25% 9% 2%| 43.00% 1.00%| 20.00% 100% [Adjusted Live 30%|
103 16 4 126 5 46 300|Polygon B |
34% 5% 1% 43% 1% 16% 100% |Adjusted Live 39%|
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name:
Team Members (Circle your name): E_QI_do_

Number of Polygons:
Arca Description: |

Slope: o

Aspcni)i::rclc all relevant):

> aed

Field Date: ‘7" ?—(E
M L S

SWENWNE SW@

&&Q@F re S tree

Polygon Evaluation A B |C |D
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of
ground covered by:

A B C D E F

POLYGON

Erosion (BLM Form)

POLYGON

A B C D E F

Live (desirable)
species

*Undesirable (weedy)
species

ENoxious weeds

Litter

Rocks =~ 2"

Bare Ground

TOTAL (above 6
iems must total 100%)

ADJUSTED LIVE %

= Live + 5% Undesirable

-C'
O

*Up to 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (Y live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

40-100% = M (Moniior)

Species Present:

A . B C D E F

POLYGON

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweelelover

Alfalfa

o

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Surface Litter

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Surface Rock
Movement

Pedestalling

S [

Flow Patterns

Rills Depth

Rills Frequency

X gullies

Gullies Depth

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

N P

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
Y N (¢heck applicable itlems)

lime rock barrier y depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
X increased erosion less vegetation

other

Estimate width of alTected edge (in leet)

TOTAL BLM Score:

7
_q

BLM score:
0-55 = M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

N X

s

. Exposed Waste Material? Y
Estimated pHl
Approximate area (in square leet)
Number o areas with exposed waste

L]

Weeds Present:

A

POLYGON
B C D

E

Spotted knapweed

Dalmation toadlax

N

land slumps

. Is there evidence of Y

n

bulk soil failure
subsidence

hY

Chealgrass

Buby's breath

Kochia

Thistle

]

1
g
.P
X
X
e

Leafy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y Ny

® Al Least 75 (i° @ Not u rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of burren arcas

Do barren areas cover over 23% of any polygon?

Y N

Cbler bk

A

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 67 in depth);

Y N ),
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

snecies Prese
Species Present A B C D E

Au”lﬁ‘-’: Y e rosic n

e SianiSicart <ed. mevt de postE  aad

Erm < :DH)I ;I'é' 5&‘1}")‘_}76’(‘:_'::-—}' S,I“/?___‘ ‘éfbl,w_dﬁrrj_

CLCJJ‘ " "L/"a p?ﬁ- :j M{IV(J u@r‘alﬂpzzﬁn =

ol ﬂ}?andaﬂeﬁl P ine Séa-f‘/L Pre e r1+ .r'lo'(L

Q%}J
e V’/)/ua.:éh'oﬂ X (s Glj!? ) J

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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BRES FIELD FORM site ID: Ssite \_Tg_,‘wc Dmy  Field Date: 747[; Polygon Evaluation | A |B [C [D |E |F

** Admin Use Only **
[k L\. @ rl e (—-q_m—

Team Members (Cirele your name):

Vegetation (% live)
Number of Polygons: — Slope: 0 1o mlp Aspu.l circle all relevant): N S W IENWONE .SW SE

ig! Erosion (BLM score)
Arca Description: — woolmen 5t meets' wallie trall  Csmal —weefse) =T
9 Undesir/noxious weeds

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth

items must total 100%) |/86 Gullies Frequency

Estimate width of aflected edge (in feet)

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: A B C D E F Eresion (BLM Form) A B C D E F *Identify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter |
i[‘ﬂ-"‘-‘-“ 20 Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
U“f’“'“'“'-‘ (weedy) Movement } significantly different than remainder ol the site?
species 15 Pedestalling A Y N X (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds == = 5 & Baved o .
: Flow Patterns | lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter 26 = more weeds steeper slope
= Rills Depth o) ; . .
Rocks =2 £ . increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground s aliachvequenicy ) gullies other
0
%
2

Soil Movement

ADJUSTED LIVE %
2§

= Live + S%Undesitable : : 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N
*Up 10 5% ol undesirable species and 0% ol noxious TOTAL BLM Score: ||| o Estimated pll 4, §
. . l
WEEGR SRy COUNY NV, /uieto e BLM score: «  Approximate area (in square feel) O £E2
Venetation (% hive) eure: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed wasle
0-20% = RI (Reelamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monilor) Weeds Present: B (,' D ) E F 5. Is there evidence ol Y N X
[ Species Present: B PU(I"Y(;)ON E ¥ Spotted knapweed b“:k_:lml e Mt Stmps
2 subsidence
Sheep fescue Dalmation toadilax
Crested wheatgrass Chealgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N )(

e At Least 75 1" e Not a rock outerop
o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)

Sleadeswheatgrass Baby’s breath

RPN XD -
UMX XX HeH R

Yellow sweetclover Kochia Number of barren arcas
Allalla Thistle Do burren areas cover over 25%, of any polygon?
Y N
: Lealy Spurge
e Grass =
Tdes 1:“}...\1 whe ‘Lb“ _ﬂ\wl g v 7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):
| 4 horv Muskard ¥ Y N X

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dommant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




Comments.
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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M AS TER

! oA
BRES FIELD FORM site ID: HySite Name: \04s( (AGu0
Team Members (Circle your name); ’ Q\\A_PQ, L (Amw? BLLL lb AmBLICK

Number of Polygons: | Slope: 9 1o b

Aspect (cirele all relevant): N SV E NW NE SW SE

W R
Ol‘idd Date: 0%)S[0 ¥

Polygon Evaluation A B [C D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

A i Ay
\\’-l“i'_ r'\.:

Vegelation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: OALIN & DAL 0~ ’UQ"-Lr) 5\" B Witk —
2 = 114 Plotn Eod 1eisy SLTE i rv NG . Undesir/noxious weeds

;,:ﬁ:::lucut:l‘:crzdu:,y: A B i )(I"Y(l,)( % E F Erosiov (BLN Reei) A B P_OéJY%ON E F *1dentify (l):ll:::;.:i: :s :::%ﬁ;;l;ﬁ:: \.ur photo*
Li\-c_ttlcsiml‘nlul 7 Surface Litter (;
ipccw.-‘i‘l — 35 Surface Rock 3.. Si.u_.- I-ldgus:_ Are ouler etpes ‘_JI'Ihc si}c o
ILJ‘ﬂ.tI’*.--I*II‘-lI"'L (weedy) (Q Movement § ¥ significantly different than remainder of the site?
:I;:;::m = C Pedestalling \\ Y ¥ N (check applicable items)

harcley ' j Flow Patterns q /- lime rock barrier % depositional area
Litter \ T = ¥ more weeds ¥ steeper slope
Rocks = 2" - — e 2 % increased erosion Y less vegetation
Bare Ground 'ST,' oL requency 2 “ gullies other
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth (o
items must total 100%) | \sb Gullies Frequency T Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

T ~ o 22

:1[)1‘:’&]?:"&;3':;:\\}"5[’:" 38 Sol’ Mavemen! 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N

*Up 1o 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

Species Present: FRLYGON

B C D E F

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Allalla

A y\ A S| >

Exppie sy

-t
- ?_Q\‘v\. [ L -

rsfen

Use D (Domimant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

W v

TOTAL BLM Score:

BLM score:
0-55 = M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

-

e  Estimatedpll /o </ 5
Approximale area (in square feet)
Number of areas with exposed wasle

. s there evidence ol Y (/ N
~~bulk soil failure
subsidence

n

land slumps

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren Arc.:s Y Y N

® At Least 75 fi* @ Not a rock outerop

e Less thun 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number ol barren areas -

Do barren areas cover over 23% ol any polygon?

Y N

M MO B AT L

MASTARD

Weeds Present: A B PO(I.'Y(I;)O N EOF
Spotted knapweed D
Dalmation toadflax "'i'_
Cheatgrass ¥
Baby’s breath “3
Kochia > ¢
Thistle f
X
p
p =

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Yy /U N J,

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y [ N
Number of gullies ~ /
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B CD E F

Use D (Dominant), FF (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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West Gagnon Dump Site No. 74
Quality Control Cover Frames

7/15/2008
Live uws Noxious |Litter Rock Bare TOTAL HITS
207 66 4 257 3 63 600
34%| 11.00% 1.00% 43% 1.00%| 10.00% 100%
Adjusted Live 39%
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BRES FIELD FORM Ssite ID:">

Team Members (Cirele your name):

Gl’ Surp =

Site Name:  Agf oaql Qﬁ.}‘, Field Date: 7/¢o/gg
whole

Arca Description:

WENW NE SW SE

S‘i- Jn r"\-*‘r
[4]

west gk dr‘.&u\-(

.\T"_-.n 1A L“‘-"“fj J‘-_*_-bl—
Number of Polygons: _l_ Slope: _0_10_5&7&\.»11&[ (circle all relevant): N S
wesht ok Msntanc

Mester

Polygon Evaluation A B |C D |E |F
"% Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES T'rigger ltems
*ldentify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site

significantly different than remainder of the site?

Y X N (check applicable items)

X lime rock barrier depositional area
more weeds

X increased erosion
gullies other

steeper slope

less vegetation

Estimate width of affected edge (in leet)

o

Exposed Waste Material? Y X N
Estimated pll 9. :
Approximate area (in square leet) J90 it
Number ol areas with exposed wasle 2=

POLYGON

Species Present: .
RECIES R eaes A B C D E

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E Erosion (BLM Form) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) Surface Litter &
oL 28" Surface Rock
*Undesirable (weedy) Mivement 2
e L0 Pedestalling G
“Noxious weeds 3

, Flow Patterns y"' '&1
Litter 40

Rills Deptl
Rocks > 2" | it &
Rills Frequenc

Bare Ground 2| : \'_ i s J
TR ioE Giullies Depth p4
items must total 100%) 10O Gullies Frequency
ADJUSTED LIVE % v s |
= Live + 5% Undesirable 30 201 Movemsni 5_.
HUp 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |24
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: E
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) , .
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: B I O(I.“‘ (;)()N EF

Spotted knapweed

Dalmation toad(Tax

Is there evidence of® Y N X

bulk soil failure

N

land slumps
subsidence

Crested wheatgrass

Sheep fescue = I
,) .

[~

Chealgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Baby’'s brwlh

Alfalfa

Thistle

6“,5 - 6'6"‘“

-

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren A‘\re.n Y )( N

® Al Least 75 117 @ Not i rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Y N

Yellow sweetclover I
E
L

ﬁl'._.‘-_ u.)of’{—

A
E
T
0
-T"
Kochia ><
]
L

Sald'c.. -
0

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6 in depth):

Y N X

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Conlmclus. Additional Vegetation:

L) POLYGON

Pro‘ f{‘ A Vi, +d ﬂ_ﬁka\ species Prese
e ) Q xr Species Present A B CD E F

nox OJ,S w e é

L T;g_fs a_gz) _ nat (o} ffeey LA ill\n'{-n

® Soelsce widhes ® ron 0 Lrion = R

%_“_2.0-'»'? Q'(‘fuk' = AJL(:J_EG fo '@arﬁ\
=i

s

° /1-1-:-, d( l’f‘él\ 0 s ‘:.,l"

E o : ) ) 4_
M‘LM‘-‘LEA—W ; Jse in - o ’ Tequent).
P T i L gl &” //) ) Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent)

C Vg g clgua-f
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BRES FIELD FORM Site

Team Members (Cirele your namely

Number of Polygons: ) Slope: 107

Arca Description:

HL0

Field Date:

FH%

Aspecet (cirele all relevant): NS W ENW NI SW ST

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger Items
*ldentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the sile
siggificantly diftferent than remainder ol the site?
Y X N (check applicable items)

¥ lime rock barrier X depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
}(’ increased erosion

X gullies

less vegetation
other

Estimate width of alfected edge (in feet)

- Exposed Waste Material? Y X N

4
e Lstimated pH

e Approximate area (in square leet) /O
e Number of arcas with exposed waste /

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Kiraslon: (B For) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) 5 X Surface Litter ; ?
Species Surface Rock =
m[.anu:rahgthlc (weedy) ao [5 Movement 1:’ [/
species X
: Pedestalling 2 -

*Noxious weeds 6 JO <

: ’ Flow Patterns ln /g
Litter bt | e
Rocks - 2 q' 4 Rills Depth 3

ks> 2 i
7 = Rills Frequene :

Bare Ground \'j' 20 Lo Ry ‘2‘ \5)
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 21X
ilems must tal 100%) /OO /D Gullies Frequency _D’z )(
ADJUSTED LIVE ¢ . e il
= Live + st%Undesinable |90 13 Sall Mnvemant [/ 4
*Up 1o 3% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: {,.}O IO
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: :
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A C D E F

I POLYGON -
Species Present: C D E F Spotted knapweed I

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass

Slender whealgrass

B
X
X
X

i

Yellow sweetelover

X -

Allalta

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Inlrequent).

Dalmation toadtlax

. Is there evidence of: Y X N
X land slumps

n

bulk soil failure
subsidence

Cheatgrass

\

Baby's breath

Kochia

1
L
X
%

Thistle

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y X N

® Al Least 75 fi° o Nol a rock oulcrop

® Less than 10 % total cover (live & hitter)
Number of barren arcas r

Do barren ixeps cover aver 25% of any polygon?

¥ N

Salsd

X
X
X
X
55

£
v
£

LI~

§

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

¥ (‘xylies (over 6™ in depth);

ly eroding? X N

Are any gullies actipe
Number ol gullies z




Comments.

s o?fa,g_ BAD2NS
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r
1

v

f
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NeortA? 4 west siAie qu
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na?- ’#’I%fs? /[ e v;ijﬁ%j

e e’.)LEZ‘)-ScaZ LG ste /?gr’_/'ft(n) a7t Sodheast

Coyney 2F }Qﬂ/uaﬁm

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

POLYGON
B C D

k

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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3 - 1 3 5 5 1 + " ¥
BRES FIELD FORM site 10:}55ite Name: L 6% & M\ iT10WField Date: 02]1/h] [ Polygon Evatuation [A [B [C [ [E [¥
| : , ** Admin Use Only **
APl WV ORMBLOCK SW-RNIERT CAmPBAL L Y

Team Members (Circle your name):

S 7 = ; Vegetation (% live)
Number of Polygons: | Slope: 0 lu"-\i 0 Aspect (cirele all relevant): N Sf\/."E NW NE SW SE = E

o N A~ = i, Erosion (BLM score)
Arca Description: NOSECa NS O WA e pﬁ-"' B Soury oF EusysT .
Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
3 . B Erosion (BLM Form e = £8 ;
ground covered by: A B C D E F ( ) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
l-ivc.(dcsirnhlcl . Surface Litter Z
:I’L‘C‘t'-\‘“‘ L Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
Undesirable (weedy) ° Movement g significantly different thun remainder ol the site?
5J_"~“-'“'f“' 2 Pedestalling 1 Yy X N (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds e limerock barria |  depositionil ares
— > Pl Ptiechs l, ime rock barrier epositional area
Litter 3¢ Rills Dend Y more weeds steeper slope
ills Depth ; ; s
Rocks = 2" T : _"p | increased crosion less vegetation |
Bare Ground | Rifts Froquendy S gullies other
TOTAL (above 6 = Gullies Depth LQ . ‘ |
items must total 100%%) |10y Gullies Frequency | Estimate width of affected edge (i feet)
o =
"_\D."Ub!“}'_‘l) ”,V_I‘ @ L Soil Movement §'
=Live t 3 «.lJl'ui-.:.\uuh.h: 1l , o - 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y A N
*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |47 e EstimatedpH 4
‘fv\’Wd’i. may L:,‘.m;-“ 1“"‘3’““} f\dj"-“t‘d Live %, BLM score: . e Approximale area (in square feet)
‘Z,L""l_‘“"m L siveliscare: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number ol arcas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON )
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B C‘ [') ) E F 5. lIs there evidence ol Y N X
Species Present: I’()E,Y(.()N R Spotted knapweed D bulk soil failure land slumps
A B C D E F . subsidence
Sheep fescue F Dalmation toadTax 14
Crested whealgrass 'S Cheatgrass = 6. Barren Areas: Y N
ahivti Rpos el 75 (10 @ o -
Slender wheatgrass T Baby's breath ﬁ : C:J:‘Ll]].lj"?iult l:"l:ulu.: r:m::\i\uu‘lil;;:‘: ,
1 —— ess Lhe "o total cover (live & litter
Yellow sweelelover T Kuchia L Number of barren areas
Alfalla 5 Thistle Do barren areus cover over 23% ol uany polygon?
.o 3 d N
Leafy Spurge ?L
7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):
Y % N
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y }f'\ N
: = S = Number of gullies 1
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent), Use D (Domimant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




Comments.

o Novlhiv et Towtvny  YRRWON] \ASTG
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

¥

Ve oF il Achwhy o S
N AS S

L] |— \{ \. b ,v_". . “‘._.' a4 \ r‘_'.t i~ -
N \\(| .\'r" v [\ "\ .

J

2 '_“L“‘u\\ WO T Sued ST 4 TS

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: Wes © She o/

Team Members (Circle your name):  Jep nwe

| !7/1 u ‘."J"T-/ j—f_'.:J ‘:f ]
:‘________,_.-——'—'-"'___"_'d_- N1 A/

(=

lp.‘z:.‘“' k)
Field Date: 7//7/05

- | /
LA i T L.Vlc.f,jn‘ s T

Number of Polygons: - Slope: & 1o 2L

Aspecet (eirele all relevant): NS W ENW NT(SW‘ST \

Polygon Evaluation C | D

** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description:  gamotl  s.te  Lofwera wullen  frul o Segued Vo, ir
/] J Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
5 : - Erosion (BLM Form . - - TIES

ground covered by: A B C D E F ( ) A B C D E F *ldentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter 74

3 », .1 ey g = .
:pTuu'.- . ‘-} Surface Rock . 3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site

_L '“_"55"41"'“ (weedy) S Movement 5 significantly different than remainder of the site?
::.[:.:;lciam = ) Pedestalling P Y X N (check applicable items)

" b = Flow Patterns 3 - lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter 203 —r=—— _ <7 more weeds steeper slope

" ills Depth A - )
Rocks > 2 5 : “'p — increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground 13 RI"S_ Erguancy ¢ gullies other
TOTAL (above 6 Guilies Depth e , ; . ik i
items must total 100%) |/0v) Gullies Frequency O Estimate width of alfecled edge (in feet)
JTE Do,

“_‘B‘l US 13‘8 EJ“”‘hl N 46 Soil Movement
= Live # 5%Undsirable L : . - 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
*Up 10 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |2/ e Estimated pHl
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: e Approximate area (in square feel) © 20

sl 02 Taue) SR i i
V"J-"“l_‘“mn (% live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) >
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A BI ()(I:Y(i)()N EF 5. Is there evidence of Y N X

» ) :soil ' i : :
Species Present: : BI U(I:Y(l.)()N e @ Spotted knapweed = bulk soil failure I.md. slumps
‘ - . subsidence

Sheep fescue ,,-) Dalmation toadilax =
Crested wheatgrass T Cheatgrass = 6. Barren Areas: Y N A
Slender wheatgruss T Baby’s breath T e Al Least 75 fi° o Nota rock outerop
. LIS O i : e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweetclover S i S Number of barren areas
Al i Thistle % [\30 bur;:n areas cover over 23% ol any polygon'?
7 p : —_ Lealy Spurge pe: E

Buach Lr Gos| L

Lil - 2y o Mullen L 7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y N X
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Use D (Domimant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies




Comments.

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present POLYGON
>l ; A B € B E F

[ ] L'f“é"."

»

. ~
>
d Lo v/
Ll
& wl a(le
=
U
4 [.[le
G .~
55 .
- E rorss
£

s il

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

& e




MASTER | .
BRES FIELD FORM site 1D:80 Site Name: Wesd &w&d}pjﬁ% Field Date: 7/18/0%

Polygon Evaluation
** Admin Use Only **

D

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Team Members (Circle your name): Uamblecle L, Phelos

L) A
Number of Polygons: | Slope: & 10 20°  Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W ENW N['i@SI'E
Arca Description: g{!m:\-\_mmﬂ X 3 Al area o
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Eroslen (BLM ¥erm) A B C D E F

Other BRES Trigger ltems

Live (desirable)
species

5

Surface Litter

*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

*Undesirable (weedy)
species

"Noxious weeds

Surface Rock 5
Movement
Pedestalling i

Litter

Flow Patterns

Rocks =27

Rills Depth

Bare Ground

2
E)
35
5
Lo

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%)

o0

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %

= Live + S%Undesirable

31

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
Yy X N (check applicable items)
lime rock barrier
WK, more weeds SE s
increased erosion

depositional area
steeper slope
less vegetation
Kmlwr_ggs_m
Duame:ny

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

gullies

*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% ol noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (% live) score:
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

40-100% = M (Monitor)

TOTAL BLM Score:

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N

Weeds Present:

POLYGON

B C

D

E

F

Spotted knapweed

Dalmation toadilax

o Estimated pl1 4.0 -4.5

e Approximate area (in square leet) 20

e Number of arcas with exposed waste %
5. Is there evidence ol Y N x

bulk soil failure land slumps

subsidence

Chealgrass

Baby's breath

Kochia

" Thistle

Leafy Spurge

AX|IXHAM[T| >

6. Barren Areas: Y N

e Al Least 75 fi° e Not a rock outerop

o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Do barren areas cover over 23% of any polygon?

Y N

Species Present: A B PU(I,"‘ (l.]()N EF

Sheep fescue D

Crested wheatgrass X

Slender whealgrass N B

Yelow swectclover T

Alfalfa T i
- " 4 T

« i v et &

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent). or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y N K

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

- ~ -
Delny 1 : Yo e B POLYGON
= | Species Present A B CD E F

_Sic.

-lovke berma bzcdla_ﬁ:h_l.c%j_hu?t_&n& b
de'm:;jt— :

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID%.%\Sitc Name:
Gn_

]_ ~ Slope: o Aspeet :l:circlc all I'c]I..'Vlli'll}I N S'W ENW NE S
Arca Desceription: m@ﬁ‘q_gcj__}:)?_’w\

Team Members (Cirele your name): (o,
Number of Polygons: |

mp

Field Date: %?-—Og

Polygon Evaluation A |B (€ |D |E |F
** Addmin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

POLYGON
B C D E

Vegetation: % of
ground covered by: A

¥

Erosion (BLM Form)

POLYGON

Al BCD EF

Surface Litter

[/

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Surface Rock
Movement

S

Pedestalling

Flow Patterns

Live (desirable) x
species

*Undesirable (weedy) @
species

*Noxious weeds 5
Lilter g)
Rocks = 27 3

Rills Depth

Bare Ground

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6

items must total 100%) I@

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE % :’5

= Live + 3% Undesirable

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site

significantly different than remainder of the site?

Y N (check applicable items)

X lime rock barrier
more weeds

)( depositional area
¥ steeper slope

X increased erosion less vegetation
| gullies other

Estimate width of aftected edge (in feet)

*Up to 3% of undesirable species and 0% ol noxious

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live Y.
Vegetation (%4 live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

TOTAL BLM Score:

BLM score:
0-55 = M (Monitor)

%
i

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y )\’ N
e Listimated ptl

e Approximalte area (in square leet) /O
e Number of areas with exposed waste

POLYGON

Species Present: A B C D E

¥

Weeds Present:

POLYGON
A B S D E

¥

Spotted knapweed

X

Sheep lescue

Dalmation toadflax

5. Is there evidence of: Y /k N
bulk soil failure X land slumps

subsidence

Crested whealgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender whealgrass

Baby’s breath

Yellow sweelclover

Kochia

Alfalfu

Thistle

N %b \_\'*

Lealy Spurge

A
6. Barren Areas: Y N X
® At Least 75 I° @ Not a rock oulcrop
o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas
Do barren areas cover over 23%, ol any polygon?

Y N

X5y,

Musta

Wﬁ’(*&

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (ayer 6™ i depth):
s’
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N

Number of gullies




Comments._ o D@__}uaoﬂ
v Jd
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CArner /560 Mll( -
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

sBiectos Prove
Species Present A B C D E

F

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent). or [ (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:&Sitc Name: (_C[\ﬂ\c_bw_}_mm_p Field Date: % - 10-09

Team Members (Cirele your name); I - ﬂ}A}M’ L- L/__llme‘(

Number of Polygons: | Slope: © 103~ Aspeet (circle all relevant): N@)W ENW NE SW SE

Arca Description: Eagy  oF  Slewawd “Wamne

Polygon Evaluation A (B |C |DI|E [F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegelation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON

ground covered by: A

B C D E F

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

B C D E F

Live (desirable)

species 35

*¥Undesirable (weedy) 15

species

Noxious weeds 1.
Litter 40
Rocks =2 |
Bare Ground :1'

Surface Litter

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Surface Rock
Movement 7|

(S Sl kg

Pedestalling

—
—

Flow Patterns

Rills Depth

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6
iems must total 100%) ltﬂ?

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE % 4_0

= Live + 3%Undesituble

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges ol the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
Y / N (check applicable items)
lime rock barrier
" more weeds
increased erosion

depositional area
steeper slope
o less vegetation

»/mlwr ex infd

Wil

gullies

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

*Up 1o 5% ol undesirable species and 0% ol noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20%, = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

80&(}0 Qo [

TOTAL BLM Score:

BLM score:
0-55 = M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

. Exposed Waste Material? Y v N
Estimated pll 4,

O

Species Present: FOLYGON

POLYGON

weilds Prese .
Weeds Present: B ( D E

A B C D E F

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadMax

L]

. » - T
e Approxumale area (in squinre leet) ‘-fw H‘
e Number ol urcas with exposed waste Z-
5. Is there evidence oft Y N s/

bulk soil failure Land slumps

| subsidence

Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Baby’s breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Alfalta

Thistle

Zubley Lablyt

Canads Blne

F
Crested wheatgrass F
l
[
F
I
/

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y / N

e Al Least 75 1t° e Nol i rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Do barren areas cover over 23% of any polygon?

R 3 N

Calyfu

— (=P X == >

M ustard

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

V¢ Lh\% \eAtue

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

i N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies
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Species Present
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Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Namc Cc{

Team Members (Cirele your name): G

Number of Polygons: Slope: o

~or (.

Aspeet (Sircle ..n relevant): NJS W EE NW NE SW SE

Arca Deseription: ;rfoo)':l;_ﬂij__ég_J mc_‘,ém_:.‘_cgia

g-ialbiaa

D ?"‘ "P Field Date: % }QO}’
lar) ml

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D
*% Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

POLYGON
B C D E

Vegetation: % of
ground covered by:

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

B C D E F

Other BRES Trigger ltems

Surface Litter

*ldentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Jol— ol >

Live (desirable) ]_} ’

species

*Undesirable (weedy) i
species '2
*Noxious weeds I
Litter 52_
Rocks = 2" ‘,2
Bare Ground .
TOTAL (ubove 6

items must total 100%) /OO
ADJUSTED LIVE %

= Live + 3% Undesiruble ‘}JT?

*Up 1o 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% — M (Monitor)

Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
Movement significantly different than remainder of the site?
Pedestalling Y N (cheek applicable items)
Flow Patterns lime rock barrier depositional area
: more weeds steeper slope
Rills Depth . ) ! ¥ ;
= 7 increased erosion less vegetation
Rills Frequency gullics other
Gullies Depth
Gullies Frequency Estimate width ot aftected edge (in feer)
” 7
Soil Movement
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
e
TOTAL BLM Score: e Lstimated pll
BLM score: ) e Approximate arca (in square leet)
0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

POLYGON

Species Present: B C D E

F

POLYGON

Weeds Present: A B C D E

¥

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

5. Isthere evidence ol Y N
bulk soil failure land slumps
subsidence

6. Barren Areas: Y N

Slender wheatgrass

Baby’s breath

e Al Least 75 11" @ Not a rock outerop

A

=g
L
X

Yellow sweelclover

Kochia

Number ol barren arcas

Alfalla

D

Thistle

Leafy Spurge

Y N

o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter

)

Do barren areas cover over 25% ol uny polygon?

< < ISKEX O

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

M/-S;‘_ﬁh
J

Y N

Are any pullies actively eroding? Y

CUse D (Dominant), F (Freguent), or | (Infrequent),

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies

N
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

snecies Prose
Species Present A B CD FE

Use D (Dominant)., F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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Master

Polygon Evaluation A|B (C (D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

BRES FIELD FORM Site II):S_‘{%ile Name: Mﬁég&m Field Date: F-//-(}f

Team Members (Cirele your name): 7. Hunt— L. Ld'mdr‘ B
Number of Polygons: [/ Slope: ‘)‘ o J Aspect (circle all relevant): NG}W ENW NE ‘sW SE

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Area Description: Sewth _of  Mandes furk. & of Wyoming Streer

Undesir/noxious weeds

21-39 "% = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% ~ M (Monitor)

3, e
Species Present: POLYGON

POLYGON

seele Provent:
Weeds Present: A B C D E

5

Spotted knapweed

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Hems
4 s B Erosion (BLM Form et b r B5 .
ground covered by: A B C D E F ( ) A B C D E F *Identify trigger arceas (using # ) on air photo®
Live (desirable) Surface Litter Lp
i‘]“-’l-'"-'ﬁ 40 Surface Rock 2 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
Undesirable (weedy) I Movement significantly different than remainder of the site?
species w Pedestalli LP Y N (check applicable items)
edestallin ' : :
*Noxious weeds 5 2 g .
Flow Pittarns Lﬂ lime rock barrier depositional area

Litter 20 a more weeds steeper slope

= Rills Depth @, ; g .
Rocks -2 ’ . increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground 10 RI”S' il O gullies ot
TOTAL (above 6 0 Gullies Depth Q i , e -
Hems must total 100%,) / Gullies Frequency O Extimale width of sffected edge (in feet)

-' L

ADJUS l"l' D LIVE % ﬁ Soil Movement 5
= Live -.5 .,Ul.uluu ll?lu , | - 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N |/
*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% ol noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |25 e Estimated pll
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: e Approximate ares (in square feet)
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

Wz

land slumps

5. Isthere evidence ot Y

bulk soil failure

(reat Besin

Leuly Spurge

A B € D E F : subsidence

: : aimation taadfiax
Sheep lescue , Dalmation toadflax
Crested wheatgrass F Cheatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N /
. aby's bre: ® Al Least 75 [i° @ Not a rock outerop
Slender wheutgrass i Buby’s breath . A

Kochis ® Less than 10 % total cover (live & hitter)

ocni .

Yellow sweelclover Number of barren arcas

Thistle Do burren areas cover over 23%, ol any polygon?

Y N

X
Alfalfa F

[

/

Matrumernna

Salst £u

| ~{~P<>< R [~ |~ K

Prickizg e Hracd

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (l)i(mn.mn. F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 67 in depth):

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

; i POLYGON
[ bl Y oril Species Present e

A B C D E F
- Ad jacent <itbe hios Kkhapweso(_
_ amA doadnaaHun hadHe X

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM site m‘

Team Members (Cirele, yuur name);

. o ! ¢

LL'- WAL

r\\ hr*;

25
DL \\‘\k \’Field Date: H\Lvl G4
Johin Keaocun

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D |E
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

=
Number of Polygons: ~* "slopu. to__ > Aspect (cirele all_lflwcml) NS W ENW NESW SE N ——
gl “rosion ( score)
Area Deseipion: SIC. 1 1OCICS. (1 EESACNNO N\ ] s
p \\. !1 ' Undesir/noxious weeds
AL - --
: N/ ‘ LS =
Vegetation: % of / POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
: o Erosion (BLM Form ; : 28 !
ground covered by: )( W C D E F aaignig Tk X B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) A 20~ Surface Litter \ | A
:“P‘f';"-'ss . = - Surface Rock S| 3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the sile
Undesirable (weedy) *%b{:—) Movement g m significantly different than remainder of the site?
spccuj's = i Pedestalling 3 L'"' b4 N (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds [L I L : g ; i
-t - Flow Patterns Uj /ﬂ lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter 2 Won £ A » weeds iteener slone
e < \ /| @ M Rills Depth L\ -r-: !11ur|. weeds - steeper :.Iopj.
Rocks > 2 \(\l l A increased erosion less vegetation
- 5 Rills Fre : e p
Bare Grouid % ?'J\. !-\ ! J “-qw’l“‘)’ “ rL‘i gullies other %
s B = e Gullies Depth ' \
F'OTAL (above 6 &: N . . ' By T e [
items must total 100%) | [,L Gullies Frequency F; Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % ’J( | : 7
i Soil Movement 1}
= Live + S%Undesirable \ L’\(' - ST 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
*Up 1o 5% ol undesirable species und 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |- ‘ - e Estimated pll
\'\;Luj: 1ll.my L::fml[]l m“_’::“.ﬁl '_&dj et vt T, BLM score: . ! e Approximate area (in square leet)
o= g S A 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed wasle
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) n OLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) (}'.‘ Weeds Present: X i 3 F 5. Is there evidence ol Y N

¥ POLYGON

snectes Present®
Species Present: C D E F

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure land slumps

subsidence

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

Crested whealgrass

Chealgrass

6. Barren Arua Y ?&/\

Slender wheatgrass

Baby’s breath

e At Least 75 11° e Not u rock outerop

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Number of barren arcas

Hxﬂﬂ%%«
X Hv%g

Alfalfa

Thistle

Do zarren areas cover over 2

M

Leafy Spurge

e Less than 10 % total co {Il\f* & litter) ﬁ
% lU?{?C‘H >
3% of drfy polygon?

Mg A

AP

AL XX PKHXT

A\ N

L A

/ -~

7. Gudlies (oxgr 6 in depth):
Y N N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Areany gullies actively eroding? Y
Number of gullies

X

(CiS
WG
o



Comments. ki (€T W \U Y \,-\J_LJ V_OCELN Additional Vegetation:
Con=hyiil DO (N ly\\Cu B

e rewaun H\S ooty wiithaen . ,;pecies _—— POLYGON

(2 SN NGV A WO OO A B C D E F
Clug ¢ S by (Lnaiowv

¢ NS '“bm_@L 1T mond TG oo dnllng
e (UY) l 2

o N( ul S WAS [ N

(. DA CONTVOL_[ S v‘!rdn/uw(l)
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N AT NOAW N eClod e L OF

“

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




#90 - Waste Dump #37 Ed |'WO‘3

8},‘1@?&3&]

‘-
w572
.

“

DELGRES!

- —_—
—~

=

AN 3
e

MSEARS SUS.

r
I
I

A WIREA YfJUNE

M

¥

PASCOEIRTANRIZYIANEID

GIACOMING.

SIEWARIT] m@ |

"

D e e P et

ey i -GramteLSt 1 s dd . :
. 1 ‘ol _ z L S Bl l L -nli‘ll' RT e D A "\"wdl Foic 18R eyl . e 1l
Reais i oy .y P '.'_‘ - It- '— L ! ,. S I R S R RS S ': .‘:'ﬁ”.; -im- ‘JL.J -
T ==x 1Feet ’nJ"% m
0 20 40 60 80 100 {‘ﬂ‘;
S cp—



0 ) g | o
BRES FIELD FORM site Il);l_ﬁitc Name: QDDQ/LJ( “/?f'_,/";‘".r"'-'“f’\,"-,"lil'{ci’d Date: 1/ ]‘_5/65 Polygon Evaluation | A |B |C |[D |E |F

7 = : 2 % Admi S y h*
Team Members (Circle your name /L/O/}’] L :I"Lf/(‘(:)),}_) 1@}{1[’(1 () OO@Q_/Y'\ iy tise Oy

' r{ ) q_ Vegetation (% live)
Number of Polygons: L Slope: 1o Aspect (circle all relevarit): N S(\EE NW NE SW SE

L SF o == Z e PN 2B . s e Erosion (BLM score)
Arca Description: .‘1 CADNINN DY { ) ¥ /N [ LE) L AN a‘_,f ( sl

Undesir/noxious weeds

Cuavo Y

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: A B C D E F Eirsslow (LY Eorm) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*®
Live (desirable) /,lV/ Surface Litter (0
Sfaeeie, - Surface Rock /7)) 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
"'Uchsmtl‘llc1Wt:cd,vi ’;9 Movement ﬂj\ significantly different thun remainder of the site?
species Pedestalling Q Y N . (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds l : TRy e | depositionul ares
: — FIOW Pattems LAO ime roc arrier t.pUbl onal area
Litter JQD - oy more weeds steeper slope
~ z Rills Depth () : ; :

Rocks =2 . -~ increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground ‘?{ RII]SI Frequency Lﬁ) eullies other
TOTAL (above 6 ' Gullies Depth U - I — -
items must total 100%) | | M Gullies Frequency '\) Estimate width ofaffected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % | : 4

: : U Soil Movement \/
= Live + 3%Undesirable f‘“ - 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N ;(
*Up 1o 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: _/;{U o Estimated pH
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: e Approximate arca (in square feet)
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON /
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: B C‘ l.) E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N_X

s POLYGON r bulk soil failure | land slumﬁs
Species Present: : TR Spotted knapweed
P B C D E F iy | subsidence

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadilax .
Crested whealgrass Cheaigrasy 6. Barren Areas: Y N _\;'\-

e Al Least 75 11" @ Not a rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Do barren arcas cover over 25% ol any polygon?
Y N

Slender whealgrass Buby's breath

; Kochia
Yellow sweetclover

Allalfa

Thistle

Leafy Spurge

:‘)QQLJM

DM Bl

\|“// /7(“) A =

HIH[H A= >

N

7. Gullies (oyer 6™ in depth):
vN
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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| -! | £ \, - 3 . - N
BRES FIELD FORM site m/ﬂmmm.__-———r-ﬂ - A mtd Date j[ H0¢ Polyzon Evalgal;o:* A|B |[C D [E [F
{/ r ** Admin Use Only
Team Members (Circle your name):( K arrdr R/ ) AN LN Ve;ldli n(“/LIiv ).l
= retation (% live
Number of Polygons: L’/)\SIupc: FJ o 4 Aapu.l (circle all relevant): N@’V E NW NR SW SE e
i /ey ¥ - _ P, At a1 /| Erosion (BLM score)
Area Description: [ | f [ /) 0 Y \ f 1ird) WA LV TUAK : :
- 3\ 00U § L Undesir/noxious weeds
Vi .
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erozon (BLM Forny) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) a) 5 Surface Litter .;’/': |
Epcuu:s‘ - Surface Rock 2 { 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
U"‘Ilﬂ“mhh—' (weedy) [,)D = Movement 7 significantly different than remainder of the sile?
species ” {J Pedestalling [0 O Y - N A (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds KJ A T =y | lime rock barrier depositional area
, N Flow Patterns e PO
Litler oY, \ = = - more weeds steeper slope
= S~ Rills Depth | || . . :
Rocks =~ 2 f’:r /j - == | increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground i’( 'Gj,//; Rl“s‘ Frequency J lv_" | gullies other
TOTAL (above 6 j : Gullies Depth e, 9, o . o o
items must total 100%) ||| Gullies Frequency | 10O Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
— ) g ' 4 -
?DJ U‘Sl,!"l) LIVE % "fj lU Soil Movement f , )
= Live + $%Undesiruble  }—— e 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
“Up 1o 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: S-‘ (A e Estimated pH ~J {, ;\
weeds may count loward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: e  Approximate area “" square feet) \Al_y \_‘, A
syl T T — = . 1
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number pf ureas with exposed waste =
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) —=c
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% — M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B C‘ l-) EF 5. lIs there evidence of: Y N ><
Species Present: A B PO(I.'\ (;)ON EF Spotted knapweed 1 T | I’u:k.zoll e i
£ » ) — | subsidence
Sheep fescue X ¢ Dalmation toadMax IRYS :
Crested wheatgrass _J_ = 7 Cheatgrass t F_ 6. Barren Areas: Y % N
— - : Yo P - rals 5‘-‘ lot 4 rock i
Slender wheatgrass l: X e bt A 1 SE LBl » b lm"k- mllf“?]’
= i Kochis =T e Less than 10 % total cover(live & litter)
Yellow sweelclover L X i 7< K Number of barren arcas
TR AR Thistle V' X Dobarren arcas cover over 25% ol any polygon?
Alfalfa b 4 X | o i Y polyd
20NNNS Leafy Spurge X X i
ROe [P e
(r LA J A i_: L 7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):
Bt N [T X v_YX N_
Are dny gullies actively eroding? Y ,_'f\'__ N

: T : ‘ “of gullies
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent). Mumbriokgytiies

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent).




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON
A°B C D E F

s - ’ . .
— L ulive sibe Ghoue lobe od Soof [:;_.{.;f,. Species Present

_g[ £rc- s Al s
J'/,’ 7

-—[{_Lvou}é _.4,?;.‘,:";_;, é,- ];1.? ﬁ/ﬁmﬁ-?jﬂf"af./ﬂ.:/

= U)"):'h_ﬁ P e d ﬁp’-xﬁ' f rv‘l-'d';'--;v_' Ea IA? Loy F’"";'/

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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Team Members (Circle your name): /(

| Phophso

Hw\ K 0Q QAN

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C (D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

Numbcrul'PuIyuuns: | Slupc:

Arca Deseription:

Aapu.l (LII'L](.. all r_]_w.ml) N(SJW@

9.

Vegetation (% live)

NW NE §W SE

Erosion (BLM score)

) /| Undesir/noxious weeds
JU Lﬁ\ﬂf\cfjﬂhJJ
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
: : _ Erosion (BLM Form ES ’

ground covered by: A B C D E F ( ) A B C D E F *Identily trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) A Surface Litter ‘ |
:PW'C‘-*'.I - it Surface Rock \ ‘ 3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site
.U-“.ﬂ_]"—fﬂhlhl‘—‘ (weedy) :'}D Movement significantly different than remainder of the site?
:_?;.:It;‘\ = L/..- Pedestalling Q Y \T‘ N (check applicable items)

. ‘:‘ QLS WSO e Flow Patterns {4’ lime rock barrier | depositional area
Litter ':L’l Sie Denth more weeds steeper slope

s De

Rocks =27 ) . L] increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground r’? oy gullies other AN

TOTAL (above 6
iems must total 100%)

™[~
7 E i"

ADJUSTED LIVE % |
= Live + 5%Undesirable (] 9,

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% ol noxious

weeds may count oward Adjusted Live %
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 %4 = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

POLYGON

Species Present: A B C D E

I’

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweeiclover

Allalfa

Kopnit Brush

HhH X} [TM

‘ﬂmwwt

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Gullies Depth

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

>|ClIOI0D

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) & —

TOTAL BLM Score:

N

s

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

. Exposed Waste Material? Y X
Estimated pH_ "™ or
Approximate area (in square feet) rn =
Number of areas with exposed waste |

o o L

Weeds Present:

A

POLYGON

B C D E F

Spotted knapweed

Dalmation toadflax

X

land slumps

'

. Is there evidence oft Y
bulk soil failure
subsidence

Cheatgrass

Buby's breath

Kochia

Thistle

Leafy Spurge

6. Barren Ari..h X N

o Al Least 75 i @ Not a rocK outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 23%, of any polygon?
¥ N

&ﬂcﬁ

\t ISk K

h;vu”w

FHHXXXX'HH

Use D (Domina nly i.-Y( Iﬂ-ﬂ

LquculL or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth);

Y N_ X

Are any gulliés actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

snecies Prese
Species Present A B C D E

5

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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76 _
BRES FIELD FORM Site l[)/:;S.itc_Na-mg:_‘ Wq_;,_L.ae_. ’Q””P Field Date: -%‘/05
s

Team Members (Circle your name): (TJe ¢une
Number of Polygons: J Slope: O U

Arca Description: M - ;& ¢

) Aspeet (

Capr Mat=\ _A_c\)-d_ﬂfq_/_Q_gL& s =

5 _.J é ll
sirCle all relevant): NOW E488 NIE@E

Polygon Evaluation A|B |[C |D |E

** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: A B C D E F Envelon {BLM Form) A B C D E F *1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter %
3 . »y e ; mlu
-:Pt-t-lt-*_ 30 Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the sile
IU‘ll‘tllf‘:N‘lmblt-‘ (weedy) 3 Movement %4 significantly different than remuinder ol the site?
”E‘-“‘t" L2 Pedestalling & Y X N (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds g . . i

Flow Patterns L I lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter 2.5 Rills Dend 3 X more weeds steeper slope

ills Depth
Rocks = 2" hsa : ﬁ"p I increased erosion X less vegetation
Bare Ground 10 RIHS‘ Frequency 2: I gullies olller__c-_i_d_.‘_
TOTAL (above 6 CullissDeplly < o5 . T o
items must total 100%) [10d Gullies Frequency 3 Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
’_\D_"Uh l__“) I‘IYP‘ % L A Soil Movement 2
= Live + 5%Undesirable 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y X~ N
*Up 1o 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 4{ e Lstimated pll q,ﬂ
weeds may uiluum toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: e Approximate ;ﬁ'cu-?in square feel) /00 {_',‘L"L
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor) R L T L,
NG — IR .- s . , er ol areas wilh exposed wasle 7
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation lmplementation) .
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: B PO(_I.L'Y(;)ON EF 5. Isthere evidence of: Y N
Species Present: PUI‘.Y(.()N . ‘ Spotted knapweed | bulk soil failure land slumps ¢
B C D E F : | subsidence - gt dw s T%

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadlax see  wmar co mante

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: Y N )f

Slender wheatgrass

Baby’s breath

e At Least 75 11° o Not a rock outerop

Yellow sweetelover

Kochia

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

A
X
D
X
pod
X

Alfalfa

Thistle

Leafy Spurge

Y N

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

AP XY o XA >

muj'\'nv’zj

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Yy X N

Are any pullies actively eroding? Y )( N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B CD E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID;

~ Chayl

Team Members (Cirele your name);

Number of Polygons: 3 Slope: [S 10 20 Aspeet (circle al:rclc\rum): N@W ENW NE

Arca Description:

pNalohee
e:boik Sty ST Slopa Field Date: 7
ar 17

p

Polygon Evaluation A E

** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

POLYGON
B C D

Vegetation: % of

ground covered by: A E F

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*I1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*®

Live (desirable)
species

1525

*Undesiruble (weedy)
species

S

210D

*Noxious weeds

Litter

[Q]io
30
e

Rocks = 2"

Bare Ground

20
(&

TOTAL (above 6
iems must total 100%)

S [ W E\-\Us

e}
(00
ADJUSTED LIVE %

= Live + S"Undesirable 6/ -’f’O

0

/00
(7

*Up to 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious

weeds may count loward Adjusted Live %,

Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

40-100% = M (Monitor)

T POLYGON
Species Present: A C D E F

Sheep fescue

Crested whealgrass

Slender whealgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalfa 1

AR

H k=R
XWX =

R,r Gog~
Bloc h (WhosTotass |

St Brara

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent).

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
signifigantly different than remamder of the sie?

b 4 N (cheek appheable items)

Erosion (BLM Form) | , o Poé-Y%ON =
Surface Litter ! If ? 6

Surface Rock

Movement , L/ ‘

Pedestalling ,q a

Flow Patterns ﬁ |

lime rock barrier depositional area

Rills Depth

" more weedsC
[ increased cerosion

steeper slope
less vegetation

Rills Frequency

| pullies other

Gullies Depth

Gullies Frequency

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

Soil Movement

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N

MSEENY

WD)

TOTAL BLM Score: |37 [5 o Estimated pH </ .
BLM score: ‘ e Approximale area (in square leel) lé.r: £
0-55 =M (Monitor) _ e Number of arcas with exposed waste é
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

T T POLYGON b oo e -
Weeds Present: A B CD E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N X

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure
subsidence

land slumps

Dalmation toadflax

Cheatgrass

N\

6. Barren Areas: Y N X

Buby's breath

e Al Least 75 fi° @ Not a rock outcrop

i
N XA

Kochia

® Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Thistle

X

Do barren areas cover over 23% of any polygon?

Leafy Spurge

e N

Jqua DCL

{u.n !:’JP lﬂlda’f[ )(

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):
Y N

H&—\%ﬁ

Absenld otz casn) Pl

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies




Comments.‘fé e ?a fa, ans

- kméa peeds 4701-5

M:{'ﬁ e(l ] r:'"ﬂ Pﬂfuw&LA'

® Considor CGhSa(J_{?ﬂc

& Goal -*41 N

part ot site doe 4o

f)n(?

Fd
Cof‘?-/ mer/,.‘hh'?t:i.

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present POLYGON
‘ A B C D E F
Mﬂ/{‘hﬁ.
FLJI&JL Q ru, j:

/V:\'f(rmaﬂ V ne

T

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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#978 Parrot Shop South Slop
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Mestes”

BRES FIELD FORM Ssite ID: _Site Name: Cagr. Mat<]

— e}
. —
Team Members (Cirele your name): Qg wny  &aran o0) (Jnnfl- ¢

109 e ;
A.D«‘ 4y Field Date: 7/ )f/ag
L-.m.r.- A A A .l&_

Number of Polygons: | Slope: g 10 /70 ' Aspecet (cirele all relevant): NS W ENW NE SGW SE

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D [E |F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: N w  ¢covaer Avrlous ¥ Granaile Undesiiroxl ol
ndesir/noxious weeds
.”‘-‘Q e CGMMI‘Q g ‘:vfur'-fL
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
: s = Erosion (BLM Form - ° e ;
ground covered by: A B C D E F ( ) A B CD E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo®
Live (desiruble) Surface Litter
iPCClCS" Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
Undesirable (weedy) Movement significantly different than remainder ol the site?
:l:-'::‘:“, e Pedestalling Y N (check applicable items)
oxious weeds Flow Patterns lime rock barrier | depositional area
2 more weeds steeper slope
o Rills Depth . l .y
s D
Rocks =27 - = | increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground Rills Frequency | sullies other
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth
ilems must total 100%) Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % Soil Movement
= Live + S%Undesimble : == 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: e Estimated pH
\Vvu,:th ity cuuulr‘lll I.uwlr;.ird ..Adjuslcd Live %, BLM score: - s Approximate arei (in square leet)
EREINIIN T8 b) rate: 0-55 = M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B (.' D E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N
Species Present: POI‘.Y(.()N o Spotied knapweed bulk soil failure land slumps
A B C D E F subsidence
Sheep fescue >( Dalmation toadflax
Crested wheatgrass )( Cheulgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N
< - —— 7 Baby's breath e At Least 75 fi° e Not a rock outerop
Slender wheatgrass X Kochia e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweetclover p%e joiats Number of barren areas
Alfalfa X Thistle I\au burrNcn areas cover over 25% ol uny polygon?
Lealy Spurge =
7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):
Y N
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Use D (Domin: F (Freaue T Number of gullies
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent). s¢ D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (infrequent).




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

Site seed w5  povlk.oa. lok — I POLYGON
— 5 Species Present A B CD E F

Qd‘_‘s Nt et e }ru'.wena-..v[— o -

‘\"-& i'.‘l[\C g( 52.53 ngvg“l i aJ

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM site l[).

Team Members (Circle your name):

Slte Name. D\ b Yt

MpSrEE—

.

' ':Fleld Date: U719/ 3 ;

¥ (% _J*;a

Polygon Evaluation A B |C D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

AT ‘-.“' (- 0L D¢

. o e Vegetation (% live)
Number of Polygons: | Slope: 1y’ Abpccl (c:rcle all relevant): NS W E NW 'NE SW SE -
wi . T o \C ) - Erosion (BLM score)
Area Description: WAl |
Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosien (BLM Form) A B CD E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) 3.0 Surface Litter
!:‘ 2l ) Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
Undesirable (weedy) Movement S significantly different than remainder of the site?
species Pedestalling = Y N_ X (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds 2 - 3 -
Flow Patterns O [ | lime rock barrier || depositional area

Litter i1k Deoth | more weeds || steeper slope
Rocks > 2" 3 ' ot || increased erosion L1 less vegetation
Bare Ground \ Rills Frequency \ ' gullies | other
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 0. = > :
items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency g Estimate width of affected cdge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % . ?

; X Soil Movement '
= Live + 5%Undesirable : _ — 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N_X
*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: | - e Estimated pH )
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score:

Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

e  Approximate area (in square feet)
e  Number of areas with exposed waste

Species Present: ROLXSION

POLYGON

Weeds Present: A B COD E F

NX

5. Is there evidence of: Y

A B CD E F

Spotted knapweed

[ | bulk soil failure [ | land slumps

Dalmation toadflax -

[l subsidence

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: Y _;1_ N

Sheep fescue A

Crested wheatgrass .
2

Slender wheatgrass 5

Baby's breath

e At Least 75 ft* o Not a rock outcrop

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Alfalfa

Thistle

XX

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Leafy Spurge

Y N X

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth):

Y N__ J'F’

Are any gullics*z;ctively eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Number of gullies




Comments.

‘ - - \ Additional Vegetation:
TTLHA S AT A LN [ onr
i T A " 2 c = 4 -
1 Vb SN X L O ST Yol ROV -
¢ © COSidn vy Owvn T B [ lee =,
\; !Xm.j.ur +J 9 i » h",- Lo~ o ¥ f_“—f‘v“\. 5
C ar- DO . 0 ) @ \ A Ce X) (& .
|
N~

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).
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“./1| ‘ T:

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name: £

Team Members (Cirele your name): ~11

Field Date: / /!~

gatp)fr : Oy

Aspect {circic all rc]cvanll): N'SIW E NW NE SW SE

Polygon Evaluation
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: 7 to \0° s
== S . Erosion (BLM score)
Area Description: Yael o =l B eehe , pork riree. Dievie tablre
Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
- Erosion (BLM For &5
ground covered by: A B C D E F o ( ) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo®
Live (desirable) Surface Litter
-‘:‘P‘-‘Ulfﬁ _ Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
l.lnflcsnmhlc (weedy) Movement significantly different than remainder of the site?
species Pedestalling Y N <  (check applicable items)

*Noxious weeds

Litter

Rocks = 2"

Bare Ground

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%)

ADJUSTED LIVE %

= Live + 3% Undesirable

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

POLYGON

Species Present: A B CD E F

Sheep lescue

Crested whealgrass

Slender whealgrass

Yellow sweelclover

Alfalfa

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Flow Patterns

| lime rock barrier depositional area

Rills Depth

I more weeds steeper slope

Rills Frequency

increased erosion less vegetation

cullies other

Gullies Depth

Gullies Frequency

Estimate width of alfected edge (in leet)

Soil Movement

TOTAL BLM Score:

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N X

BLM score:
0-55 = M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

e  Estimated pll
e Approximale area (in square feel)
e Number of areas with exposed wasle

POLYGON

2wode P . -
Weeds Present: B C D E

A

F

5. Is there evidence of: Y N X

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure land slumps

| subsidence

Dalmation toadflax

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: Y N ¥

Baby’s breath

e At Least 75 fi* @ Not a rock outcrop

Kochia

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Thistle

Do barren areas cover over 253% ol any polygon?

Leafy Spurge

b § N

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):
Y N_X

Are any gullic@wlivcly eroding? Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Number of gullies




arre

L)L € tr =

4

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




#114 - Emma Shaft m4sred 1S Jury 2009
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name: B9TIE NEW En/6 L3404 Field Date: 714 55
Team Members (Cirele your name): SHANIAHT |, [IA —‘ﬂ(?,r1 oend. RUWbPEL
Number of Polygons: 2. Slope: D to ?.S'gAspccl (circle all relevant): N@W E NW NE SW SE

¥ s

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D |E
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description:  aflExY Tp THE = MAC -
Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion (BLM Form) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo®
Live (desirable) Surface Litter - 6
iDUU'CS_ 5 © Surface Rock — 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
Undesirable (weedy) g 5 Movement 5 9 significantly different than remainder of the site?
:l'p::cu.js Pedestalling Q l Y § N (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds 2|10 i i ; itional are:
: Flow Patiermns |2 lo ime rock barrier depositional area
Litter S |15 Eg 317 more weeds steeper slope
Rocks =27 |2 @ — d A7 increased erosion | less vegetation
Bare Ground bl [ \V ills Fesavency < gullies X other
———— Gullies Depth N
FOTAL (above 6 g | = — gt ; T~ s
items must total 100%) \Op | W Gullies Frequency 0|1 Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % . ik 1 132
= Live + $%Undesirable  [\O | ) S61l Movement Z 'J_ 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N
*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |2+ | e Estimated pH SQS‘- Dalal'd
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: ™M e Approximate area (in square leet)
soelali o live) score: _ . !
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55=M (Monitor) —— e Number of arcas with exposed waste

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

POLYGON

Species Present: A B CD E F

Weeds Present: POLYGON

Sheep lescue

-

=
5. Isthere evidence ol Y X "N

> bulk soil failure land slumps
subsidence ?. NeETW Swt WG

Crested wheatgrass

Slender whealgrass

X
Yellow sweetelover j:
Alfalfa X

WA A

6. Barren Areas: Y A N

® Al Least 75 fi° ® Not a rock outerop

® Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas ~2

Do barren areas cover over 25%; of any polyzon?

VAN Qm.\é(rut\l e

A B C D E F

Spotted knapweed F |!

Dalmation toadax DI|F

Chealgrass % 'I:

Baby's breath Y

Kochia Y ¥

Thistle % A

Leafy Spurge W ‘f

L B (L * | L

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth);

Y KX N_

Are any gullies actively eroding”? Y X N
Number of gullies 7




Comments.

» BWEGRASS LAwey PREA wpl NOT
EWvaTED PR VEG]CovEL Ao E20J)00
s DoweniSu/T) Prton RUBE nf p@C SAAA
T NARARA OvTetES
v NOnTHSIOE vnaa” Usen Al SénviCERLAYD
No PoruyeoN OFLInWEFED o 1] 4260 .
APPEALS To wpvE LTWLE VEREDAD o)
swvyet TS0 StTE lﬁmudud A" AspeAtS To
_HOE NEVER REEA RECLAIMED , LOW o A
- LVLVERT o WEITTOE RUnOING WMSISN}
_WaTen ‘FFOF RoAn iz Diresp AL Sy
T 022:08 0EF 6Ff
e WesTS0F of s oin e @ Fo2 AV e
CGuenviel w3 aHE RECLLINWEN &4 -
o Sovr#sior SLOPE OF Fiid) Now A0S VEGEIATION
ool ol 1T NO VEC 0w Aca Pristn)
s SEVERAL WASTE LIKE Pi TED
ANTACENT T SoftHSWE FVELD .
' Sawanm SATe 004, Dhasy SOt alan]
BoanDE™ Wedry B Tl Ve 4 TATIIN
AN ST Qv VOLMGON B (M AZOW)

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

POLYGON
B C D

E

F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent). or | (Infrequent).




#115 Butte New England
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Team Members (Cirele your namn.)

Number of Polygons: Slope: L/

10 ~> Aspect (circle all releve

Area Description: &0 { h\EN\E N g Kdurnp ( N0
WAVA\ . (U5 00Y . MAC + suustin -,'_'- ‘_

Polygon Evaluation A|B |C|D |E |F

** Admin Use Only **

chelaliun (%o live)

J:’.rusiun (BLM score)

g_slc:rlrlquxlpua wet.d:. .

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Number of gullies

U

I [ i~ r
i ] T | A FAiT P ‘*-,:;i_ur fos
.k; ——
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON ()lhcr BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: A B C D E F S (WA Feres) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) = 91"“‘ Surface Litter Nﬁ 0’(
i[“-"iws : 5 - Surface Rock r\”l ” 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site
Umllcmmblc (weedy) 6 % Movement N A significantly different than remainder of the site?
il:-‘f"t's — O 0 Pedestalling NP\ L/? Y N (check applicable items)
s Mook | Fiow Patterns N (0 lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter ’\&%‘D Tl Dontt \]A 5 ‘)( more weeds steeper slope
Rocks = 2" (_’j 6 sl increased erosion less vegetation
Siars Ciround l'_) 6 Rills Frequency N‘\ g gullies -
TOTAL (above 6 |00 Gullies Depth N T
items must total 100%) 'd:' Gullies Frequency Npl ':‘L Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % :
: . % Soil Movement
= Live + 5%Undesirable -/fﬁ NA _\7 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y x
*Up to 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: *H o Estimated pH * :;, :
weeds may v.::.nn‘il toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: - e Approximate area (in square fee)\J L/LLL \
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor) x
, Number of arcas with exposed waste (0
0-20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B C I.) E ¥ 5. Is there evidence of: Y N Y
Species Present: . B I’Oé.\ (;)ON - Spolted knapweed 7 [: hu;k-:ntl failure land slumps
4 i B subsidence
Sheep fescue M 5 & Dalmation toadflax \( i
Crested wheatgrass NA| F Cheatgrass W F 6. Barren Areas: Y N
R T Tr—— Baby's breath \( I e At Least 75 fi” @ Nota rock outerop
; g NA L Kochi \( e Less thun 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweelclover NA X v L Number of barren areas
Alfalfa NR 1. Thistle y\ Y 30 b:tr;r:*n areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?
! Leafy Spurge \/ Y
-1 il b I 5 )
Kp' Y k'{h w“ X hN '\‘.-\ -.{\r* [ﬁ.‘ T On SN ’T‘O\ 4t ff)l\ﬂf’r\ F“ "(- L0
(L dﬂ E\Mf_ E AT A e e 7. Gullies (ovu 6" in dg OA_po
a0l Wt | [T Muhigsd | XIF Ny
s . /11,---PY /I Y 1 ;' \/ 1 Are any gullies actively eroding? Y >( N




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

= -/ Z’E’ L., Y. /,r.- ‘g-&:,—m cz.qw‘-u‘-g—-/ 7 4 /L»_-.:,/ Species Present POLYGON

B C D E F

L

91//’ A4 o J/V,Mpn(,/w:/__.

L

Dmd gl owN

T
SO E Y
MMJM&X

Gy glon o

Y

U

l i it llo X

i
= S-CL/ /,Ln/LA-, cr‘/ /ér'{ﬁ /% //- ,-,-,..f!,/é,- l_{.-/r{
_&Jhir_r‘a/ /rrlt"-{’_-—r-‘-ﬁ /j/

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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BRES FIELD FORM Site 1

Team Members (Circle your name): (@}/‘f\ﬂ 1

NN
Vﬁﬂt 0l QJ&

Rk 15| R

Polygon Evaluation AlB|E€ D |E
__** Admin Use Only **

10 K maw

Number of Polygons: _l_ Slope:

Qlu 7O Aspect (circle all rclwanl NSWENW NE SW SE

Vegetation (% live)

i V) S I A Erosion (BLM score
Area Description: AV1OSH L Aot ol (x f] Wi /W\,,(/r\ i} J,,U i o
g LU . Undesir/noxious weeds
\ (.J‘IJ v & f '_)
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
5 - Erosion (BLM Form b5

ground covered by: A B C D E F ( ) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo®*
Live (desirable) (J] Surface Lirtter |
:':pm:n:.x.. S - Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

Undesirable (weedy) (% Movement significantly (|I||t.ltlll than remainder of the site?
Species Pedestalling Y_ N }_., (check applicable items) ,
ENoxious weeds 6 ,

Fiow Ditterns lime rock barrier depositional area

Litter l{“

Rocks > 2™ 150

[ more weeds
| increased erosion

steeper slope
less vegetation

Bare Ground ,L/f

Rills Frequency

other

TOTAL (above 6 P
items must total 1009 ) !w

!
5
|
Rills Depth [
[
’?_

gullies

ADJUSTED LIVE % ll

= Live + 5% Undesirable

Estimate width of atfected edge (in feet)

“Up o 3% of undesirable species and 0% ol noxious

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 9% = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

4. Exposed Waste Maquial? Y \ N__

Gullies Depth

Gullies Irequency ]
Soil Movement ll—;
TOTAL BLM Score: |~ )
BLM score:

0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

e Estimated pH_—1s |
o Approximate area (in square feet)

e Number of areas with exposed waste

POLYGON

. », 1 oY » [his g .
Species Present: B C D E

.
l<

POLYGON

Weeds Present: B C D E

N X

F 5. Isthere evidence of: Y

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure | land slumps

subsidence

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

Crested wheatgrass

A >

Cheatgrass

7
6. Barren Areas: Y \ N

Slender wheatgrass

Buby's breath

e At Least 75 ft° @ Not a rock outerop

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

® Less than 10 % total t.uvn.; (live & litter)
Numhu of barren areas /7 170

Alfalfa

Thistle

Q/T e’fi.a E/ X

Leafy Spurge

YA N

Do barren areas cover over 1‘\‘/f of any polygon?

B bon /w((JL

< < P >

Musta xd

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Ouondn ;:_“n\

Yy A N

i~ rl HH —pL |

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y__A\ A N

TLJ j\‘\.kd '-.\'Ll-i-'

Use B (Dominant), F ( Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant). I (Frequent). or I (Infrequent),

Number of gullies




Comments.

.M

@
(A i 2
P

= .
_ﬁ&Mde;,

pes E" ,,J_’ﬁ ’Mz#o//{ /M
—66"244—44“-3- Psern .
7

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON
B C D E

_|nlh?\‘k

F

1

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent). or 1 (Infrequent),
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__Site Name:  Ande,c,,/

Team Members (Circle your name):

Jegvne

pu 7S

Field Date: _7///0%

b li

L avrso. Aad

Number of Polygons: /__Slope: 0 to_[0 % Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W E NW NESW SE

Polygon Evaluation
** Admin Use Only **

=3
g

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLLM score)

Area Description: __ Seddl  Jon b v oF Al dise v [/ Cabiobal
Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion. (BLM Form) A B CD E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Live (desirable)
species

wl

FUndesirable (weedy)
species

ENoxious weeds

Litter >

Rocks > 27 2.0
Bare Ground L—O
TOTAL (above 6

items must total 100%) |00

ADJUSTED LIVE %
= Live 4+ 3% Undesirable _I O

Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

40- 1009 = M (Monitor)

» e
Species Present: POLYGON

B C D E F

Sheep lescue

Crested wheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalla

A
C
X
D
X
>
E

Cansbos Mo G

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Surface Lituer

(4

Surface Rock

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

Y X NN

(check applicable items)

Movement 11
Pedestalling %)
Flow Patterns 1

[ lime rock barrier

Rills Depth

=

| more weeds steeper slope

Rills Frequency

b

M increased erosion

I gullies other

Gullies Depth

1

Gullies Frequency

©

Estimate width of affected edge (in leet)

signilicantly different than remainder ol the site?

depositional area

less vegetation

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure land slumps

| subsidence

Dalmation toadflax

Soil Movement 14
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y. X N
TOTAL BLM Score: 33 e [Estimated pH 4.0
BLM score: ) e Approximate area (in square feet) wl'io_l‘l 5‘:1
0-55=M (Momto::) . e Number of areas with exposed waste
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
Weeds Present: BPOLI,'Y(I;)ON E F 5. Isthere evidence ol Y N_L

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: \L)i N

Baby's breath

® At Least 75 fi" o Nota rock outcrop

Kochia

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & liter)
Number of barren areas R mag, 0~

Thistle

Lealy Spurge

XXX X 4 [T o| >

Y_)(_N___

- smallcyr

Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polyeon?
Y polye

ones
ot/

")J.}—

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

y_ X' N

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent). or 1 (Infrequent).

Number of gullies

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _A N




Comments.
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B CD E F

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent).
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Lﬂas'}c - L0008 |
120
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__Site Name: Rongqn=24 Ovmp Field Date: _'7/"'/0&’
Team Members (Circle your name):  Teanne  Largon cl awlie  Aade,
Number of Polygons:  Slope: ¢ to 26° Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W ﬁ@ @E@Vj@
Arca Deseription: Bdersediow  of _g"&j,:‘(,.;ﬁ_.,_, « EW = @b Leadls

Polygon Evaluation & B € [y [ ] R
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

L‘-l"'ddnl

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
. " Erosion (BLM Form B8 :
ground covered by: A B,C D E F ( ) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) ] % Surface Litter 2.l 2 g
:’i"f‘-"t‘s_' X 43 Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges ol the site
L‘“':l‘-"‘""-bl‘-' (weedy) | } o Movement 22 signilicantly different than remainder of the site?
:l:r-‘;lt\ — ..55’ 6 Pedestalling olz 3 Y )( N (check applicable items)
SRVE Wee 4 3 Hle Bt e sl |13 X lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter 3w |85 Rills Deotl - X more weeds steeper slope 7
L IS =pin
Rocks = 2" 1.0130| 2 _ i 313 6 increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground 50 q 15 o 312 .2 ghilies "l‘her——ﬁ——éf“’; Ue -
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 'Y llle segatat i gﬁ-*“:di 1_:"
items must total 100%) [/00 |/6D] 100 Gullies Frequency 211 1O Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE "4 it —
= Live + %Undesirable |1+ 35’ 4" =01 Moement O 1313 4. Exposed Waste Material? ¥ X N
*Up 1o 3% of undesirable 5|1Fcics unq {l"::. of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: [3$~ 212D e Lstimated ptl <. 0
\xfccds may count toward Adjusted Live ", BLM score: o Approximale area (in square feet) 2 004{1
Vegelation (% live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) o Number of arcas with exposed waste S
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A (,' l.) E F 5. Isthere evidence of; Y N X

Species Present: A FOLYGON

C D E F

Spotted knapweed

©

Sheep lescue

Dalmation toadflax

bulk soil failure
subsidence

land slumps

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Baby’s breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Alfalfa

Thistle

Rubler RULE gl

Leafy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y X~ N

e At Least 75 fi° e Not a rock outcrop

o Less than 10 % twtal cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas = (C ; 5)

Do barren areas cover over 23% ol any polygon?

Y N

HAHNXHRHO | =
XWX H[Ro M

x
I
X
0
b5
T
s

I'1f\__r-_.'.\ \ i

bui ~ Rg— Gﬂs <

K IRARNK XX [o|=
A X ¥ RV

XXX

\Mal»dmaw(, >
e oy -

J

Use D (Domimant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y X N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y X N
Number of gullies ':)

11



Comments.
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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Arca DLbLl’lplIDH L (.

Moxtue

Polygon Evaluation A B | |'D |E (|F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?

*_N (check applicable items)

['v lime rock barrier depositional area

[*. more weeds steeper slope

| increased erosion less vegetation

P e
| other [JOINTH

| gullies

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y \ N

100 N

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion (BLM Form) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) _:fO 1z Surface Litter | ’Ef

fpscies. A Surface Rock =
*Undesirable (weedy) | & Y \ I

species - ' -

_ P It

*Noxious weeds |4 eptalling Ko

i Zy 5 Fl.ow Patterns | [

Rocks = 2" 1015 R!Hh [.)r.:plh O 0

Bae Ciotind ': : 4%6 Rl[lal Frequency Q Q

TOTAL (above 6 Sliod Gullies Depth Q| #

items must total 100%) | \ Gullies Frequency () {
ADJUSTED LIVE % |7 | 71 s . 11

= Live + 5% Undesiruble |- \___-J S atement " '{S —

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: | | /|

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score:

Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegelation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monilor)

0-55 =M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

Estimated pH =
: . Al
e Approximalte area {m square feet) (N
Number of areas with exposed wasle

Species Present: POLYGON

F

Weeds Present:

POLYGON

5. Isthere evidence of: Y

N X

Sheep fescue

B C D E
Crested wheatgrass i 1%

Slender wheatgrass L

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalfa

[ (HO) >

__,{ ! j

A B C D E F
Spotied knapweed F F— ::'l,l:i:t:l‘::llure land slumps
Dalmation toadflax p & I 4
Cheatgrass L 6. Barren Areas: Y N
Baby's breath ™ 5= e At Least 75 i @ Nota rock oulerop
Kochin o e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
X [ X Number of barren areas
Thistle ;\ ¥ Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?

Lealy ‘5pur[,c

Y N

’f\U oud

BE

.\ )Jk U

\{.”l

]

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):
Y N

T

-

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

XN

,Numbc.r of gullies
1.'[ s|| wil¥ \) r'l ¥

T y
Al A\Y
WAL

WAIE A p
| J L



Comments._* LU /YW O~ VIEYY\R JUT T Additional Vegetation:
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Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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#1123
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__

Site Name: 0+1_‘g Lo

l-/vwo*w 20Uy /

Duragp

“ficdor

Field Date:

Team Members (Circle your name):

Chadic L

Number of Polygons: | Slope:

'/_:r_;;nnf L—ﬁflok‘
LIO ¥ —= .

spect (cirele all relevant): NS W E NW NE SWSE

Polygon Evaluation A|B |C D |E

** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description: . Aeeq e sab =0l 3¢ Twpw St — & wsl b {L::. Foe
—ans bov ¢ Sbe <4 Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion (BLM Form) A B C D E F *1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Live (desirable)

species D«

Surface Litter

*Undesirable (weedy) 1

Surface Rock
Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site

*Noxious weeds

species
10

Pedestalling

Y AN

(check applicable items)

Flow Patterns

| lime rock barrier

Rills Depth

[ more weeds
X increased erosion

steeper slope

Rills Frequency

| gullies other_more

Litter 15
Rocks = 2 “0

Bare Ground S |

TOTAL (ubove 6

items must total 100%) (00

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %
= Live + 5% Undesiruble ‘i

Gullies Frequency

‘JNO\O‘O\O?- 0o

Estimate width ol alTected edge (in feet)

significantly different than remainder of the site?
depositional area

less vegetation

O|Jf J . |.¢ ":iﬂuﬁ.&b‘\)

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

Soil Movement 1

— 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N
TOTAL BLM Scors: -"’_2' e [Estimated pH A, O l\ -
BLM score: e Approximate area (in square feet) —% i ‘el

0-55 = M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

Number of areas with exposed wasle

POLYGON

Species Present: A B CD E

F

Weeds Present:

POLYGON
B C D E

¥

NX

5. Is there evidence oft Y

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure land slumps

subsidence

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: Y >(N

Slender whealgrass

Baby's breath

® At Least 75 fi° e Not a rock outcrop

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Alfalla

Thistle

XXHHbB

Leafy Spurge

D
2
X
X
ol
b4

Y,}(N o e

22

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y M N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y X7 N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies D~

A

oS-
“%0 7,
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Additional Vegetation:

Species Present POLYGAN
SPeGE NS A B CD E F
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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5
BRES FIELD FORM SitulD:‘E_Sitc Name: Child Wavold

Field Date: //|\o/08

Team Members (Circle your name): Ygvnblocle , v p_p__g,'l . Gordon , Liaasal

1 1
Number of Polygons: | Slope: O 1o 52 Aspect (circle all relevant): NQW E NW NE SW SE
Arca Description: Ageg sourn 0§ oilvpad Jaoe+a of Kogrivica Pask

Polygon Evaluation
*% ddmin Use Only **

C

D

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of

POLYGON

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

*Noxious weeds

20

ground covered by: A B C D E F A B C D E F
Livc_[dcsiruhle) 15 Surface Litter 7

SPeeles: Surface Rock

*Undesirable (weedy) 15 Movement 1

SN .i 5

e e Pedestalling

Litter

18

Flow Patterns

Rocks =27

7

Rills Depth

Bare Ground

10

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6

Gullies Depth

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
Y N X (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
increased erosion less vegetation
oullies other

Estimate width ol alfected edge (in feet)

40-100% = M (Monitor)

Hems must total 100%) e
ADJUSTED LIVE % ’
= Live + % Undesiruble 0
“Up 1o 3% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live ",
Vegetation (%o live) score:
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)

I (@] (e d i (VA Lol b

TOTAL BLM Score:

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y

e [stimated pll

e Approximale area (in square leel)
s Number of arcas with exposed waste

N X

Species Present:

POLYGON

B C D E F

POLYGON

'eeds Present:
Weeds Present: B C D F

¥

Spotted knapweed

Sheep lescue

Dalmation toadilax

N X

land slumps

5. Is there evidence oft Y
bulk soil failure
subsidence

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Baby's breath

Yellow sweelclover

Kochia

Allalfa

A

i 8
D
>
I
T

Thistle

Leafy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y X N

e Al Least 75 fi* o Nota rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number ol barren arcas &

Do barren arcas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Y N¥Y

Salsaby

ﬂHﬂXHHT{U'ﬂ;

Fox sl

Use D (Domunant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 6 in depth):

Y N X

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

/Laugg Shil ?\‘JLS alona ureetern Side of sdc

¢
J . POLYGON
- L \ ow Prose
_&Lnubnﬁ_mm&gdﬁa_aumgd_&? Species Present A BIEC D B F

(Liypcattonal et

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ S}tg Name: _ _T-Eh.s ARV,
Team Members (Circle your name): _&L\: Jeanng Ley.m-‘ ¢ Lwln,_ L-qu;\.- Do d SL.,.

[make 222 /

-.QJm,,FleId Date:

"A 57/.9'3

Number of Polygons:
Area Description:

_‘-"'"/
_I_Slope: Q to_g Aspect (circle all relevant): NS W E NW NE SW@

_ ** Admin Use Only **

Polygon Evaluation A |B [C (D |E

Vegelalicm (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
Y N 3 (check applicable items)

| lime rock barrier depositional area
| more weeds steeper slope
| increased erosion less vegetation
| gullies other

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion {BLM Form) A B CD E F
Live (desirable) Surface Litter 3
species 30
—— Surface Rock
“Undesirable (weedy) Q Movement 2
species X
ENoxious weeds . reqruiling _3
: Flow Patterns 2
Litter 30 -
Rocks > 2 2 Rills Depth 1o}
Bare Ground IS Kl keequency o
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth Q
items must total 100%) Y00 Gullies Frequency O
ADJUSTED LIVE % L = =
= Live + 5% Undesirable 3( ~ollMovement 3
#Up 10 5% ol undesirable species and 0% ol noxious TOTAL BLM Score: | /4
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: ¥

Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

0-55 = M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y % N _D' +c'l‘
o [Dstimated pH__

e Approximate area (in square feet) _

e Number of areas with exposed waste

Species Present: POLYGON

Weeds Present:

POLYGON
B C D

E

I’

B C D E F

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadtlax

5. Isthere evidenceof: Y N_}(
bulk soil failure land slumps

| subsidence

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Baby's breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Alfalfa

Thistle

Hidv X o>

.S fﬂag-{'l\ 6!"0”\ <

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren \I‘(.db YX N_— ot ..;-(

e At Least 75 fi e Not a rock uuurup ﬂ on/
e [Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)

Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?

¥ N

Mogtart

HiInX X HHPH P |>

-Sﬂ l_i';é'ﬁ
[4

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth):

Y NXT

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.

o Gﬂnhw +L'¢ll\ .S-o -76 ‘ﬁ -er‘Q I's

41:1_‘24..14_&{_1]_1@_._&'.\.. /

cromdd

¢ &> - Do) er N 5 F‘ML
m j_gf wWe ..0 ’a -.g pe)” 4
hd Ra:' fﬂb’p aruﬁq w:f'l\ IJJ*s-LF u-vt-n_JQ'[“}
—i'cn,‘a_n'su "}’D = a (:.ﬁ’ rn\.ﬂ/fnlﬂ J;""L,
- f&zamm—»‘p LA (J':'J"u;‘l-nu..l f_lM?LfdJﬂ pn‘-’
site
Ld &ll QQLM'OS av-e LMW‘-AL} P fﬂ TR S
\ 4V\G.. g v J-J**-“’S I{- v Wﬂ-.fs
A g o' af .-oum.a_r G re eamlp ,;_;.._17 J'\C

e.r{nl. .[1(‘ \Mt:\(cr‘;(

£ Ln‘” = MQs_ﬂ

lbme = ™ § ‘}

fo:)M‘a N —

. C.L-r C.lL

'waf.sQr oL S3 top

Additional Vegetation:

g o POLYGON
Species Present A B CD E F
Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name: Nee e

Team Members (Circle your name):  Tese n we

“
L.-lv'f;_aﬁ |
-

W asher 200°%

_Oum. Field Date: _]Agy_/ay

Number of Polygons: | Slope: (U to X6 Aspeet (circle all relevant): N S W ENW NE SW SE

C;l_\_u wAie Cavgonr, Divid shan

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C D [E |F
** Admin Use Only **

i Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Deseriplion: € £ cov e j‘q,,; Lo ]L‘“ﬂ, . P
Sew Nodes B Lol Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems

Erosion (BLM Form)

*1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site
signilicantly different than remainder of the site?
Y N (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
| increased erosion less vegetation
cullies other

Estimate width of alfected edge (in feet)

ground covered by: A B C D E F A B C D E F
Live (desirable) Surface Litter
RSN Surface Rock
*Undesiruble (weedy) Miveitient
species ;
*Noxious weeds Eedesaling

. Flow Patterns
Litter

Rills De
Rocks > 2" Rills Depth
Rills Frequency

Bare Ground ey
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth
items musl total 100%) Gullies Frequency
_AD_‘I US l“hll) "'_‘.',"‘ % Soil Movement
= Live + 5%Undesirable
*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score:
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live % BLM score:
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A BCD E F

POLYGON

spectes Present:
Species Present: A B C D E F

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadilax

Crested whealgrass

Chealgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Buaby's breath

Yellow sweetelover

Kochia

Allalfa

Thistle

Leafy Spurge

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
e Estimated pll
e Approximale area (in square leel)
e Number ol arcas with exposed wasle
5. Is there evidence of: Y N
bulk soil failure land slumps
subsidence
6. Barren Areas: Y N

® Al Least 75 11° @ Not a rock oulerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 23% ol any polygon?

Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth):

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.

\ Site cogwsisbe of legcs than
20 "7 Ve oWy = wngia lk‘
ﬂl". raks £vromn Teasionw D unﬂ;n 4 5[*2*1}‘7)
- -.rg.‘,lwaafﬂ
' N:ML’ 070 W'vj LA ave a Lg'!‘-,&“h
J—L‘- £1ﬂ-¢-1"‘ [ Era-_u 5+
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f-f n <€
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present B C D E

A

I

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name: Emmag 1), wop Field Date: :]A_Q‘[g_g

Team Members (Circle your name): _.L:_’S_'gmq_m,_‘- Lavion)

CL_:.&:_[F °

Lareess

~—
Number of Polygons: 7 Slope: ¢ to_40° Aspeet (circle all relevant): N S W F@]m

Arca Description:

Polygon Evaluation F SO (1 N [ o (1 #
** Admin Use Only **

5
F

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON

ground covered by: A B C D E F

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

A B CD E F

Live (desirable) _t
species 3 _f

Surface Litter i

Other BRES Trigger Items
*1dentily trigger areas (using # ) on air photo™

Surface Rock
Movement

Pedestalling

Flow Patterns

Rills Depth

™ ] e > apring PoL
m_tl:?::“dhh' (weedy) Jg ﬂﬁ‘[f
*Noxious weeds 10 0?).0
Litter ’-}_5’ 25
Rocks = 2" ;] | ©

Bare Ground % |&

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6 .
items must total 100%) mo \OO

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %
4] |10

= Live + 5% Undesirable

:;Qb—\u)..nww =

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movemenl

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
Y 3 N (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier depositional area
X more weeds steeper slope
increased erosion Y less vegetation
gullies other

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

*Up to 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live ",
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monilor)

WA IOR [p|w o QN

~J
-

TOTAL BLM Score:

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

=

. Exposed Waste Material? Y X~ N
Estimated pH ¢
Approximate area (in square feet)y 0
Number of arcas with exposed wasle

L]

> ;
Species Present: PELXCON

POLYGON

Weeds Present: C D E

F

B C D E F

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadllax

N X

land slumps

. s there evidence of: Y

h

bulk soil failure
subsidence

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass

Baby's breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

nHHe ">
co ot e

Allalta

Thistle

I~ Rl,g GY‘QS}
1]

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y X~ N

e Al Least 75 fi° o Nota rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Y N

Sals g—*‘\

Say 2
0

AM KX XD X [>

P -.]J..\-\; I S
\mrmemmien,

o <X X [x % [Bn [X[R]=

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use [)l[)uminum). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

mUSiM‘oP “+Um$ {,g

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y N X

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number ol gullies
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

¥

jods foim
'8

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site

Team Members (Cirele your name

-fL

j'_

Y -';’

A I

Field Date' i |

I|"(.-'

I

o

Number of Polygons: J_ §lupt. O o [[ ] Ab ccl {Llil't.ll. 4II rclcmnl)

@rNWNFSWSL

|/ _Polygon Evaldation [A [B [C [D |E
. *h Admm Use Only **

' Vg.g.lauon ("‘/u live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
signifigantly different than remainder of the site?
Y Ux N (cheek applicable items)

lime rock barrier
Q'( more weeds N O\i‘
increased erosion
gullies

depositional area
steeper slope

| less vegetation

| other \N )50

Estimate width ol alfected edge (in feet)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y X N
Estimated pH I-LO e

e Approximale area (in square feet) D‘f_r"

Number of areas with exposed waste

L]

Arca Description: AG 1 14 1LY\ Nt \T
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F e A B CD E F
Livcltdusimblci g:, Surface Litter Lﬂ
L Surface Rock
*Undesirable (weedy) U Movement %
species
fresien =, Pedestalling O
*Noxious weeds -~
; Flow Patterns (:Q
Litter ID 7
Rills Depth '
Rocks > 2" A — P :
Rills Frequenc /
Bare Ground 51.\ I b. eiclciind —
TOTAL (above 6 3 Gullies Depth ]
items must total 100%) \D-' Gullies Frequency ¥,
ADJUSTED LIVE % I . 3 L f
= Live + 5%Undesirable _V Soil Movement ’:D
*Up to 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score:
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score:
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: B CD E F

Species Present: POLYGON

A B C D E F

Spotied knapweed

Sheep lescue

Dalmation toadf{lax

Hi >

x N

land slumps

h

. Is there evidence off Y
bulk soil failure
subsidence

Crested wheatgrass

Cheutgrass

Baby's breath

1
Slender wheatgrass g i
L

Yellow sweelclover

Kochia

Alfalfa

Thistle

Kupoy ¢ Kool

—t

B

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y \[\ N

® At Least 75 fi* o Not a rock outerop

o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas 1

Do barren Xcus cover over 25%, ol any polygon?
Y N

MUSOID

\\.O\’C ia¥

1 >'< |

HIFEP<PAAH

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Usc D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

[}

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y . 4N A

Are any gullies actively eroding? 'Y N
Number of gullies




Comments. l f\

£ -~
U7 BN ¢ ERDITIRNE S1"AWE 2 Additional Vegetation
LeATiwnp, T Py A DWW
i e [ - ‘GO
LY 1A - = e Species Present A BPO(I,'\ (l')ON E P
e INDWIOWE. WNADLA DA E A S ! ' :
<114 1 F QUM Dond <A
o QU Gk UM datly FNCiLe
DO NOE AanY Q0T st g o nts
L :Jl."' ’l_,l +1 11"\' | A y :‘-.\’E.J"
2 Dyt J r*v WS \OCCY4 i
- W () I &
r\l.ll ':_ 1 I AL }r \ \ 'JJ“' UH_J -\—/
Q\Bf ‘? C L X I i j‘ - /
AN VAR, |
\ ¢

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent)
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BRES FI

Team Members (Cirele your name):

ELD FORM Site ID: ﬁk’bm Name:

il L A S AR

VAR "# Field Date: u+ 'A 0y

Polygon Evaluation
** Admin Use Only **

E |F

ViNes T

A\ ""‘\'\fyl.?\.l \¢

_RQuopdd
e —

Vegetation (Y live)

|_Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*ldentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site
signil'cgnlly different than remainder of the site?
Y A N (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
increased erosion | less vegetation
gullies other

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

/
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N—
e Lstimated pll !
s Approximale area (in squire leet)

o Number of areas with exposed wasle

5. Isthere evidence of: Y 1 N

| bulk soil failure
" subsidence

land slumps

6. Barren Areas: Y N ¥

e At Least 75 7 o Not a rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number ol barren arcas

Do barren arcas cover over 25% of any polygon?
Y N

Number ol Polygons: T Slope: o Aspect (cirele all relevant) =N S W ENW NE SW SE
o Emes , ? : ~
Arca Description: A GuwdAnt LAFE ) SO 2 05W  atc o€ RN ST
4
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erasian (BLM. ¥orm) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) / Surface Litter (o 2
{ ) | 6
$puies 2 130 Surface Rock -
*Undesirable [\\u.dyj =1 1 Movement S 11
species J1 S - ~
: Pedestallin, Vi
ENoxious weeds ) ‘3" - 8 \
5 = Flow Patterns \ | {p
Lilter 30[3) —
it S
Rocks = 2" C [~ Rills Depth 2]\
. Rills Frequenc AR
Bare Ground Ul 30 : &_ e \"
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth Al A
items must total 100%,) [52] 10 Gullies Frequency J
ADJUSTED LIVE % - -~ {
= Live + 5%Undesiruble I -:) EL\ St Maysnmt 2 ‘J‘
*Up 1o 3% of undesirable species and 0% ol noxious TOTAL BLM Score: | 2|50
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score:
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 "4 = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A\ B CD E F
¥ -
. :
Species Present: A B : OCE'Y(;)ON EF Spotted knapweed W - -4
Sheep fescue Hi— C Dalmation toadflax Nl T
Crested wheatgrass -2 | % Cheatgrass Y [A
Slender wheatgrass I | % Buby’s breath = | T
Yellow sweetclover % |= Kochia |5
Alfalfa NN Phistle B oL
b O 2 | = Leafy Spurge '
Qubirt ThHMT| Al T ok kA
CW D\FJ& UM A T ( P‘rl"\p \ '\) 0N A N
\ = ) ) ~ Y\ 5 _"
{ N 290 T A ?'3"'\ i\ L]

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

¥ N N

Are any gullies actively undmu’ Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




124
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name: _S‘I'a( West D“'M‘P Field Date: 7&#’“{
Team Members (Cirele vour name)f $avm .,_‘:4? CLu-(\\‘(

_Master A2/

Polygon Evaluation A|B |C D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

Cuvsd~

Number of Polygons: 2 Slope: § to 37 Aspect (circle all relevant): NS W ENW NI?@@?
Soubl ok Ab.Jadl

Area Description: Lo

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON

ground covered by: A

B C D E F

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Live (desiruble)

fo

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?

J.‘f’ - Cl\ 'Jfb__L' = ‘SdJ'l" "'r‘ T\mw e
5 “d Fid jﬂr‘P
POLYGON
Erosion (BLM Form) A C D E F
Surface Litter 6
Surface Rock
Movement 3
Pedestalling 2

Y . X N (check applicable nems)

Flow Patterns

lime rock barrier depositional area

Rills Depth

2 more weeds () 2 steeper slope (A

species 28
*Undesirable (weedy) 0
species i 3
*Noxious weeds 314
Litter 2 | £
Rocks = 2" 20 |25
Bare Ground . E

Rills Frequency 4

increased erosion less vegetation

gullies other

TOTAL (above 6

items must total 100%) Yoo

Gullies Depth K3

166
ADJUSTED LIVE %
= Live + S%Undesirable |13 | 3)

Gullies Frequency

Estimate width of alfected edge (in feet)

Soil Movement

*Up 1o 3% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live ",
Vegetation (" live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

R Cloolc|e|p|w - |=

e fo i fo o

TOTAL BLM Score:

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y 3 N
e  [Estimated pHl 4,3

BLM score:
0-55 = M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

e Approximate area (in square feet)  Scahh
e Number of arcas with exposed waste @ r a¢

L)
 (A)

POLYGON

Species Present: .
P B

POLYGON

Weeds Present: B C D E F

N O

5. Is there evidence of: Y

D E F

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure land slumps

subsidence

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

Crested wheatgrass

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: YX N

Sl

Slender wheatgrass

Baby's breath

® At Least 75 fi° ® Not a rock outerop

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

XMIXXP |>

Alfalfa

Thistle

Do barren arcas cover over 25%, ul'un;zdmiygon'.’

A ™

R«'sﬁ: 7 '2 ‘SL'A jJ‘(m:k

Lealy Spurge

XX [XRKXNXP|>

Y;(_ N — f{l: 1;‘4

)

_mél-,;.nn; Vi

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth);

| Dolie g Tree

ﬂ\‘fl.hf\

Y X N

PHEX XY X [YnRH

F“x-h H|

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y ¥ N

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies 1 ( A)
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Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

POLYGON
C Db

E F

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM site m\ _’“ém_N.,m..-

11

et

Team Members (Cirele your name): | [-\ l Y

"’T - lleld Datc '_LI f“] ):
I'r -Lut ) i} {

Polygon Evaluation A
** Admin Use Only **

_.hv 187505

= Vegetation (% live)

Number ol Polygons: _L Slope: _) o Aapu,l {urL!c, all rcln.\ﬂm) ENW NT SW SF -
e % R = B : . ﬂ Yn 00Y Erosion (BLM score)
Area Description: _{ T1LU/YNG (A LIAY f_- A ‘* o AL AL VOA
| Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
ground covered by: A B C D E F Seosiom LM ore) A B C D E F *1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) A Surface Litter |
il‘ct‘"-'-“ . @ Surface Rock i 3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site
Undesirable (weedy) @ Movement ) significantly difterent than remainder of the site?
:r:.t;:'a —— ? *b Pedestalling 3 Y N (cheek applicable items)
X10Us weeds - . ale
. - . § bl :_J Flow Patterns F;fl lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter s : - more weeds steeper slope
= Rills Depth 7 : y ;
Rocks = 2 1 \ - = increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground ?‘_} R'”S_ Frequency _i_ gullies other
TOTAL (above 6 = Gullies Depth - f o . o o
items must total 100%,) ET_JJ Gullies Frequency s Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
S =

;\}_)IU? ilf‘ﬁ ll‘!-"/hhlf-’u [(;“ Soil Movement | \

T ; == 4. Exposed W.hlc Material? Y N
*Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |~ e Estimated pH {_.J
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live . BLM score: e Approximale area (in square ILLILJ J
Vegetation (" live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed wasle
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegelation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B (,‘ D ) E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N \{(

POLYGON

Species Present: A B C D

E

Sheep fescue I

Crested wheatgrass

Slender whealgrass

Yellow sweetclover

Alfalla

Uouveuw)d

i\ [HPS )F

D ool

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Spotted knapweed

[ bulk soil failure land slumps

subsidence

Dalmation toadlax

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: Y K

Buby’s breath

e At Least 75 fI° e Not a rock outerop

Kochia

® Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas =

Thistle

— = »
Do barren aveas cover over 25% ol any polygon?

Leaty Spurge

Y___N_XA

O LY\

<N ‘f N

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):
g
¥ N

i3.| o [P P U

oo

Pacc i Ve Gotiur

Areany gullies activgly eroding? Y N

\)<

Use D (Dumm:‘hu I [I rc.quml] or | (Infrequent),

sl e
Number of gullies ™




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

"‘..L.;d"fa;-'. /u(_a:n-,- »Cf-a.o/a-va '&M@é&-@/—-'z‘a% ,_4,,,.,_.‘,/
./6_—5.. R D 4/ W) o rn 2 en f_?,-:fp.-/’f‘?‘f, &9

POLYGON
B C D E F

Species Present

Y06 - Ig2~- S09 | (L oS Dl

== i

A
""/E@yif F‘.l’bi ﬁf!, /rci.l

£ . -
¢ beadtoc NN OO

9
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Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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o le
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__Site Name: chaclic  Tu2d Pa’Field Date: L

Team Members (Circle your name): _ Teenre  Larsas- Chardic Lanso—
Number of Polygons: | Slope: ¢ to 6  Aspect (circle all relevant): NS W E NW NE SW SE

Polygon Evaluation A B |C |D
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

) ) E o BL .. ., »
Arca Description: ladde = Lobwesn 2 R A Y ORI DM som)
e atslos Undesir/moxious weeds
= (4
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
S N Erosion (BLM Form
ground covered by: A B C D E F ( orm) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter
ipc'il'-‘:““ - Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
.Ul\tblt?lﬁlblt: (weedy) Movement significantly different than remainder of the site?
species Pedestalling Y N (check applicable items)

*Noxious weeds

Litter

Flow Patterns

Rocks = 2"

Rills Depth

Bare Ground

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6
items must total -100%)

Giullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %
= Live + 5% Undesirable

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

lime rock barrier depositional area

more weeds steeper slope
increased erosion less vegetation
| gullies other

Estimate width ol affected edge (in feet)

*Up to 3% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score:
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score:

Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

0-55 =M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
o Estimated pH

e Approximate area (in square feet)

e Number of arcas with exposed waste

POLYGON

Species Present: A B C D E

F

Weeds Present:

A

POLYGON
B C D

E

¥

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadfax

5. Is there evidence of Y N
bulk soil failure
subsidence

land slumps

Crested whealgrass Cheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass Baby’s breath

Yellow sweetclover Kochia
Thistle

Allalfa

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y N

e Al Least 75 fi* ® Nol a rock oulcrop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Y N

Use D (Dominant), F {(Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth):

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.
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Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B COD E

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM site bnr_Mm
Team Members (Cirele your n.mu.}/’g' ,l | i N

-.l

eu-\——-.._,k_' I__,~ {1
r A

BD P

([ fField Date:
!.._,; v, ,_Ja_{.- 4 S

MASTER

Polygon Evaluation
** Admin Use Only **

Number of Polygons: _L Slope: lu

Aspect (urdt. all n.Twam) N SWE
- TUNALn LD

B

Vegetation (Y live)

ENW NE SW SE

Lrosion (BLM score)

Arca Desceription: [/ __i-_‘f‘:;) { 1 LJ
i -

Undesir/noxious weeds

Erosion (BLM Form)

POLYGON
A B C D E F

Surface Litter

0]

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Surface Rock
Movement

Pedestalling

Flow Patterns

< \W)

Rills Depth

Qs

Vegetation: % of POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F
Live (desirable)

species L{C

*Undesirable (weedy) |~

species B

*Noxious weeds 5

Litler 731\1

Rocks > 2" e |

Bare Ground |¥

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6 e
items must total 100%) L

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE % _L{;\
= Live + 3%Undesirable s

Gullies Frequency

—]—

3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
Y _N_N (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
increased erosion less vegetation

gullies other [ LL\ .

Estimate width ol affected edge (in feel)

*Up to 3% ol undesirable species and 0% ol noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %4,
Vegetation ("0 live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monilor)

Soil Movement A
TOTAL BLM Score: |~
BLM score:

0-55 =M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

Exposed Waste Material? Y \’\ N

T POLYGON
Species Present:

Weeds Present:

POLYGON

A B C D E F

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

Bl

Crested whealgrass

Cheatgrass

™) >

Slender wheatgrass

Baby's breath

Yellow sweetclover

Kocha

Allalfa

Thistle

EWW&

Lealy Spurge

4.

e [Estimated pl I_‘_‘;.__:; A

e Approximale area (in square feet) || )\ )

e Number of arcas with exposed waste =
g & X

5. Is there evidence of: Y N A

| bulk soil failure land slumps

| subsidence

6. Barren Areas: Y N \

e AtLeast 75 fi° e Nota rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?
Y N

VW B Lh

0N UDNUL

ﬁm%tﬂy

EMMA*@‘

HHHH%%ﬁ

Ri 118 OnO N

NUNAASY

SRS

Use D [l)u:‘unanl) F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y AN _
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N A
Number of gullies |
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1’5{__, "J_J LN (N (AL ._,g 1D d
U U (

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

snecios Prove
Species Present A B C D E F

TinatlLl

e
[

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),
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Mostey
" 15063
BRES FIELD FORM site ID:

Team Members (Cirele your name):

). Hunt

9 5 -
Site Name: HUrpet Add 0N Field Date: 7~ §-(
L kilmer

Number of Polygons: l_ Slope: 0" 1o |D° Aspect (circle all relevant): N@W ENW NE SW SE

Arca Description: ivﬂj.lﬁtu. Lot Swy rpunded k?j_i’éﬁi.d:(.ﬁ_ﬁ-_

Polygon Evaluation
** Admin Use Only **

D

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger Items
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
significantly different than remainder ol the sie?
Y N \/ (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier depositional area

more weeds steeper slope
increased erosion less vegetation
gullies other

N S pommginds 0N back

Estimate width of affected edge (in leet)
N /

o8

. Exposed Waste Material? Y
Estimated pll
Approximale area (in square feet)
Number of areas with exposed waste

NV

land slumps

. s there evidence ol Y

n

bulk soil failure
subsidence

6. Barren Areas: Y N /

e At Least 75 fi° o Nol a rock outerop

o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?

Y N

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F e A B C D E F
Live (desirable) "h? Surface Litter (p
:Ec"":" _ Surface Rock
Undesirable (weedy) 6 Moveinent ,l
species -
Pedestall
Noxious weeds O s 3
i 77 Flow Patterns C’\
cr
== Rills Depth |
Rocks =2 3 l
Rills Frequene
Bare Ground 20 : “ e
TOTAL (above 6 o Gullies Depth O
itlems must otal 100%) l Gullies Frequency O
ADJUSTED LIVE % . -
= Live + §%Undesirable % Soil Movemen} 3
*Up to 5% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |/5
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score:
V::__--:'Il.ulmn (" live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor)
(.:-I_t.: 0= RI\;lRL'\l;]iI.I'IIK“H'II'I ||'|3|'I|';I\-’C|“L‘l'||] 56_100 = EV (Engineeﬁng Evalua[ion)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) .
=% POLYGON
10)- ||',“_ . sotle Procan :
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present A B C D E F
Ty ey POLYGON e
Species Present: A B CD E F Spotted knapweed '
Sheep fescue >< Dalmation toadNax ><
Crested wheatgrass D Cheatgrass l
Slender wheulgrass | Baby's breath X
Yellow sweetclover ’>< Kochia x
Alfalfi F i X
v 1" . Leafy Spurge
Rt Rubber | | T a8
SU\\SC\‘PU} |
Py LAWY o fTAle ‘
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 67 in depth):

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies




Comments.

N odiatdv oveos outide of SiH bhound r1€S

hut wittun same ot ponteun undssiable

e s
J

Sh”{?- T.-?{frr ?P{','.'imjﬂ:}{& 1uns:

NONE_

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

B

POLYGON
< D

E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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(MO oON
BRES FIELD FORM site ID

Team Members (Cirele your name): 0 8

__Site Name (\1 1\[ ,‘j’{ ) Ql

‘t i

W

.I;“_le[d Date: ";; {

4y 2
. » 5 &

AV i

r,\

LY

kr:“/l._g'.‘.,ll . '\H h_,i- i.,_ T rl."-_\.___-"-—-t:

[T ) JR
4 %% Admin Use Only **

Polygon Evaluation AIlB |C |D |E |F

" Vegetation (% live)

Number of Polygons: \  Slope:| ) lu 5 Aspect (¢ glrl.]t.. all n_ll.v.ml). N S W E NW NE SW SF LT
Arca Description: M NCoNt 3 '“3- 1A O .-__} i LVWSE( i_ L.Jro:m.n: : :«.un,)d
R ndesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
5 ¢ Erosion (BLM Form - &8 :
ground covered by: A B C D E F ( ) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) /¢ Surface Litter ‘
-:lEjU:j"-'ﬁ‘_ S et Surface Rock 6 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the sile
ndesirable (weedy) | w7 Movement ;*unl[v different than remainder of the site?
species — 5 [
e re—— 5 Pedestalling | ! b N (check applicable items)
—= - f:_ 3 Flow Patterns b‘ | lime rock barrier depositional area
Litter “ — s weeds teeper slope
Rills Dentl Ny more weeds steeper slope
= ills Depth :
Rocks = 2" + ‘ _LI < increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground l“il S Trequeey 2. gullies other IOV VELL
TOTAL (above 6 = Gullies Depth ) . i -‘f}.
items must total 100%) | U Gullies Frequency A Estimate width of alfected edge (in feet) =
ADJUSTED LIVE % |75 s C F
= Live+ 59 scimibils: | A Soil Movement N
=Live+ 3%Undesinible  jo” ] | - Z 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y '~ N
*Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 2] o Estimated pH_ & Vil ” ) e e
;\;"f‘i‘!:::i“:z' ;‘:S“;;L l_m‘f'f":i_f\djusml Live %. BLM score: . e Approximate area (in square leet) :.:“-J
L“'“l;,.' 8 4 JiVEs) SCORS: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste |
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON \k
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: B (“ [') E F 5. Is there evidence ol Y {

Species Present: POLYGON

A B C D E F

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure | land slumps

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadlax

*L\\'subsidcncc

A
N
X

Crested whealgrass

Chealgrass

{
6. Barren Areas: Y \_\ N

Slender whealgrass

<

Buby’'s breath

e Al Least 75 fi° o Not a rock outcrop

e Less than 10 % total uwc:’l, (live & litter)

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Yellow sweetclover W Kochia — Number of barren areas =0

Alfalfa \ Thistle ‘/.i I\fu bdr:mgihh cover over 25% ol any polygon?
<y Lisr L S l;j' Leafy Spurge a8 —r P

1 4 | 1 | i -

§ FA i s - g - . F T .

] L1 W, i bl - i = % % Fror

k’aj A Y KO _L ! ij“ﬁf‘ 7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

7 T - N ™

r,ailf\ = .‘!-,'_.', o Y L I —.r'—\ . "
4 (oA AR == Are any gullies aclively eroding? Y N
Vindd I AVIY, l Number of gullies
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IS
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_Site Name: | o, '/

e victd Date: /508

I NW NE SW SE

e_«_r_-acﬁ;

Team Members (Circle your name): ; \
Number of Polygons: | Slope: () to /) Aspect (circTt all relev
Arca Description: Y& '

Polygon Evaluation E

** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?

*Noxious weeds

Y N (check applicable items)

Flow Patterns

e 8.1 -
‘*—C”’? with a flow patk 4T IS «d jace n

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Rkasion (RLM Form) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) sl Surface Litter 2
e = Surface Rock i

Undesirable (weedy) D Miivscisnt |
~pecien 5 Pedestalling 4

a

Litter

lime rock barrier | depositional area

Rocks = 2" Rills Depth

more weeds |1 steeper slope

Rills Frequence
Bare Ground I 4

|1 less vegetation

|
|
| | increased crosion
| 3¢ other 0 i,

gullies

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) /5

items must total 100%) ’OO Gullies Frequency
ADJUSTED LIVE % |~ o -
= Live | 5%Undesiruble_} O Soil Movement /

2
-

N X

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: (I‘ e Estimated pll
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: e Approximate area (in square feet)
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) ) ——
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B C l.) E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N X
- POLYGON bulk soil failure land slumps
Species Present: ; o Spotted knapweed

P A B C D E F P P subsidence

Dalmation toadilax

Sheep fescue

Crested wheatgrass Cheatgrass

6. Barren Arcas: Y N y

D

Slender wheatgrass Buby's breath

e At Least 75 ft* @ Not a rock outerop

Kochia
Yellow sweetclover >

e Less than 10 % wtal cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Alfulfa Thistle

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Lealy Spurge

Y N

7. Gullies (ovwer 6™ in depth):
Y N 3(

Are any gullies actively eroding”? Y N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

Number of gullies

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




Comments.

ecy soml] =T A0 L.

\ e a'f'mm I1S o el
J J

ad iaﬁ{rﬂf' A 1/ SHc Fhere ave S raa AR

noviads  weed< -

;’1{*/_\)‘/:.::547(‘ (s .QLL/{"\”‘,OQ—H?'F/‘I___

Additional Vegetation:

Species Present

A

POLYGON
B C D

()

F

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: ~ Site Name:

\~ IField Date: + j'; Gl

Team Members (Circle your name):
~7 —
Number of Polygons: & Slope: o
A ¢ 9
Arca Description: =0 '

'

Aspect (circle all relevant): NS W ENW NESWSE -

N =

Polygon Evaluation A B |C (D |E |F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (Yo live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON

A B C D E F

ground covered by: A B C D E F
Live (desirable) Vi
species "\
*Undesirable (weedy) e
species \
*Noxious weeds 0
“. %

Litter

Rocks = 2"

Ly VL

Bare Ground

TOTAL (above 6 | [,
items must total 100%) (19

ADJUSTED LIVE % |, \’"«E \\
= Live + $%Undesirable | ¥ Sy

*Up to 3% ol undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count loward Adjusted Live %,
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

POLYGON

Species Present: A B CUD E F

Sheep fescue

-

Crested wheatgrass

Slender whealgrass el PaS

Yellow sweetclover ¢

Alfalla

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Surface Litter

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*I1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Surface Rock
Movement

Pedestalling

Flow Patterns \

Rills Depth ]R8

Rills Frequency

Giullies Depth

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different thun remainder of the site?
Y_ >N (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
less vegetation

> other

increased erosion
gullies

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) . =0

TOTAL BLM Score: |

BLM score:
0-55 = M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N
o Estimated pHl

e Approximate area (in square feet)

e Number of areas with exposed wasle

th

. Is there evidence of: \dj\ N
bulk soil failure
_>csubsidence

land slumps

6. Barren Areas: Y > N

® At Least 75 fit @ Nol a rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?
Y XN,

Weeds Present: A BPO(l‘.\’([I)ON E F
Spotted knapweed < | ¥
Dalmation toadilax 5 p
Cheatgrass 5. =3l
Buby's breath <<
Kochia -
Thistle -~
Leafy Spurge /"';_
P

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth):

Y_ -y N »#

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N <
Number of gullies




‘.

p |

Comments. ®

e

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

F

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




#152 Montana St & I 90 MmeA (] 200%

ONMENTAL REMEDIATION
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MASTER -

NS

‘?\\l - e P\ ¢ - - - N ~ -
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name: *_\( /1 oLl _Field Date: 0 .l'r |)y | Polygon Evaluation | A (B |C |D [E [F
- 7o ** Admin Use Only **
Team Members (Cirele yuurn.nm} \\r “\; Lo X Y lnw L O KA )1) L\ Vegetation (% live)
egelation (% live
Number of Polygons: 7 Qlupo.. to 25 Aspect (Lil‘LlC all relevant): N S W ENW NE SW SE 3 E_ BLI\:
rosion score
Area Description: S A w0 (¢ (209 ( Mavthn) LU F"C-’-z) : 3 : . o)
: U Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
- o Erosion (BLM Form i -
ground covered by: A B C D E F ( ) A B CD EF *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Liw_ldcsimblc) s )d Surface Litter L | 3
-:l":‘““" : 2215 Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site
U"fi‘—'-""'i’hl‘-' (weedy) e Movement .| 2] significantly different than remainder of the site?
.:‘lpculcfs 10 {. Pedestalling 3]G Y _X N (check applicable items)
r.““’"“"'“ weeds S 4‘-’ ¥low Datierss e lime rock barrier X depositional area
Litter 15 | 2 T ) more weeds steeper slope
Rocks =27 51 © - . : = 3O increased erosion | less vegetation
Bare Ground 20 \7 Iy Ereguensy 11O gullies | other
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth e
items must total 100%) [100] 10 Gullies Frequency o | e Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % S
; 5> : - Soil Movement
= Live + S%Undesirable | Y[ 21s 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y > N
*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: | 73| 1+ o EstimatedpH 3.0 — F.o
weeds may count loward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: e Approximate area (in square feet) 7 ZSRH0 ©
- Bl i) e - e . =
V‘;Ecl‘m“" (% live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed wasie )
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) i
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B C ;) E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N_x
T e POLYGON - TR 2 bulk soil failure land slumps
Species Present: A B CD E F Spotted knapweed .'\) 0 cilitiason
Sheep fescue AR Dalmation toadflax :L AL
Crested wheatgrass x| 3 Cheatgrass |V 6. Barren Arca§: Yy X N
S AR —— Baby's breath e Al Least 75 fi° @ Nota rock outcrop
Stendeér’ whealgrass TIlE Kochis Al X e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Yellow sweelclover Cl= S XX Number ol barren areas 3
Alalla e Thistle \L Y E()u barrNcn\;rcus cover over 25% of any polygon?
5 Leafy Spurge : / =
Bl £\ A4 F- F D g P_ L "{ 'j'
9(:{\15\ a0 2‘% X | ) c'\LkL"{\I cxiweel T3 7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):
) Sy S8y Y IE Y N X
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
: = = = Number of gullies
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), ¥ (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




Comments.

5 A \
e A95Y [0 C 3 ¥ un

Additional Vegetation:

e s . POLYGON
Species Present A B C D E

Sl g r,l }0'\\; C. s
. Qr..:(?_lb';)\\ CaRUe0ny
NS o\ W g Ba) \ A
* ind . MASTS T
Pl 9 B 2.4
A X oaADLAC LY C \ \
N\ DR AN

@ &R O%:18A) P AEL o

N Q ll_'? AN X LA

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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- -




BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:__ Site Name:

Team Members (Circle your name): -~ o

B

- ‘| Field Date:

Aspect (circle all relevant): N'S W E NW NE SW SE

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |DI|E |F
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Number of Polygons:  Slope: 10 - = }
+i Ly srosion ( score
Area Description:
Undesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
; T Erosion (BLM Form .
ground covered by: A B C D E F on ( orm) A B C D E F *“Identify trigger arcas (using # ) on air photo®
Live (desirable) AN Surface Litter .
’:p"r"""cf__ — = Surface Rock > 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
L “‘_]‘"‘““'hl" (weedy) Movement — significantly different than remainder of the site?
z:[::cuj*s — = Pedestalling | Yy X N (check applicable items)
- vt = Flow Patterns 7 I lime rock barrier depositional aren
Litter - Rills Deotl = more weeds steeper slope
ills Depth =
Rocks > 2" ) - = - Aincreased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground 25 Rills Frequoncy : 7~ gullies | other
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth o)
items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency’ Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % 5 ~
: o . L Soil Movement 9
= Live 4 5""“'_“’“"“’“"_'" _ ) - T 4. Expulsed Waste Material? Y N X
*Up 1o 5% of undesirable species unq 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: | - e Estimated pH
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live Y. BLM score:

Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

e Approximale area (in square feet)
o Number of arcas with exposed wasle

POLYGON

Species Present: A B CD E

F

POLYGON

Weeds Present: B C D E

¥

1| >

Spotted knapweed

W

Sheep fescue

Dalmation toadflax

i

. Is there evidence of: Y N
bulk soil failure land slumps

| subsidence

Crested whealgrass

Slender wheatgrass

i

Yellow sweelclover

Jt

Alfalfa

Cheatgrass :.E

Baby’s breath ‘/(
Kochia :
Thistle

N e X R-

Leafy Spurge

6. Barren Areas: Y X N

o At Least 75 fi” o Not a rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren arcas cover over 25% of any polygon?

Yy NX

N
BY7 —

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

7. Gullies (over 67 in depth):

YX N__

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies =




Comments. . : Additional Vegetation:

= . ‘..!: { ']'f i - ¥ L Fit a .3 A '.
[‘ : iy vi : «i . G S = apeticnf ruset A BPO({‘Y(I.)OI\ E F
: : =0l
[ o -
- | oval Do ~ Adin
- i / 1 =

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or [ (Infrequent),




~

C

LD FORM Site ID

156
BRE

Team Members (Circle your name)

s \%
—
-lﬂ.w\-\_. Cuvpel (L.-f\'\c

Lask

.!:1/ ASTe m. il

Field Date:

wepdre, Aol

Number of Polygons: | Slope: 1 Q) to

speet (circle all rdq"ml)

W E NW NE SW SE

;14908’

16/o5

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C |D |E
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Arca Description:  “Trande o B _1he - vppar " .S Io_rq__. bt &
ndesir/noxious weeds
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
: M- Erosion (BLM Form - gl
ground covered by: A B C D E F ( ) A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter Z
il;‘;"-‘“—‘-‘._ - ‘I'O Surface Rock - 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
. “qk-f‘”ﬂmt' (weedy) Movement f"l significantly different than remainder of the site?
:i:'::-“u — 2 Pedestalling NJ';!" Y N (check applicable items)
OXIOUS weeds b . -
. i si Flow Psatterns 3 lime rock barrier depositional area
e IR Rills Deoth more weeds steeper slope
= s De
Rocks -2 oy —— P [ increased erosion less vegetation
Bare Ground )0 Rill Frequency 2 cullies other
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth A
items must total 100%) /00 Gullies Frequency 2 Estimate width of alfected edge (in feet)
’_\P.'"_'I‘? :.r‘:',) I;IVP‘I ;._" 2 Soil Movement ]
SACRC T S CeRiruIne : =l 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N)(
Up to 5% ol undesirable species and 0% ol noxious TOTAL BLM Score: e  Estimated pHl
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: ) ?‘. L e Approximate area (in square feet)
T Y I S—— . . =
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste
0-20% = R1 (Reclamation lmprovement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: B POCLY(I;)ON E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y N )(

POLYGON

wnecies Procont:
Species Present: A B CD E F

Sheep fescue

Crested whealgrass

Slender whealgrass

Yellow sweetelover

Alfalfa

QAL sk

LH A HX B

&n{l. ~

L_. G!' [riy
[}

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent). or | (Infrequent).

Spotted knapweed

bulk soil failure
subsidence

land slumps

Dalmation toadflax

Chealgrass

6. Barren Areas: Y N X

Baby's breath

e Al Least 75 fi* @ Nota rock outerop

Kochia

o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Thistle

Lealy Spurge

XXX X

Y N

Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Yy X N

Aré any gullies actively eroding? \"X N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent),

Number of gullies )




Comments.

s Lrysiie Scure s 2fce rs < [xuat- 2
bt codd  be .r\m_:\ il be c.ri"ﬂeg.olc.ﬁ
PRV 8 P PO 1 a. 930 * .cla'f-:

e 64\/“1 Gve ey = Du‘l' ce i l me!-

= STJ;M-\*" Laelay

et Lbogok 4

ﬂ’—r}l‘r‘v SJ! j

alvn

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




BRE

Team Members (C II'L]L your n.nm.] 4

D FORM Site IDF\\Sm Name'

i all

o

Y "J_/
Date:

"}"Hfmhj Lﬁ‘_),-.’

Polygon Evaluation A

** Admin Use Only **

Y ".r f /?

¥

Number of Polygons: Slope: I J

Louon . j__

Area Description:

A\pu.l {ur:.ls. d“ u.l-..vanl] I\@W F NW NF SW SE

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

—

Undesir/noxious weeds

Other BRES Trigger Items

*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

3. Site Edges: Are outer edyes of the site

¥ N (check applic':hlc. ilems)

~ lime rock barrier

~S
I~ more weeds '\ steeper slope

o &
| Joincreased erosion
:/‘ gullies

7~ less vegetation

other V1 2 |

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON
ground covered by: A B C D E F Eroslon (BLM Form) A B C D E F
Live (desirable) A9 Surface Litter (D
specied = Surface Rock
mUm:Iusirnhlc (weedy) 2} Pr—— ‘1|‘ \
species A >
, = Pedestalling |
*Noxious weeds 2
: 7 Flow Patterns a
Litter Al . i , q
7 Rills Dept (]
Rocks = 2" (71\. e —
Rills Frequence N
Bare Ground ’_._-; “. il t‘i
TOTAL (above 6 ~0 Gullies Depth =13
items must total 100%) ' Gullies Frequency f
ADJUSTED LIVE % J.f,.‘ Soil Movement f”}

= Live + 5% Undesirable

A depositional area

sign.'\l'rlmly different than remainder of the site?

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live Y.
Vegetation (% live) score:

0-20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y
e Estimated ptl

e Approximate area (in square feet)
e Number of areas with exposed waste

POLYGON

Species Present: B C D

E F

Is there evidence ol Y

0

bulk soil failure land slumps

| subsidence

A

Sheep tescue I :

Crested wheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: Y N

Slender whealgrass %

o Al Least 75 fi* e Notu ruu.:k.i.mlcrnp

Yellow sweetclover

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren arcas

Alfalfa

TOTAL BLM Score: ||

BLM score:

0-55 =M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
Weeds Present: A B POCI.'Y(:)ON E ¥
Spotted knapweed F
Dalmation toadilax X
Cheatgrass T

Baby's breath S

Kochia b e

Thistle 574

Leafy Spurge

Y N

arren areas cover over 25% of any polyeon’
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon?

["ﬂ/.atzl

) 4 ,.f.l‘_:'

~ Y e

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y NN

Ao

Ard d.l‘l}‘ gullies actively eroding? Y

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Number of gullies




Comments._* L ONUN 0 SON. G~ Aot VOJS

Additional Vegetation:

JONN A tniien diu Y oAamanC

0 NI

POLYGON

Species Present A B CD E

|

U ﬁ%LD.ﬂ(lDdtt(‘h /Nvalilelzia

W) INCIA M DA P 64 DS (N NN DD

N\ OUEN DA A B tS B KE ot
+ SN0 nNIDDON - Ot in OAY.
umiumpiatKa: Y

b NN R UYL . (NNDICHON |
S~ AN ADYWNO R SUAE oI/ DT DON

/Nt KN

) D). o A DuNeUA
houn YV A X \

«NPOVYY ¢

on F)N 0 O] TN AN

QA0 OAD CAY

AN A & Oy 0
ot anC ¥ ' R

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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MasRryr

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:E?‘ite Name: _(UJaste Koct bxmfi’:icld Date: F-9-()5| PolygonEvaluation | A |B |C |D |E |F

— 3 p **Adm' U‘, 0 !.Q*
F'ecam Members (Circle your name): T !—ﬁ,uﬁ L- Kiloner —

. > ) ) - Vegetation (% live)
Number of Polygons: | Slope: _Z__lu ] Aspect (cirele all relevant): N@W ENW NE SW @ <.

s 2 . i Erosion (BLM score)
Arca Description: _es dunnal aree. (n (el trvill€

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: A B C D E F Evesion (BLM Form) A B C D E F “Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*
Live (desirable) Surface Litter g
SP‘?UicS‘ IO Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
';J“';""S'f'dh"—' (weedy) 30 Movement 5 signifigatly dil’l’crcnli Ihl::n rc:;\uindcr of the site?
species 5 Y N (check applicable items)
*Noxious weeds 15 Prdesallion 3 i . e
Flow Patterns 3 I lime rock barrier | depositional area
Litter 7.0 > | more weeds | steeper slope
= : Rills Depth | . g :
Rocks > 2 5 | increased erosion | less vegetation
'“.l F." : | ies . g
Bare Ground 0 Ptl s. requency [ | gullies Wlhtr%o
TOTAL (above 6 o Gullies Depth 0O N ‘ o ' .V 9%
items must total 100%) |1Y% Gullies Frequency O Estimate width of aftected edge (in feet) [6
=l LS . . Expose aste Material? Y
*Up 1o 5% of undesirable sp?‘cics am:I 0% ol noxious TOTAL BLM Score: {q e Estimated pll ¥ et Com M.zﬂ':'s
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: e Approximate area (in square feet)
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 =M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) P
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: A B I"()(l‘.\ (;)ON E F 5. Is there evidence o Y N |/
Speiis Prevests - I’O(l:\ (;)ON g Spotted knapweed V3 butl,k‘::‘jml failure land slumps
4 subsidence

Dalmation toadflax J

Sheep lescue

Chestgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N
e At Least 75 ft' @ Nota rock outerop

e Less than 10 % wtal cover (live & litter)

Crested wheatgrass

Slender wheatgrass Baby’s breath

Allalla Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?!
. Y N

Lealy Spurge

Cotton wogde
Mustards

| <
[ :
Yellow sweetclover X Kochia /’< Number of barren areas
| 2
' ]

7. Gullies (over 6in depth): s
Y N % g tumum
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
Number of gullies

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dommant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).




Comments.

Srh" hm. ndiies n 7 apeas . (S¢¢ atriat mci.ﬂ)

Lmnm’n{ o | mn!u(‘ar ey luding Fhg
Lnaﬂg_la;j. il o

paurg A2\ vahis oGz 210N . Blo g WX'¢, acLo)m’.

GDF\LnGarJanmi—E' ﬂdm(‘ﬂ_ﬂ'f 12 S \ntD

land  Owners nV‘Pr)Gr"‘LA Woskrn SiY  edag
l")H [Vka! \!ﬂﬂu)i’uj tv,zv‘l(‘x‘_ﬁ %}.;1

')

Shyyrt term Roctomend givons

gt weeds

S
- aoplu crusned Limye ek 1+ @ Qroads o
O oy - :

Additional Vegetation:

NG POLYGON
Species Present A B CD E F
Use D (Dominant), I¥ (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site 1D:59Site Name: NW Syndicate Pt Field Date: T-7-0g [ Polygon Evaluation [A [B [C [D [E [F
i e ! .- ** Admin Use Only **
leam Members (Circle your name): ). HuarT L. Kidlmex

Vegetati Y live
Number of Polygons: | Slope: 4 10 | Aspect (cirele all relevant)(N S W ENW NE SW SE SEERTOn T )

Arca Description: M_P_’![E . Open Qreq Reeide T ] ¢ Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items
: & g Erosion (BLM Fo B
ground covered by: B C D E F ( ) B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Live (desirable)
species

Surface Litter

*Undesirable (weedy) ;urfnce Rock ] .Si~'|‘-: .l..:d:?cs;-l'?fc.uu[f!- Cd.b:us.t-‘mw si‘h: £ by
s ovemcr.ll ::{I}:,Ill mm;ty di LI‘:.I.‘;! “}:" M;'h.l.lgtlh.:r- lt] "_“' site’)
*Noxious weeds Pedemalling ,_-. .L SRR ‘-"f'-'“"}
. (F——
Rocks =27 R!“S ieptn ¢ increased erosion | less vegetation
Bare Ground ills Freqnensy - gullies other

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth
items must total 100%)

ADJUSTED LIVE %

F ot SR 2dgge

Gullies Frequency LEstimate width of affected edge (in feet) 30

&8 [vogloo & |>
WOR MNP E D [f[*>

: 3 5 Soil Movement
= Live | 3% Undesiruble =

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y v/ N

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 32 o  Estimated pli

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: e  Approximate atea (in square feet) 400 €1 -
Vegstation (¥live) g 0-55 = M (Monitor) o Number of areas with exposed waste |
0-20% = RI {Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) i

40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: \ B PO([,‘Y (;)()N EF 5. Is there evidence of: Y N V7

Species Present: FOLYGON Spotted knapweed bk goll atluve land slumps

B C D E F

| subsidence

Sheep fescue Dalmation wadtlax

Cheatgrass

6. Barren Areas: Y N y/

e At Least 75 ft* e Not a rock outerop

o Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas i

Do barren areas cover over 23% ol any polygon?
Y N

A \

| A

Crested wheatgrass - F
Stomder wheatgrass F Buby's breath X
\ Kochia Y\
5 X

\

Yellow sweetelover

Alfulfa Thistle

Lealy Spurge

Musiz gl 7. Gullies (over 67 in depth):
Prici 1 etiuc e Y N

- Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N
mm A Are any gulhes actively croding?
nuag_bilory ‘ Number of gullies

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent). Use 1)(l)un1§mu1t]. l‘-(Fruqucnl]. or | (Infrequent).




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

- N¢ <ide uged €or receeatiun Rall fields Species Pressat POLYGON

cuin A\ P\&xjrﬁruwv\d has exposed waste. A B C D E F

Use D (Dominant), I (Frequent), or | (Infrequent).

Ohoyt Jeewa Reccomonda ons”
-Soutin halt of Parking [0t heed S Crushed

hongstnng lavcier Hue +0 cxposed WSt

= N. torner of (lave ¥ Mssouln asphalt diteh with
—plugged Storm dealn.
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BRES FIELD FORM sit
Team Members (Circle your nameE JCda
Number of Polygons: I Slope:

vite Name:

%ﬁd“ﬁt‘&“ﬁ Field Date: \[- ([-O&

: nc;r n

Aspeet (circle all rele .ml} NS WENWNESW Sl*

Arca Deseription: Surrgufﬂ_,nﬁ- E_Ej” _de_a lh s

Polygon Evaluation A |B |C (D
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesir/noxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON
oround covered by: A B C D E

¥

POLYGON

Erosion (BLM Form) B C D E

Live (desirable)

Surface Litter

Other BRES Trigeer ltems
*Identily trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

*Undesirable (weedy)
species

Surface Rock
Movement

species &)
I
[

*Noxious weeds

Pedestalling

Litter LjO

Rocks =2 ’

Rills Depth

Bare Ground ‘7

Rills Frequency

TOTAL (above 6
items must total 100%) lm

Gullies Depth

ADJUSTED LIVE %
= Live + 5"%ulUndesiruble 5/

Gullies Frequency

A

g

/
<

Flow Patterns 3
X

X

X

P
<

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ol the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
Y X N (check applicable items)

lime rock barrier depositional area
more weeds steeper slope
X increased erosion X less vegetation

gullies other

Estimate width of alfected edge (in feet)

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live Y.
Vegetation (" live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100% = M (Monitor)

*Up to 5% of undesirable species und 0% of noxious

TOTAL BLM Score: |]§

BLM score:
0-55 =M (Monitor)
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N )U
o Estimated pll

e Approximate area (in square leet)
Number ol areas with exposed waste

POLYGON

sniirctes Provent®
Species Present: A B C D E

¥

POLYGON

Weeds Present: A B C D E

Spotted knapweed

Sheep fescue

5. Isthere evidence of} Y N X
bulk soil failure
subsidence

land slumps

Crested whealgrass

Chealgrass

Baby's breath

Slender wheatgrass va
i

Yellow sweetclover

Kochia

Allulfa ‘

Thistle

s Blgsperge

W A
Dalmation toadilax I
15

X

X

X

Lealy Spurge

6. Barren Aruaa Y N X

o At Least 75 fi° @ Nota rock outerop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number ol barren arcas

Do barren areas cover over 25%, ol any polygon?
Y N

| Sats: :.1

Braduedl [T

Use D (Domimant), F (Frequent). or | (Infrequent).

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or | (Infrequent),

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth):

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N)(
Number of gullies




Comments.
st Pal: asn
7 -JJ

; /
- [1@0./:_: £ roSio n ar‘aunc:‘ Soce

L
4:.& for 2 vaSon Js<ues

SHed ki 3/ -

@ Alan - ANack rnod gt +he heoundar,
wtA Fbe Sendicate o;"f—-r&ﬂammeq(']
ACCESS  fovi Vs - I

s o A Oéag{ ;/t"'l‘.'ﬂ ‘S-An-/J he f‘(’f'br_ﬂw'c{‘{

Additional Vegetation:

POLYGON

Species Present A B C D E

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent). or | (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_

Site Name:

Ql«de_ & -Q Field Date: h{‘;/m

Team Members (Circle your name <y

Larsors )

Polygon Evaluation A|B |[C |D
** Admin Use Only **

F

J-u. L Larien A m—f

RCARL I
Number of Polygons: 3 Slope: 01020 7..:.Aspcu (circle all relevant): NS W E NW NE@SE

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLLM score)

reals €A

Arca Description: _S.% S, o/ wmT sk ~é.t 7ot WMA
ohan Undesir/noxious weeds
f
Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltems
ground covered by: A B C D E F Exosion (BLM Form) A B CD E F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo™®
Live (desirable) Surface Litter SIS E;
’_"rP'"':"-'-N : 10 » Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
"U“‘:l'-"‘"'“hlt' (weedy) 2 0lup Movement I | e significantly different than remainder of the site?
:':p':t'ltjh — 3 Pedestalling AP Y _X N (check applicable items)
Noxious weeds 2 ‘f-—r 10 Flow Pattetns 2> ol= lime rock barrier | depositional area
Litter 40 | 2 10 = %) | more weeds 'A-\L‘-) X steeper slope (A)
Rocks > 27 S 13 | l = - i 21 X, increased erosion(()l less vegetation C(.)
Bare Ground 1511004 il Q4! * gullies | other Nawlarn
TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 0|0 ()]
items must total 100%) {00 |04 [/p0 Gullies Frequency O1ol0 Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)
ADJUSTED LIVE % =
; . Soil Movement
= Live + S%Undesinable _|3€ [ €726 | i i 2§ T 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y_3X N
*Up t0 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: |14 | 1¢719 o Estimated pH_4.5° sobls
weeds miy I..‘tllll.l:ll toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: o Approximate area (in square feet) w
Vegetation (% live) scure: 0-55 = M (Monitor) e Number of areas with exposed waste (i ~ B
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) Pos"
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) POLYGON

40-100% = M (Monitor)

@)

>, -
Species Present: POLYGON

Weeds Present:

B C D E F

Spotted knapweed

Dalmation toadflax

5. Isthere evidence of: Y N_
bulk soil failure
subsidence

land slumps

Cheatgrass

Baby’s breath

Kochia

Thistle

Lealy Spurge

XX[XXeHP >
< X & )T X

6. Barren Areas: Y X~ N
o At Least 75 fi' @ Not a rock outcrop

e Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter)
Number of barren areas

Do barren areas cover over 25% ol any polygon?

A B C D E F
Sheep fescue TIX| O
Crested wheatgrass 0 |w|T
Slender wheatgrass F X|T
Yellow sweetclover s '>(><
Alfalfu T Y i
[Deadows bL\ml\ D
Conkagw: )

H XXX [Xo [X|m

auﬂr_r 't'h-\a- N

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequem).

Use D (Dominant). I (Frequent), or I (Infrequent).

Yo NE Poly gorn g Ol GAY) vadsr
¢ e

7. Gullies (over 6™ in depth): £ (.)

Y N

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y__ N__

Number of gullies




Comments. Additional Vegetation:

* Thvee se.f.r,.#a [p;gl,,iﬂ,,,\; — " BPOé,Y([;)ONF "

EAe all packs ek Jf deaiae s

wrof b "‘-v\'r_--‘z!f"_xm ;;f- Pa‘_la o I3 d

£ 0= comallegt ,o.,«-!—

- C. = E ast ot éi:ﬂ_:ntaﬂ_é

— L"ifa}sap wg.{“t s radtevad 'Hurn hood k 5
Site gu n‘m\nia_a .,:EJ "a

L an.‘.k -SCanb_'.rn! o.c pﬂl; ( Foan q_npn- lt‘-\l’ *D .
. N 2_{_ ‘;m " J s ....g![ Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent). or 1 (Infrequent).
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:

il

Team Members (Cirele your name): G_, Qé,

Number of Polygons:
ye

Areca Description;

J» Slope: () Iu}_Q A\pu.! (Circle all relevant): NS W I
,)/d Lt Nc (( r‘ZLLt"

Site Name: E "X_ LN

Kw N[a@la

C‘C.&_“Z_igiz ns,ple

Field Date: l‘)o ¥

Polygon Evaluation A B |C D |E
** Admin Use Only **

Vegetation (% live)

Erosion (BLM score)

Undesirmoxious weeds

Vegetation: % of POLYGON

ground covered by: A B C D E F

Erosion (BLM Form)

POLYGON

A B C D E F

Surface Litter

S—
——

Other BRES Trigger ltems
*1dentify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo*

Surface Rock
Movement

Pedestalling

Flow Patterns

Rills Depth

Rills Frequency

Gullies Depth

Live (desirable) 22

species

*Undesirable (weedy) (p
species

*Noxious weeds ,\3)

Litter ‘-/O
Rocks = 2" /’)

Bare Ground \T‘%

TOTAL (above 6 ;

iems must total 100%) jo\-)
ADJUSTED LIVE % _pg
= Live | $%Undesiruble

Gullies Frequency

Soil Movement

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site
significantly different than remainder of the site?
¥ X N (check applicable items)
| lime rock barrier X depositional area
| more weeds
X increased erosion
| gullies

steeper slope
| less vegetation
| other

Estimate width ol alfected edge (in feet)

*Up 1o 3% of undesirable species and 0% ol noxious
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %.
Vegetation (Ya live) score:

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement)

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation)
40-100"% = M (Monitor)

TOTAL BLM Score:

:% 0 I N F S

BLM score:
0-35 = M (Monitor)

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation)

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N)(
e  Lstimated pll (7

e Approximate area (in square feet)

e Number ol areas with exposed waste

Species Present: FOL