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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.   
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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 
between Butte and Warm Springs, Montana 

01 9/1/1979 

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 7/22/87 

Silver Bow Creek Site (Original Portion) Phase 1 Remedial 
Investigation Final Report 

00 January 1987 

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 II Remedial Investigation Report Completed 08 April 2002 

Final Phase II Feasibility Study Report Completed 08 April 2004 

Proposed Plan for BPSOU 08 December 2004 

Record of Decision BPSOU and ongoing work under order 
amendments as design is completed for certain components 

08 September 2006 

Consent Decree or Unilateral Administrative Order for Full Remedy 
Implementation at BPSOU 

08 Expected 2011 
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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 
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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: 

 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. 

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

 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.  

 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). 

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

 2004 – The proposed plan for the BPSOU was completed. 

 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   X 

Arsenic X X X 

Cadmium  X X 

Copper  X X 

Iron   X 

Lead X X X 

Mercury X X X 

Silver   X 

Zinc  X X 

 

For humans, primary exposure pathways at the BPSOU include: 

 Ingestion of surface soils (for residents, commercial workers, and railroad workers);  

 Ingestion of interior dust (for residents and commercial workers);  

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

 Ingestion of surface water (for recreational visitors); and 
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 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: 

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

 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: 

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

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

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

 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. 

 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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 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. 
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Section 4 
Remedial Actions 
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 

 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.  
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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: 

 Prevent ingestion of or direct contact with contaminated groundwater that would 
result in unacceptable risk to human health. 

 Prevent groundwater discharge that would lead to violations of surface water 
ARARs and RGs for the BPSOU. 
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 Prevent degradation of groundwater that exceeds current standards. 

The BPSOU groundwater remedy is summarized as follows: 

 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. An engineering 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.). 
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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.  

 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. 

 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: 

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

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

 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. 
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 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.  

 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 RI 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 II 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.  
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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 II, 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 II 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 III 
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 I, 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 III, 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.  
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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 II.  

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. 

 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. 

Solid Media Components: 

 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.  

 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.  

 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. 

Groundwater Components: 

 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. 

 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 Components: 

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 Removal. 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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 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.  

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

Institutional Controls: 

 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.  

 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. 
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Section 5 
Progress Since Last Review 
This is the first five-year review for the BPSOU. 
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Section 6 
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 

 Local interviews 

 Document review 

 Data review 

 Institutional controls review 

 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 
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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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 Group 1 Settling Defendants’ (Atlantic Richfield and Butte-Silver Bow) Draft 
Institutional Controls Implementation Plan (2009) 

 Institutional Controls Strategic Plan Framework Document (May 1993) 

 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). 

 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) 

 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).   
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Table 6-1 
Soil, Dust, and Vapor Action Levels in Residential Areas 

Contaminant of Concern Exposure Scenario Concentration 

Lead 
Residential 1,200 mg/kg 

Non-Residential 2,300 mg/kg 

Arsenic 

Residential 250 mg/kg 

Commercial 500 mg/kg 

Recreational 1,000 mg/kg 

Mercury 
Residential  147 mg/kg 

Residential (vapor) 0.43 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3)  

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:  

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

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

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

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

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

 Homes with no children but with one or more sources (paint, water, soil, house 
dust) with a lead concentration which exceeds the 95th

 Designated playgrounds; 

 percentile as determined by 
the 1990 BSB Environmental Health Lead Study (BSB 1992). Particular attention 
should be given to homes built prior to 1940; 

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

 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; 
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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 
µg/dL. As shown in the table below, the number of blood lead test greater than 9.9 
µg/dL has decreased significantly from 1990 to present. In the past two years, none of 
the tests had results greater than 9.9 µg/dL. 

Table 6-2 
Blood Lead Test Results by Year 

Year Number of Blood 
Lead Tests 

Number of Blood 
Lead Tests > 9.9  

µg/dL 

Percentage of 
Tests with > 9.9 

µg/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 1.4 
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 
422 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: 

 Site edge condition; 

 Exposed waste; 

 Bulk soil failure; 

 Barren areas;  

 Gullies;  

 Vegetation cover (scored by polygon); and 

 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: 

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

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

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

Trigger Item 
Number of 

Sites/ 
Polygons 

Number 
of 

Triggers 

Triggers 
per Site or 
Polygon 

Recommended 
Corrective Action 

Trigger Type 
Frequency 

Site Edge Condition 

100 Sites 

61 61% M 26% 

Exposed Waste 60 60% EV 26% 

Bulk Soil Failure 14 14% EV 6% 

Barren Areas 58 58% VI 25% 

Gullies 41 41% EV 17% 

Total 234 --- --- 100% 
Polygon-Specific 

Vegetation 
140 

Polygons 

43 31% VI 74% 

Erosion 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 

Trigger Item 
Number of 

Sites/ 
Polygons 

Number 
of 

Triggers 

Triggers 
per Site or 
Polygon 

Recommended 
Corrective Action 

Trigger Type 
Frequency 

Site Edge Condition 

206 Sites 

119 58% M 43% 

Exposed Waste 75 36% EV 27% 

Bulk Soil Failure 6 3% EV 2% 

Barren Areas 51 25% VI 18% 

Gullies 29 14% EV 10% 

Total 280 --- --- 100% 
Polygon-Specific 

Vegetation 
221 Polygons 

41 19% VI/RI 79% 

Erosion 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 

 

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 CaCO3, the standard is 
calculated at this maximum allowed hardness. Typically the hardness only decreases 
below 400 mg/L as CaCO3

 

 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]): 

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. 

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. 

Capture and treatment of contaminated ground water

Contingency elements will not be implemented until the remedies above are in place. 

. 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. 
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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:  

 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 (SS-07);  

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

 Installation of the MSD subdrain and reconstruction of the MSD channel; 

 Reclamation of source areas throughout the OU; and 

 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): 

 Operation of the MSD and hydraulic control channel collection systems;  

 Operation of the LAO treatment lagoons; 

 Inspections of reclaimed areas; and 

 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 

Contaminant 
Human Health 

Standard 
(µg/L) 

Chronic 
Aquatic 

Standard 
(µg/L) 

Acute Aquatic 
Standard 

(µg/L) 
Notes 

Aluminum -- 87 750 Dissolved fraction 
Arsenic 10 150 340  

Cadmium 5 0.097 0.52 Hardness-
dependent 

Copper 1,300 2.85 3.79 Hardness-
dependent 

Iron -- 1,000 --  

Lead 15 0.545 13.98 Hardness-
dependent 

Mercury 0.05 0.91 1.7  

Silver 100 -- 0.374 Hardness-
dependent 

Zinc 2,000 37 37 Hardness-
dependent 

Note: All standards are based on total recoverable analysis except for aluminum. 
µg/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: 
 SS-01 (Blacktail Creek at Harrison Avenue, United States Geological Survey  

[USGS] station 123231230) 

 SS-04 (Blacktail Creek above Metro Storm Drain, USGS station 12323240) 

 SS-05 (Silver Bow Creek below MSD and Buffalo Gulch) 

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

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

 SS-06G (Silver Bow Creek below treatment lagoon effluent) 
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 SS-07 (Silver Bow Creek below wastewater treatment plant) 

 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 SS-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 SS-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 SS-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 SS-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 SS-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 SS-01 contains total 
recoverable copper at approximately half of the chronic aquatic standard. Results 
from downstream stations SS-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 SS-07 there is little change in the compliance ratio. This indicates the primary 
sources affecting compliance with the copper standard lie between SS-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 SS-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 SS-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 SS-05 since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-21. The 
pattern is similar to SS-06A 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 SS-01 shown in Figure 6-23, the results are similar to SS-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 SS-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 
SS-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 SS-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 SS-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 
SS−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 SS-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 (µg/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-06A 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 SS-04 since 2005 are shown on Figure 6-
42. SS-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 SS-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 SS-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 µg/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 
zinc, 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, 
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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 7th 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 8th, significant mortalities 
were observed in the caged fish at SS-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 9th and 11th

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.  

. 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 SS-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.  
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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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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 

 Controlled groundwater area designation; 

 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 

 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: 

 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.  

 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 

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

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: 

 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. 

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

 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 
DNRC, 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).  

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 

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. 
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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 
(as identified in the controlling documents) Instrument Implementation and Use Effectiveness of the Institutional Control in 

Supporting the Remedy 
Controlling 
Document 

ROD and Group 1 IC Plan   

Responsible Entity BSB County and other Group 1 SDs   

Access  Access easements for lands owned by the Group 1 SDs to 
allow the access to perform Superfund-related monitoring and 
maintenance activities.  

This is currently implemented for the Group 1 SD owned property through the existing administrative orders and will in 
the future through the CD or Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO). 

This IC is currently effective.  

Access easements for property not Most, but not all, third party private lands currently have access agreements. BSB and ARCO (the principal Group 1 
SDs) are working to identify these properties and the draft ICIP indicates that they will seek agreements with the 
owners for access rights that would run with the property deed.  

owned by the SDs (i.e., 
third party private lands). 

This IC is currently effective for most third-party 
private properties. 

Land and Water Use 
Restrictions  

Controlled Groundwater Area (CGWA) Two DNRC-designated CGWAs are currently in place that restricts well drilling and groundwater use in areas 
overlying contaminated aquifers.  

This IC is implemented and effective. 

Hook-up ordinance An ordinance is in place that requires all prospective water users to hook into the BSB municipal water system, where 
it’s available.  

This IC enhances the effectiveness of the CGWA and 
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 
and Dirt-Moving Protocols for All Dirt-Work to be Performed In and Near the Butte-area Superfund Sites.  

The Protocols document is currently being used and 
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 
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.  

This IC is anticipated to be effective. 

Restrictive covenants Restrictive covenants prohibiting the unauthorized disruption of source area caps or other controls or engineered 
structures are presently in place for much of the BPSOU where response actions have or will occur. According to the 
draft ICIP, the restrictive covenants have or will be filed in BSB property records and run with the title of the land. An 
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.  

This IC is currently effective for all BSB/ARCO 
property and is anticipated to be effective for third-
party property. 

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

These amendments to the existing zoning ordinance 
are expected to enhance the effectiveness of BPSOU 
ICs. 

Informational  
Devices  

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

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 
land owners, developers, and prospective buyers upon request.  

This IC is currently in place and effective. 

Fencing and land-use posting. As part of BSB’s on-going operations and maintenance program for reclaimed areas, fencing and land-use signage 
are installed as necessary to prevent impacts to reclaimed caps. This is an ongoing activity for both public and private 
lands. 

This IC is currently in place and effective. 
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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.  

 Nationally-accepted design standards; 

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:  

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

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

 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.  

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

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:  

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

 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  

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 

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. 
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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).  
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 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. 

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: 

 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. 

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

 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. 

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

 All data and information relating to CGWAs. 

 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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Section 7 
Technical Assessment 
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 µg/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

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 

.  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.  
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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 SS-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 (SS-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 

COC 

Noncancer Oral RfD 
(mg/kg-day) 

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

Baseline Risk 
Assessments  2010 Baseline Risk 

Assessments  2010 

 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 -- 

Manganese Not 
evaluated -- 1.4E-01 6 Not 

evaluated -- NA -- 

Mercuric 
Chloride  3.00E-04 3,5 3.00E-04 6 NA -- NA -- 

Elemental 
Mercury  NA -- 1.6E-04 7 NA -- NA -- 

 Non-cancer Inhalation Criteria Cancer Inhalation Criteria 
(mg/kg-day) mg/m3 (mg/kg/day)-1 µg/m3 

Arsenic NA -- 1.5E-05 6 15 1,4 4.3E-03 6 
Lead NA -- NA -- NA -- NA -- 

Manganese Not 
evaluated   5.0E-05 6 Not 

evaluated  NA -- 

Mercuric 
Chloride  NA -- 3.0E-05 7 NA -- NA -- 

Elemental 
Mercury  8.6E-05 3,5 3.0E-04 6 NA -- NA -- 

References (Ref) 
NA = Not Available  
1  EPA 1997. Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit. Baseline Risk Assessment for Arsenic.  
2  IEUBK Model was used to evaluate exposure to lead 
3  EPA 2003. Final Human Health Risk Assessment, Walkerville Residential Site 
4 IRIS 1991. EPA Integrated Risk Information System Database (IRIS). 
5 IRIS 2003. EPA Integrated Risk Information System Database (IRIS). 
6 IRIS 2010 EPA Integrated Risk Information System Database (IRIS). Online database at: 

http://www.epa.gov/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.  
 

http://www.epa.gov/IRIS/search.htm�
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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 µg/m 0.1 µg/m3 3 
Indoor Air Lead Concentration 
(Percentage of Outdoor Air  30% 30%  

Lung Absorption  32% 32% 
Age Specific Data for Air Pathway: 

Age Range 
Ventilation 
Rate 

Time Spent 
Outdoors 

Ventilation 
Rate 

Time Spent 
Outdoors 

0-1 2.0 m3 1 hr/day /day 2.0 m3 1 hr/day /day 
1-2 3.0 m3 2 hr/day /day 3.0 m3 2 hr/day /day 
2-3 5.0 m3 3 hr/day /day 5.0 m3 3 hr/day /day 
3-4 5.0 m3 4 hr/day /day 5.0 m3 4 hr/day /day 
4-5 5.0 m3 4 hr/day /day 5.0 m3 4 hr/day /day 
5-6 7.0 m3 4 hr/day /day 7.0 m3 4 hr/day /day 
6-7 7.0 m3 4 hr/day /day 7.0 m3 4 hr/day /day 
 Walkerville 

RA Alternate   

Drinking Water Rate 
Lead Concentration in Drinking 
Water  
Constant 

4 µg Pb /L Water Data 
not Varied 4 µg Pb /L 

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 

ingestion  
55%dust 
Ingestion 

45% soil 
ingestion  

55%dust 
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) 
   

GI Values/Bioavailability Information 

Absorption Fraction for Soil See below  
30% default  (12% site 

specific) 
Absorption Fraction for Dust See below  30% 
Absorption Fraction for Water   50% 
Absorption Fraction for Diet   50% 



Section 7 
Technical Assessment 

  7-7 

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

Table 7-2 
IEUBK Assumptions 

 1994 HHRA 2010 IEUBK  

GI Method Bioavailability Non-linear Passive Method: 
Soil   

Passive Absorption Coefficient  0.02   
Active Absorption Coefficient 0.1   
Absorption Half-Saturation 
Coefficient (µg/L) 1000   
Residence Time in GI tract (days) 1   

GI Method Bioavailability Non-linear Passive Method: 
Dust   

Passive Absorption Coefficient  0.05   
Active Absorption Coefficient 0.25   
Absorption Half-Saturation 
Coefficient (µg/L) 1000   
Residence Time in GI tract (days) 1   

Dietary Lead Intake 

Age Range: 

Dietary 
Lead Intake 
(µg/day)

Dietary 
Lead Intake 
(µg/day)1 

Model default Dietary Lead 
Intake (µg/day) 

2 
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 1.68 1.6 Default (1.68 Site 
Specific) 

Cutoff 10 µg Pb/dl 10 µg 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 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
µg Pb /L = micrograms lead per liter  
µg Pb/dL = micrograms lead per deciliter 
µg/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: 

 Criteria for oral exposure pathways have not changed. 

 Criteria for inhalation exposure to arsenic have changed, but do not significantly 
change calculated arsenic action levels. 
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 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 µg/m3 to 0.63 µg/m3.

 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 
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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.  
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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 

Issue No. Issue 
Affects Current 
Protectiveness 

(Y/N) 

Affects Future 
Protectiveness (Y/N) 

1 
Changes have been made to the 
Selected Remedy for Solid Media 
(sampling depths and removal depth)  

No 

No. These changes 
make the program more 
effective and/or bring the 
program into 
consistency with other 
residential yard cleanup 
programs. 

2 

Some corrective actions identified 
during BRES monitoring are not taking 
place in a timely manner. Corrective 
action work plans are not being 
developed and sent to EPA for 
approval before implementation.  
Corrective actions need to be 
implemented on an annual basis to 
maintain cap integrity. 

No. Caps generally 
remain in-place as a 
barrier between 
mine waste and 
humans. 

Yes – If previously 
reclaimed areas 
deteriorate, a potential 
exposure pathway may 
be generated that could 
increase human health 
and environmental risks. 

3 

There are gross exceedances of acute 
aquatic life standards in Silver Bow 
Creek during storm events. Copper 
exceedances of acute aquatic life 
standards are tens and hundreds of 
times greater than the standard.  

Yes 

Yes. If runoff from the 
BPSOU cannot be 
improved, this could 
prevent establishment of 
a self-sustaining fishery 
and impact downstream 
OUs. 

4 

The BSB storm sewer system is aging 
and contributing to contamination in 
Silver Bow Creek. Monitoring of storm 
system point sources from Superfund 
and non-Superfund sources will be 
required as BMP’s are implemented, to 
determine where the need exists for 
additional work on the storm water 
system.  

Yes. The storm 
water system may 
be a source of 
contaminants and a 
conveyor of these 
contaminants to 
Silver Bow Creek. 

Yes. It is recognized that 
the storm water 
conveyance system is 
not completely a 
Superfund issue, but 
monitoring, coordination 
with BSB on its 
implementation of its 
improvement plan, and 
continued BMP 
evaluation for specific 
mine waste-related 
issues is important for 
achievement of remedial 
goals. 
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Table 8-1 
BPSOU Issues Summary 

Issue No. Issue 
Affects Current 
Protectiveness 

(Y/N) 

Affects Future 
Protectiveness (Y/N) 

5 

Interim institutional controls are in 
place. Specific, key ICs include:  
(1) earth moving protocols (not in 

place);  
(2) storm water ordinance (in place); 
(3) zoning ordinances (in place);  
(4) restrictive covenants on caps and 

other engineered structures (in 
place); and,  

(5) controlled groundwater area (in 
place).  

No. Initial IC 
implementation 
efforts are 
encouraging and 
should be pursued.  

Yes. The ICs will be 
critical to ensure waste-
left-in place is not 
disturbed, that 
excavated mine waste is 
properly disposed of, 
and that storm water 
structures function as 
designed.  Finalization 
of the ICIP plans is 
important. 

6 

Ecological monitoring does not track 
the success of the remedy in attaining 
the goal of a self-sustaining fishery in 
Silver Bow Creek. 

No  

Yes. Ecological 
monitoring may show 
issues not detected by 
current monitoring 
programs. 
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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 

Issue Recommendation and Follow-Up 
Action 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Agency 

Milestone 
Date 

1 

Issue a decision document to 
acknowledge changes in sampling and 
removal depths for residential 
properties. 

EPA/DEQ EPA/DEQ December 31, 
2011 

2 

Develop a program to follow up on 
BRES-related recommended 
corrective actions and other O&M for 
reclaimed areas. Include corrective 
action tracking, annual work plans, 
updates to the source area database 
and an annual audit of the schedule 
and accomplishments. 

BSB EPA/DEQ December 31, 
2011 

3 

Construct new BMPs on the Butte Hill 
to control runoff. Continue water 
quality monitoring during storm events 
to measure progress and long- term 
trends in storm water quality. Include 
careful monitoring and coordination 
with BSB with the storm water 
conveyance system in this process. 

Atlantic 
Richfield/BSB EPA/DEQ December 31, 

2014 

4 

Evaluate and optimize municipal storm 
water collection system in concert with 
upgrades to the Superfund collection 
and treatment system. 

Atlantic 
Richfield/BSB EPA/DEQ December 31, 

2014 

5 Implement an enforceable Institutional 
Control Plan. 

Atlantic 
Richfield/BSB EPA/DEQ December 31, 

2014 

6 Update the monitoring plan to include 
ecological monitoring.   

Atlantic 
Richfield EPA/DEQ December 31, 

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.   
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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. 
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Figure 3-1. 
Upper Clark Fork Basin NPL Sites
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area NPL Site
Five-Year Review, 2010 
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Figure 3-2. 
Butte Priority Soils OU Site Map 
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area NPL Site
Five-Year Review, 2010 
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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

A
P:\3380‐New RAC8\237 ‐ Silver Bow 5 Year Review\Priority Soils\Draft Report\Figures\BTL Performance Summary.xls Cadmium

0.01

0.1

1

To
ta
l R

ec
ov
er
ab

le
 C
o

Date

Influent Cadmium Effluent Cadmium BTL Discharge Standard

.. 
I~'" • 6 • 6 - ..... , ....... - .. . ....... ~-. _ .... , ..... +~~ ... T 

.t. t 

:.: ~ ..... .t- . ..... .. 
~ t;. 

• 
t;. 

t;. 

t;. CJ. 

A ~ 
A-

t;. 
.A 

~ 

.Al>CJ.~ ~. t;. t;.t;. 
~ 

" .i 

~ 
fA 

It;. 
t;. 

--+-



100

1000

on
ce
nt
ra
ti
on

 (µ
g/
L)

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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Chronic Standard
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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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Total Recoverable Copper

Chronic Standard
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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

Dissolved Copper

Total Recoverable Copper

Chronic Standard

Note: This elevated dissolved 
copper datum is plotted as it exists 
in the database. It's validity has not 
been verified.
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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

Dissolved Copper

Total Recoverable Copper

Chronic Standard
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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

Dissolved Copper

Total Recoverable Copper

Chronic Standard
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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
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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
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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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Total Recoverable Zinc

Chronic Standard
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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

Dissolved Zinc

Total Recoverable Zinc

Chronic Standard
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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

Dissolved Zinc

Total Recoverable Zinc

Chronic Standard
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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

Dissolved Zinc

Total Recoverable Zinc

Chronic Standard
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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

Dissolved Zinc

Total Recoverable Zinc

Chronic Standard
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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

Dissolved Zinc

Total Recoverable Zinc

Chronic Standard
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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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Total Recoverable Zinc

Chronic Standard
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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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Total Recoverable Copper

Acute Standard
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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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Total Recoverable Copper

Acute Standard

A
\\dengissvr1\fedprojects\3380‐New RAC8\237 ‐ Silver Bow 5 Year Review\BPSOU\Revised\Figures\Copper ‐ Storm Flow.xlsx

0.001

0.01

0.1

Co
pp

er
 (m

Date



1

10

m
g/
L)

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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Total Recoverable Copper

Acute Standard
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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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Total Recoverable Copper

Acute Standard
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Figure 6‐32
Storm Flow Copper Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS‐04
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five‐Year Review

Dissolved Copper

Total Recoverable Copper

Acute Standard
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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

Dissolved Copper

Total Recoverable Copper

Acute Standard
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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
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Figure 6‐40
Storm Flow Zinc Concentrations and Acute Standard at SS‐05A

Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Five‐Year Review

Dissolved Zinc

Total Recoverable Zinc

Acute Standard

A
\\dengissvr1\fedprojects\3380‐New RAC8\237 ‐ Silver Bow 5 Year Review\BPSOU\Revised\Figures\Zinc ‐ Storm Flow.xlsx

0.01

0.1

Date



0.1

1

10

Zi
nc
 (m

g/
L)

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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Figure 6‐45
Storm Flow Total Recoverable Zinc Compliance Ratio ‐ Acute Standard 

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
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Appendix A 
 

Site Inspection Photographs 
 



Photographs Taken During Site Inspection: October 6, 2009 

 
Photo 1. Lower Area One Flow Distributor 
 

 
Photo 2. Lower Area One B1 Cell 



Photographs Taken During Site Inspection: October 6, 2009 

 
Photo 3. Lower Area One B1 Cell Sludge Dredging Barge 
 

 
Photo 4. Lower 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 cap 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 

-:----c-:-_-,-c---,-_______ ("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. 

C. 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: 

I . 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: 

- I -



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 ofBSB shall remain the property 
of BSB and may be removed by BSB at any time within a reasonable period after 
completion of the Work. 

3. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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 ofBSB'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. 

6. 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. 
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7. 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. 

8. SALE, LEASE, OR OTHER CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY. Owner agrees that if 
he/she sells, leases, or otherwise conveys any portion ofhislher 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. 

9. 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. 

I O. 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: 

II . 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. 
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12. 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. 

13. 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. 

c. 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. 

f. 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. 
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TN 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 
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EXHIBIT 1 TO RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

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

Recorded at RolI _---', Card __ in the records of Silver Bow County, Montana. 
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EXHIBIT 2 TO RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT 

WORK PLAN 
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EXHIBIT 3 TO RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT 

SAMPLE REQUEST 

I, the undersigned, am the owner, hislher 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 ofthat 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. _______________ ___ 
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EXHIBIT 4 TO RESIDENTIAL ACCESS AGREEMENT 

COVENANTS 

A. 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: 

1. 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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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 hislher 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. 

5. 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. 

- 9 -



B. 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. 

C. 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. 

- 10-



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 ) 
ss 

County of Butte-Silver Bow ) 

On this __ day of _______ , 200 __ , before me, 

----------oc,--,----------,' a Notary Public for the State of Montana, 
Notary 

personally appeared ----==c==:c;:;-----,' and is personally known to me or 
Property Owner (5) 

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 

FORTHESTATEOF _____________ __ 

RESIDING AT ______________ _ 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES ____ _ 
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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: _ _ ____ _ 

- 12 -



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C 
 

Reclaimed Mine Sites (Source Areas) 
Visited during Site Inspection Tour 



.,1'1-
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: IVI IrJ ~\t I "VI"'I:: 

I Team Members (Circle your name): SIiArJ14H 
Number of Polygons: -.b... Slope: ~to....l5.... Aspect 

, R. (;NfIn (,K. 
Field Date: # 7-

(circle all relevant):~S 2i E hI~ Em S~ !::IP 
Area Description: ____________ _ 

Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C D E F 

Erotion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
L\S I\1l s"",cies 

"Undesirable (weedy) :, suecies II> 

"Noxious weeds 1- 5:-
Liner Ie. Ie, 

Rocks:> 2" l- 1-
Bare Ground 1:2 'l-q 

TOTAL (above 6 
.1<><: ••• items must total 100%) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % .(l h(f - LiYe + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable ~s ~o of noxious 
weeds may count toward AdJ tcd L %. 

Veg"'lion (0/0 livo) seo"" ~ 
0·20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 
~;9 0/0' VI (Vegetation Implementation) 

-100% M enitor) 

Surface Litter .) h . 
Surface Rock 

L Movement :z. 
Pedestalling 1'/ I" 
Flow Patterns ? ~ 
Rills Depth 0 () 

Rills Frequency 0 2-
Gullies Depth 0 ... 
Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movemem 

~ TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 7 ~S • M (Monitoi'll~ 
nlf Evaluation) 56· t 00 - EY En ineeri 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A 8 C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 
Spotted knapweed IT I r-

Sheep fescue !::> "]:: 
Crested wheatgrass -IL 

Dalmation toadflax - -
Cheatgrass IT. -I" 

Slender wheatgrass - Ir) Baby's breath - I 
Yellow sweetc lover - - Kochia - -
Alfalfa - iT r 

Thistle - ~ 

I niut",r • I 
Otl!cr 

r;Q;II'I Vi' . • 1 Ulhe!' 

O!ht'l- Ulhn 

t)dK·J 
Olll~" 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequem), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evalu~~n A B C D E F 
** Admin Use On ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F "'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) 

lJ lime rock barrier U depositional area 

U more weeds U steeper slope 

U increased erosion U less vegetation 

0 gullies U other 

Estimate width of affected edge 

--4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N -- --
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area __ 

• N umber of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

D bulk soil failure LJ land slumps 

U subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y / N 
• At Least 75 rr • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas--..h.... 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_N---1C 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y~N_ 
A.re any gullies actively eroding? Y ./N --
Number of gullies +-



Comments., ___________________ _ 

@ j"Wo - r>\CP-~ "'f"""YrT' f-}, yU. ~~~ ~ .",.. t 
PO~'i4 'V'" S A- &0 b ~ /2.fr.;t.f16N t DrE 

7).,az C) ' Fer..r1.fvvT @E-t.t.€rn47'"N GZvE=ol1? 21~$t60..r 
S ~ >II' Ie""" 

- ..,...~ J)A..~ S'6(cxz.et". 6eo(1.fyy /It'Z-&:S I gC,A..ff4' 

@ 7&'?S $ lZ""T= • ~n <j, ~ 1 N IJ/Z£.4 !nf!-6a e-

11tf: 6lTf-aCi crt =nt1" B.6C\..~ r,... (1'I!J«/"lIf) 
1H.5" %~o, n-~ 13""AI~-"1"1P ~/rnt 1Pw¢iM 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent), 
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BRES 1'1 ELD FO RM Si lo! I):r< ~~e Name: L -It Ie f71; I1c Field l)a'J,~fi - og r-"Po-cll-',-'o-n ""~-,·"-cI"-"--'H--'oo-, -'"cA----'"""'I'-, "'c"'· --'Ic")--'-""E--'-""F~ 
~ / 0 - Ti"\ ~ --- ** A dmill U.w.! Oulv ** 

TC:11l1 M~lllbcrs «(,in.:!.: your nam~ ): _t..::2t:2Y'o'ol\ ~~..ct.a UL m { 

~ 
Vcgcw lion (% li ve) 

Number of Polygons' Slopl:: 0 IOlQ. Aspect (c ire c all n: lcva llt ): S E NW NE SW SI: a ./ilJT -I'" Erosion (BLM score ) 
An.:a Ol.:sc riplion: J...e.:. C2.V\)_t..:.1I-4~--F~. ________________ _ 

~ Undcsir/noxiolls weeds 

Vcgcl:ltion: "/ .. 01" !'OI..YGON 
ground cowrcd hy: A " C I) E F 

Livl.! (ucsirabk) 
~ 35 30 snl:cics 

·Undcsir:tblc (weedy , '10 ,,\ )J sned..:s 

·No; .. i ull~ weed:. r: n 3 
Lilh:r ]0 :;0 ),0 
I{m:k. .. > T c, /<; !d 
Llarc Gruund 5 ::ri 15 
TOTAL (above 6 

J(J) Jj, iftX ite ms mUS11ol:1l 100%) 

AI)J USTlW !.IVE "/1/ ~ ,/0 3$ = LIVe ~ 5'~~U Ill.h;sir .. bk 

·Up 10 5% ufu ndcsi rablc specks ;uuj U% urnoxit)lIs 

weeds 111:1)' CUuI11 1uwaru AdjuslI.:d Live 'Vu, 
Vegelalioll (% live) score: 
U-20% - RI (Rcclamaliun Impwvellk'lll) 
21-)1) u{, _ VI (Vcgel:uiulI llllpicmerllal iull ) 
40- IUO% - M (Moni lol') 

SlIl'cil'S l'reH'III: 
PO I ,\'CON 

" 1\ C u .: F 

Sheep ti:scue )( 
Cresled wheatgl~lss 

Slcm!..:r wheatgl~jsS 7~ II 
Yellow sweelduve l' X .x 
A I I~llnl fL, -; ) 

Usc [) (Dominant), F (Frequenl ), ur I (Jnfrclluelll), 

POLYGON 
Erosion (BLM Form) 

A BCD [ F 

Surface L iner 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills I)eplh 

Rills Frclluency 

Gullies Dcplh 

Gullies Frequency 

Suit Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monilor) 

" 1~ 1 k' 
:; '6 1/ 
'1 b 3 
{p '1 .7 

i .7- I :;> 

)( f7 X 

I "i .'\ 3 

56-100 - EV (En~ineerin Evaluation) 

Weeds l'n'Sl'nl: 
POLYGON 

" 1\ C Il 

SpOiled knapwccd 11: X ::r. 
Dalmatiun toadtla ,~ X Xi ' 
Che:'l gr~'ss F )( 
Baby's bre;,lh IX' X .k' 
Kochia I){ X 1:kI 
Thislh: X Ix y 
Leafy Spur:;e J( y 

:sa h ;{u 11 :f. ~ 
J 

E 

Use D (Dominanl ). F (Frelluelll). ur I (Infrequenl). 

F 

Olhl'r UIU:S Tri~~l'l' It l' lIIS 
· Idclllil"y Irigger an'as ( li si ll~ # I un :.ir "huw· 

J. Silc "~dgl's : Arc OllieI' ellges o r Ihe site 
signi (icanlly Jirrercnl Ihan remainder o f Ihe sih..''! 
Y 'X N (chcck applicablc iIL'IlIS) 

'X. lime rock barrier 

nwrl' wl'l'ds 

X. dcposititillal an'a 

SIl'l'pl'r sluJl l' 

:l( inl"rl' :lsi.'d l' I'osion 

X. gulli l's 

kss \'l'gl' I:ll in u 
ulhi.'I' _____ _ 

ESlinwl~' width ufatli:c1<.:d ed);;e j in l~cIl 

4. Exposed WaSil' Mall'ria!'! Y X N 

• ESlil11:lleJ pi I J.I. ,0 
• Appro,'(imale area (i n sl1uare !i.:el) J (5 
• Number of arcas wil h e ,~t'k)sell w:tSle I 
5, Is lhere evidelice of: Y N X 

bulk so il f:,ilun: lautl slumps 

subsidl'uel' 

CI. Harrell ,\I"l'as: Y X N 
• AI Lcasl 75 n ~ • Not a ruck otllLTup 

• Less Ihan tU '} .. lola I cover (li ve & liller) 
Numberllfbarr..:n areas..!J 
Du barren areas cover over 25'~ " 1)1' :my polygon? 
Y_ N_X 

7, C ullies (over 6'" in deplh): 

<i N \/ 
Are :my gu llies ;Iclivci y eroo ing'! Y" N 
Number o r gu llies I 



Add itional Vegetation: 

SPCCil'S I)rl'scnl 
'·OI .\'(;Oi\' 

A II C 1) f: F 

• reeo '" p'lc.dl IAleed CO{! tra Ion 

Usc D ( l.)olllin;ulL J. F (FrclIUClIl). or I (I nfrCl.jlh:nl ). 



Low pH
material
eroding
onto site

Lime Rock

Lime Rock
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Buffalo St
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E Summit St

Mi
na

h S
t

N W
yo

mi
ng

 St

6,162 ft2
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2,076 ft2

536 ft2 410 ft2

303 ft2

80 ft
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0 +' . , j ldof( 
\"::'l f} D ..... ~"'Ip Fu:ld O:U(.': BRES FIELD FORM SHe 1O,_ SHe Na me, 

TC'Lln Members (Circk your "'Llne),,:;r~.: ::~ 
Nu mber of Polygons: L Slope: U 'iii"--~ !>pcrr(""cirt 

;--. <-h.....(." L.._ . tUy 
I (circle a ll n:kvo:lIu): N S W E NW NE S~ 
""..; St' - b-.. L..r..L..d.".tr:: t;; 

-r-..... ""W ..... G'"' I .... 

An:~1 Di!scriplion : At):.« e .... )~ .... "'.Q .I f -r 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Vl.'l!l.' laliulI: "/. of l'Ol.YCON 
ground covl'red by: A " C I) E F 

Surface Liller .8 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

" Pedes18l1ing 0 
Flow Pallems I;., 

0 Rill s Depth 

Rill s Frcllw.:ncy 6 
Gu llies Depth '2 
Gullies Frequency "l-

Live (desirable) 
;l... snecies 

·UmlesirJblc (weedy) 
1-s }Ccie:; 

·Noxious \weds JI'l 
Lilll:r II~ 
Rocks > 2" 'tD 
Bare Grou nd I '" I 
TOTAL (above 6 
ilems lIluSllol:11 100%) /00 

Soi l MOWlllenl I I/ 
L(' TOTAL BLM Score: 

AI)J USTlW LI VE: "I .. 14 - Live t 5~~Undesir.Jblc 

·Up 10 5~ .. uf um.ksimble species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may I:ounlloward Adju:;led Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation ('I .. live) scure: 
0·20%""" RI (Keclamation Improvement ) 

0· 55"" M (Monilor) 
56-.100 "'" EV-(Enl.!ineerin2 Evalualion) 

\Veeds '-n'senl: 
POl.YGON 

A " C I) E 

21·31) "t. - VI (Vegetat ion iml)lcillemalion) 
40·IOO~ .. - M (Munilor) 

Spoiled knapweed I f) SPl'"C il'S I'ren'nl: 
I'OLYCON 

A II C I) .: F 

Sheep fescue r:n Dahnaliun 1 ~ldt1ax :t 
Cheatgmss T 
Baby's breath 

Crested whc:lIgr:tss :r:. 
Slender whealgmss I-c 
yt:lluw sweell: luver fv Kochia 

Thisl h: Ix 
Lea ly SI)Urge fv 

AI /hill! 1\.-
. 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or t (Infrequenl). Usc D (oominanl ). F (Frequenl), or I (Infrequent). 

Poly~on Evaluation A 8 C I) C F 
.. Admin U.W1 OI1/it •• 

Vcgcl<llion (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

Oth~r URES Tri~;!.cr Itellls 
F * Idcliliry Iril-!;!.H arcas (us in:,: # ) UII air p holtl* 

.~. Site Edgl'S: Arc Ollier edges of the si1l.: 
signilic;mtly dini:rcn11h:m rem:lim'!.:r of the site'! 
y ..k'" (check applk:tblc ilI:IlIS) 

lilll (> rock barrier dCI)(Jsilional an':l 

I mure w~'cds Sh~l'pl'r s lulll' 

k illcn 'ascd l'n)siull less Vl'gl't:lt iol1 

I "ullies IIlher MO~ ~.C<!~ it-o 
ovt ,:J.,. ~ : ~~ ~O"...I i" 

Estimate width of "t1'c:eh:d edge (in ti.:cI) 

4, t:xpoSl'd Wasl,' Makriat'! Y X' N 
• ESlim:lled pll--=t. 0 ",,~.I~ 
• Approxim:lll: an.:a (in s'luare recl) - ,:f, 
• Number of areas wi lh expo:-ed w:lsk 

F 
5, Is Ihere evir.h:nce of: Y NY 

bulk soil (aitun' land slumps 

subsidence 

6. Barrell /\re:ls: Y ~ N 
• AI Least 75 n! • Not a wl:k uulnop 
• Less than 10 % 101,11 cover (live & liller) 
Number orbarrel! areas 
Do barren areas I:uver over 25'~ u of any polygon'! 

Y KN '" ~-<... rf\ ~ '" 

7. Cu llies (uver6" in deplh ); 

Y X- N 
Arc any gullies actively eroding'! Y YN 
Number of gu ll ies ?-



Comments. ____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species I'resent 
POLYGON 

A " C I) [ F 

• "r.... . LL.. :VC.l "",,-,,,", .- (Ill-. 'r .0 

• S;l~ l:iL.,) ~~tl 
Je Ly= ', 

• Usc 0 (Dom inant), F (FrcqucnI). or I (lnfrc(lucll1 ). 

• 

• 

• 



NE edge of shaft
cap compromised
due to heavy erosion
and human disturbance.

Open shaft approximately
6 - 7 ft deep, overgrown
with weeds; appears to be
remnant of old foundation.

Abandoned rail spur.

Abandoned railyard
debris scattered
throughout this area.

The few areas which have
live vegetation on this site,
also have significant noxious
weed problems.

Heavy vehicle
traffic evident.   

30 ft
17 ft
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More Vegetation
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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. 



#2 M~nnie Irvine 

" 

\ 
I ' . 

!!jltAA~ Feet 

o 55 110 220 330 440 550 660 



;\1-
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: £\1\ \rJ ~\ f:: 1 P..cJ\.vt Field Date: #-;, 
Team Members (Circle your name): SHtlNJ6. #~ RbNt\D c/(. 

I 
Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: ~toJS.... Aspect (circle all relevant):@§ WE NW NE S~ SIP 
Area Description: ______________________________ _ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
'\$ ~'D species 

*Undesirable (weedy) 
'; species \~ 

*Noxious weeds ').,. 5 
Litter \z:, IS 
Rocks> 2" l-- 2., 

Bare Ground 1.S ",9J 
TOTAL (above 6 

lOO .00 
items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % ~ h@D = Live + 5%Undesirable 
*Up to 5% of undesirable s cies 2 d 0% of noxious 

Surface Litter 3 -; 
Surface Rock 

1 Movement 2 
Pedestalling 1'1 (if 

Flow Patterns ~ i 
Rills Depth 0 6 
Rills Frequency 0 2-
Gullies Depth 0 .~ 

Gullies Frequency 0 3J 
Soil Movement ~ ~ 
TOTAL BLM Score: , ~ ~ 

weeds may count toward AdJ ted L % . 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 

1<tTO- IOO% M1l'Vfonitor))", 

BLMscore: V 
~5 = M (MonitOi')) ~ 
56-100 - EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed :t r-

Sheep fescue b -:t. 
Crested wheatgrass 

~ 1: 
Slender wheatgrass - 11) 
Yellow sweetclover - -

Dalmation toadflax - -
Cheatgrass . IL F 
Baby's breath - I 
Kochia - -

Alfalfa ~ 

T r 
Thistle - ~ 

,t~1l1'r !(Il.u"l-I X 
Other 

"BM11V vt'LbP.14~ X 
(){ her 

( }!her Oth-.:;' 

(}liH-.~ r 
Oth er 

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 remainder of 
the polygon? Y __ N~(check applicable 
items) 

lJ lime rock barrier U depositional are21 

U more weeds U steeper slope 

U increased erosion U less vegetation 

0 gullies U other 

Estimate width of affected edge __ _ 

. -~ 4. Exposed Waste Ma.terial? Y __ N __ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

[! bulk soil failure U land slumps 

U subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y /' N 
• At Least 75 ft2 • 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 . 
Are any gullies activdy eroding? Y /' N __ 
Number of gullies +-



Comments .. ______________ ~ ____ _ 

@: -;w-o - I'>\CP-6(Lf-cII ,-,17" f-}; W~ <!>~'" t ItIv ~ 

po-,-~~ \\VV 5 A- &0 /!:J /"?;o ~HcC'" t 7>t:E · 
Z'l.../o I> \ E!if-<?e fvv 7 ' @r:-t.Y?rn47"t I! aJ ~vEtY"7?? I FFfa6.., r 
S E::8) m I )ct:::') -.,.....t-r~ J).t\...~ r&C~ f2eo(4.&\1 ~s I ~tJ 

@ 7&'?S :s rr-€- . ~rSJ 'dL IN AM.4 ~f= 

. :nt:f: ErrPofJ of: -'7:t"€5 B-E-<-L~ rl'-- (f\iOII.-nt/) 
r1--L.~c. ~~f\ S r7"~ B cnJN/ln-,? 1P lII/(;;St ~ . 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D lE. F 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent) . 
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~'1 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: AVl't'1 tJvmr Field Date=l/lct}f>1 

Team Members (Circle your name): __ SL..!...:~:c.L4.!:.N,-"lG. ..... Jr'-'--'-(-t-I--,rNtC!..!LL-,<k~~~"l~ ___ --=-__ ----:=--___ _ 

Number of Polygons: _ ,_ Slope: ~to~ Aspect (circle all relevant):~ E@NE ~SE 
Area Description: dON " Pr;-NC"E- 114~t4 w&-S1 of Pr~ ~rc.t-· bVW'P ~ T~'5~ rtf 11 

A~T~f:1I/1 10 \I"'~~I ".,~ ,..s~1 ~ A."} ~"A:(~'Ke "l~. 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
a.{O species 

*Undesirable (weedy) '0 species 

*Noxious weeds 1-
Litter «i) 
Rocks> 2" 1-

Surface Litter 1-
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 

Pedestalling d.-
, Flow Patterns d-
Rills Depth I 

Bare Ground 5 
TOTAL (above 6 

ICO items must total 100%) 

Rills Frequency .~ 
Gullies Depth ~ 
Gullies Frequency a-· 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
~S = Live + 5%Undesirable Soil Movement 1<3 

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Scorer b-1 \ 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21 -39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor) 

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

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C D ' E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed t. 

Sheep fescue ~ 
Dalmation toadtlax 

Crested wheatgrass 1> 
. Cheatgrass r: 

Slender wheatgrass 1: 
Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa F Thistle 

P!~~I't \,)/l\J'J~ /a"'\ IX:: ~p 
I~E U\Tit-\ ~ I~ I-X 

(Mi\JiSl A 1\ D I 
Uthl:: liJHt'TE. ~'P :r:: 

()rh~r • ()lhe r 

{) i.1·I {·.~ I · (nhc !' 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent), Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent), 

F 

F 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
*ldentify trigger areas (using # ) on air IfIhoto* 

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of 
site only) significan,tly different than remainder of 
the polygon? Y --X- N __ (check applicable 
items) 

[J lime rock barrier U depositional area 

U more weeds ;M steeper slope 

~ increased erosion ~ less vegetation 

~gullies )9. other 5ralf/ t6./&'~lAiiV/l; 
Estimate width of affected edge aa I . 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 

• Estimated pH_ '_ ;1.J..;)'" 
• Approximate area....dt!OtJ t-( I A \ J 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ IV ~ :5 ;'tJlt~ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y ~ N __ 

}(bulk soil failure "land slumps 
U subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N)<: 
2 -- --

• 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. >tlies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N 
Are any gullies activ~roding? 
Number of gullies 



Comments., _________________ ~--- Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

.. QONl"1't2-V(.'nDW ~~U= OI'J W'~"'t" "I~ f cw: J'''''~( U~~ 

'1"0 l<-E-f;? ~1(1:1 KiKa o~-n.JE-sJ'J-e-) N"o 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), orl(lnfTequent). 
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BREJFIELD FORM Site Name: A-v\; (, E:: t) IJ Nt i' Date: '5/'37:> /iOO7- Polygon' Evaluation Ik $ G 
I ) 

Vegetation (% live) tv'! Team Members (Circle your name): s r4,A-t'1 I ",hT 

Number of Polygons: __ I _ Slope: {) -. t..co Aspect: 3bD"'· ifnru €:::S<\rea Description: CI't-'1 p,q.2.(,C.. Erosion (BLM score) JIll 
V-l! \>Att K \'s ~.t.M A~l'l; ~~ittkS (O f->~,,\ ' S;-~4(.b) % 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* 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of site only) 
species tt5 L 

significantly different than remainder of the polygon? 
*Live (undesirable 5 : :. Surface Rock Y __ . N __ (check applicable items) 
weedy) species Movement l' 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 
*Noxious weeds <5 :" .• . Pedestalling 0 more weeds o steeper slope 1-

TOTAL ?/o LIVE Flow Pattems 
0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

5D 7- 0 gullies o other 

Litter 
:50 

Rills r 
Estimate width of affected edge 

.-

Rocks> 2" 5 Gullies 
V 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N ./ 

GAtt-f::.C, !--OVvV'I'J t o --
• Estimated pH_ '_ 

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of Soil Movement • Approximate area __ 
noxious weeds may count toward live cover. I • Number of areas with exposed waste 

1. Percent live: please check appropriate 2. Total BLM score 1~. 2 __ • 3_' _ 0 Please 5. Is there evidence of: Y N---.L --
check appropriate category_ . . category: 

1 00-20 o 21-39 ~40-100 1 flO-55 056-100 
2 o 0-2Q o 21-39 040-100 2 00-55 056-100 
3 00-20 o 21-39 040-100 3 D O-55 056-100 
Species Present: Dominant Frequent Infreq_ Weeds Present: Dominant 

Sheep fescue 
'Iv 

Spotted lmapweed 

Crested wheatgrass )(. Dalmation toadflax 

Slender wheatgrass X Cheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover A. Baby's breath 

Alfalfa 'J.. Kochia 
, 

Other: X Thistle 
1A~ 16) \IV' Other: 
!l-~6L-1l. 1t"~ -f,. ~\l'b!?J81 AM~f)11 

X 

Use polygon number m boxes Use polygon number in 50xes 

Q:\Priority Soils\BRES\BRES Document\Appendices\FinaIFieldForm.rv.l.doc 

!J 

, 

Frequent Infreq. 

X. 

X , 

0- bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. B~lIoren Areas: Y ./ N 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas t - - -
Do barren areas cover over 25% of polygon? Y N -- --
Polygon barren area( s) located in (circle) 1 2 3 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
.y N ,/ 
-- --

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

13$1-12-&\/ &t-f.q IS L.OCt1.TE rN /poY2rk 

. S(tJt2 SITE!: / N~;<.r/o~ ff"i...(I/fl..TF: tlL(J.fHtr-rf· 
1P~&Jr1...f r fM.r /kJ.::r,.t}-C~/V7 /40/t!Yt~ e:J."..,-r/&!.. 

/<' 1> .rft7". _ ., /.,.A • • __ ., ~·o _ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: ],fLkf ex:: SIItrt Field Date: .,/,,'1 I 
, , 

Team Members (Circle your name): S~(<Awr I rn4J..L.o-'1 ' , 
Number of Polygons: ,a Slope: ~to~ Aspect (circle all relevant): NeW E NW NE~ 
AreaDescription: .s E. ~?1 1; C~vJe ,{!f.IJu') M~kt :;j=~ , 

Vegetation: % of 
ground covered by: 

Live (desirable) 
species -
*Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

*Noxious weeds 

Litter 

POLYGON 
ABC D E 

/0 :5 

Rocks> 2" Ttllt m ~ a I 
Bare Groun~ >~ '7 
TOTAL (above 6'" I I., 

items must total 100%) 1tJ() lIto 
ADJUSTED LIVE % / r:::~l~~ I) 
= Live + 5%Undesirable( Df •. O\P-"V 

POLYGON 

F 

Species Present: 
A B,C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass b F 
, Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

()rher 

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

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter: A".crlt?hle'tt 5S -0 ~. ; .. 

Surface Rock g ~~ Movement 

Pedestalling 0 {; 
Flow Patterns & 3 
Rills Depth 3 " ' , 

Rills Frequency .3 a... 
Gullies Depth ,,' 0 Lf 
Gullies Frequency C> :3 
Soil Movement S 3 
TOTAL ELM Score: '-;,c.; ,J 33 
~_s~~ (~:; M (Monitor 

6·100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B ' C D E 

Spotted knapweed ::r: 1: 
Dalmation toadflax :r 
Chea~grass ! 
Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle ' 

01her 

Other 

Olher 

Orh"r 

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

F 

F 

'Other BRES Trigger Items 
*Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air phot(ll* 

3. Site Edges: Are polygqn edges (outer edges of 
~site only) significagtly different than remainder of 
the polygon? Y_V _ _ N __ (check applicable 
items) 

LJ lime rock barrier U depositional area 

M' more weeds ~ steeper slope 

\t increased erosioIDI Mless vegetation 

[J gullies [J other __ ......... __ 

Estimate width of afff:cted edge ,It? .:p-
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 
• 'Estimated pH __ 
. ' Approximate area ._, 
• Number of areas wTth~posed waste Dl-" . 

- -- --
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V 
LJ bulk soil failure U land slumps ' 

[J subsidence 

6. Barren A.reas: Y 4,/ N 
• At Least 75 if • Not a rock outcrop 

, • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
N umber of barren areas f3.-.... 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_ NV 

7. G~es (over 6" in depth) : 

Y __ N__ /" 
Are any gullies activ~y eroding? y_V_ l\ N __ 
Number of gullies :..I) 

, , ---



Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D lE F 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: # 1ite Name: Ccfi(JC.. S,:ttZkt-T ~Field Date: '17. t3I0 ':l 
Team Members (Circle your name): ~(."'N\("\L- ')14-~N\Ctvl~ . 

Number of Polygons: _ ,_ Slope: ~to~ Aspect (circle an' relevant): ~ NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: ______________________________ _ 

Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
t;I} species 

Surface Litter 2,.... 

Surface Rock 
*Undesirable (weedy) 

5 species 

*Noxious weeds \ 
Litter L\U 
Rocks > 2" • \) 

Movement ").;.I 

Pedestalling ~ 
Flow Patterns z., 
Rills Depth 0 

Bare Ground ~ 
TOTAL (above 6 

\00 items must total 100%) 

Rills Frequency 0 
Gullies Depth (7 

Gullies Frequency 0 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

~? = Live + S%Undesirable 
*Up to 5% of undesirable ~~ and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjus ...L' 0 O. 

, Vegetation (% live) score, ~ 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21 -39_~(L = VI (Vegetatio~Implementation) 
~-I 00% M (Monitor) .I'"" 

Soil Movement 2-

TOTAL BLM Score: ifl1') 
BLM score: ..;; 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed 2:. 

Sheep fescue r 
Crested wheatgrass ~ 
Slender wheatgrass 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa .r Thistle 

{~~t'(.\t-S1?\.\<E t, Othe r 

(~/Pfv,J w"yuo~~ :r Orhe!' 

..... ' ."i":.1/'~ 
. 

":J: 
Uther 

Ollie! 
{)th;:;r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F 

F 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
*Identify trigger Il1reas (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) 

}If lime rock barrit~r 

U more weeds 

U depositional area 

lJ steeper slope 

[j increased erosion 

U gullies 

U less vegetation 

U other -----
Estimate width of affected edge ___ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V 

[J bulk soil failure U land slumps 

U subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N ~ 
• At Least 75 fr • 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~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 



Comments. _____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

I ~~ ,11.( ~H".JlA.!K' 

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



,--~' 

#11 - Magna Charta Lessee Dumps 

i$MMl!j1j Feet 
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~\\ M~NIJ cg8<!N) LfSSt-~ D(J\I)'1~ . ~= 
BRES FIELD FORM Site:ur:~ Site Name: Field Date: ~e 
Team Members (Circle your name): S~G.c~ I afl\I'l\!}C1L 

Number of Polygons: '1.- Slope: ~to~ Aspect (circle all relevant) : N~NW NE@@) 
Area Description: ____ __________________________ _ 

Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) ,5 bS species 
*Undesirable (weedy) 

~ species ' '0 
. *Noxious weeds lO 1-

Litter (~ t,S 
Rocks> 2" , \ 

Bare Ground (L 'f 

Surface Litter 3 3 
Surface Rock 

S 1-Movement 

Pedestalling II Of 
Flow Patterns , z.. 
RiHs Depth 0 0 
Rills Frequency 0 () 

TOTAL (above 6 
let> Hro items must total 100%) 

Gullies Depth 0 0 

Gullies Frequency 0 0 
ADJUSTED LIVE %(~ ~ 
= Live + 5%Undesirable 0 ~ 
*Up to 5% of undesirable s cies d 0% of noxious 

Soil Movement I~ Z-
TOTAL BLM Score: ( ~ 1«9)) 

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

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

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 
21 -39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 

1'4.0.:-100% - M (Monitorl.~ L Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B - C D E F 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed V I 

Sheep fescue 9 
Crested wheatgrass F y 
Slender wheatgrass 

Dalmation toad flax r T 
Cheatgrass f T.. 
Baby' s breath 

YeHow sw·eetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa r.:, Thistle 

{\l.~ I" C2,(2.\J -~ 1-1 .I. L 
Olliei' 

..o).1!:;~ tL, @\ ICE: 1- ~ 
Ullie!· 

~t%f\Mr@.. ::s:: :c. Other 

~ 1'PE'S -:s:.. ~ 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

(jeher 

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

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

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of 
site only) significant7 different than remainder of 
the polygon? Y ~ N __ (check applicable 
items) 

U lime rock barrit:r 

!J" more weeds 

P increased erosion 

o gullies 

U depositional area 

o steeper slope 

U less vegetation 

U other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge ___ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH _ _ 
• Approximate area __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y_ _ N ./ 

U bulk soil failure U land slumps 

[J subsidence . . 

6. Barren Areas: Y /" N 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas 'l-
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_ N v 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N--.L 
Are. any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 



Comments. ____________________ _ 
P gt<\..(M-1q.D 0tI\.l • Poi pa-'1G.OvV It W-~J . l't.E:c.t..IJ.-f "'M 
wi A ~OAtZ.S"E@- t;..JUb"sE::-t> Ccr<~~~~I;9-(.. ,fLPI-n.P · 

IS t;zI"D'}"VIIV!9W1 SPruE:) INI tM1::-c.'-f f=aC~ ,,,*\..J1-

"H'2f;=&\l6<xY. :tt±E EHc.v<:- APPf.t3'Z=S J!? ~e- ttasfEo . 
6')1: ~ · r St)9aTyvt... no Q\€: ,~x.'(" IN t'2..e-C€ni2 'q(-y1L(t.L 
,I+~ It Lf~if~ I~ \<'€-EP TI't€- SIrE I roo> =rtf f ~fS"el7-tTfZ. . 
c:..4rJ%.Ci(I-'? T~f. CHG8-7G..AA15 ~s r:.. ~(,c.,ru ~ CvA1.4l 

IJt\W6.w}?nt1l M.f9i' ..... t-O\f\.~ ~ ~5//}£-E I ~r , · 
-rtf €:1. , ~ f:I) f>-l4-f<.,n, L-J r~ 

" Z=A)TMN ~Uv"""~ 4f/¥l.4-~~ · vn41EU#r"",&/T ."MKAI ",. 
V/V;t.§L/...II!H~G1 ~ P?&"T?<;:7 Avw(!r~J ~ 

/2 t !Cf4 f.: C(.. n..- MTc,,/R.. . 

. Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

I S;4"r5 " A.,..., ~ I. 
~ .. c.. ~ ,,&-r (, ~ :r f 

- . 

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



*Mi-
o 5 10 20 

.'PBe,· 
30 40 

"""MiM Feet 
50 60 



Commentso _____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



~ &~/~ 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: ------'-"..:..1..~'---------'- Field Date: __ _ 

Team Members (Circle lour name.): " 

Number of~o.lygon~: L Slope:d-tol2... Aspect (cI~cg all rel?vant) : S' .~ NW N 

Area Descnptlon: l(!'lAtik'-t /&,:tUlI.:::r~ Va~ --"" ( ()~: 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D 

Live (desirable) t)() 
species 
*Undesirable (weedy) 

tD species 

*Noxious weeds -2-
Litter Ai'l ~ ~ 
Rocks> 2" 

v 

A 
Bare Ground 5 

Surface LitterN\,-vlU!tl1\f 3 
Surface Rock 

,~ Movement 

Pedestalling 10 
Flow Patterns ;Ql, 
Rills Depth 0 
Rills Frequency () 

TOTAL (above 6 
too items must total 100%) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % ( 5S " = Live + 5%Undesirable V -. 
"-

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious ...... 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. I) 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) .-/ 

-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
/ 

(40- JOWo M (Momtor)~ 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movement 2. 
TOTAL BLM Score: ( I) " 
~score: ~ 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
...,.-0-- 1 uu . c v lcngineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: . POLYGON 
A B C D 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed " ---J.; 

Sheep fescue 11\ 
Dalmation toad flax -

Crested wheatgrass » 
Slender wheatgrass 

Cheatgrass r 
Baby's breath 1: 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia -
Alfalfa T 

Thistle -
(Wvts t:\'~~ ", /.J . .. .. ' ~IJ') ' 4: 

OTher 

OlhGf Uther 

Ofil~! 
()thcl' 

Other Oth"r 

E 

E 

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

F 

F 

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

3. Site Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of 
site only) significantly difxnt than remainder of 
the polygon? Y __ N (check applicable 
items) 

LJ lime rock barrier U depositional area 

[J more weeds U steeper slope 

[] increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

LJ gullies U other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge ""'-

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N 
• Estimated pH~ ~ --
• Approximate area I c& If 
• Number of areas with exposed waste L 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N-L 

lJ bulk soil failure U land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N __ 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop :/ 
• Less than 10 % total COfClive & litter) 
Number of barren areas . 
Do barren a~eas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y- N;K 

7. Gullies (over!( in depth): . 
Y N'V" 
Are any gu~ctively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 
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BRE~ FIELD FORM Site Name: V'I~\(t:-(~IjI. c,.d~ :it /.fQ Date: ?/~D f()t 
.1:;) 1Fl'L.-f' (;:1...1\ 

Polygon Evaluation 

Team Members (Circle your name): _____ -.:.. __________ --.-:. ______ _ Vegetation (% live) M vI 
Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: 
&k~Lt.. () \"l : \l A!l-'f" pf S n-f.:- 0('1 

Area Description: . <)olfiH 
~'E ('It,&., 

Erosion (BLM score) 

% live weedy species 

M M 

Vegetation: % of POL YGON Erosi,on (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ground covered by: ~ is <L- 1J,. ~ t. *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo* 

TOTAL % LIVE 

Litter 

1. Percent live: please check appropriate 
category: 

1 00-20 o 21 -39 

2 00-20 J2l' 21-39 

3 00-20 
Species Present: 

Sneep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Other: 
\l.v{!'l"'(\\ \'\-t.~. ( j 
•. FI') '- . 
"c}1(...., Jvr~t:. 

o 21-39 
Dominant 

\, 1-

1 

Use polygon number m boxes 

Itr 40-100 
040-100 
040-100 

Frequent lnfreq. 

\ 

1 ~ 

2. Total BLM score 1~, 2312,3 __ . Please 
check appropriate category. 

1 $0-55 0 56-100 

o other ---------------------o gullies 

Estimate width of affected edge ___ _ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y N ../ 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

,-----,----,-----1 6. Barren Areas: Y ./ N 
• At Least 75 ft2 

• Not a rock outcrop 
1-------+-"<::::..----+-4----1 • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

Number of baiT en areas!> · / 
1--------1-------+-4--==--1 Do barren areas cover over 25% of polygon? Y __ N _ _ 

Polygon barren area(s) located in (circle) -ro' 2 3 

I------If----+----I 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

f---~f----I---l Y N V' 
f--------+------l-----l Are any gullies actively eroding? 

Y N 
I----I---~--~ 

Number of gullies __ _ 
~------+-----~----~ 

Use polygon number in boxes 

Q.:\Priority Soils\B RES\BRES Document\Appendices\FinaIFieldForm.rv.l.doc 
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:JFl'i 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: ~~vf ~\NG. /:)~ I) Field Date: ,j2¥/O"? 
Team Members (Circle your name): _--=S=..t}±~fJ:...JN~\~u~lf:It:.L-________ --::-_____ _ 

Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: ~to~ Aspect (circle all relevant): N~W NE SW SE 

Area Description: ~s YUth.-, A- otQ ~«>N C lU-" f <:.A P . I'l (S'lC I 0' " l W f:-E,C1 S 

~(tow"'V", @ TO o~ eoNctz.6T~ Cf1.J' IJN'Q 'rl Cd..AeJC J . 

. Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 
species Surface Rock 
*Undesirable (weedy) Movement 
species 

*Noxious weeds 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 
Litter 

Rocks> 2" 
Rills Depth 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 

items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
= Live + 5%Undesirable 

Soil Movement 

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor) 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 
21 -39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wheatgrass Cheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Uri"itl' 
0["11;:;)"" 

(hh .... '-'f ()rher 

(}tller 
Oth,;r 

():h!.:J· Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F 

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) 

o lime rock barrier 

)8:' more weeds 

o depositional area 

D( steeper slope 

LJ increased erosion U less vegetation 

U gullies U other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge S - ~+- t'\1jl\.~ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N~ 

• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y N "'" 

o bulk soil failure [J land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N./'" 
• At Leas·t 75 fe • 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. GulIies(over 6" in depth) : 

Y N./ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y_. _ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ . 



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

Rock Cap - No o~S'E:(2. VE-o ~OV\L Ct1-i';)5 
Type of rock (limestone , pit run grave l, etc .) _______________ 'C7""""-__ Design thickness ___ _ 
Surface staining: None __ Moderate __ Excessive__ Des~~be~pa1tern/COIOr 

Displaced rock: None __ Moderate __ Excess ive __ /~~f displacement: Localized __ Universal __ _ 
Describe movement (stann waternlls, steep slope in7efilcular, etc.) . . . 

Does rock cap have a geotextlle lmer? Yes '0 __ If yes, descnbe condllIon of lmer (good, exposed, tom, poorly 
anchored,etc .), _________ -,~L----------------------------__ 
Exposed sub grade materials? Yes Describe exposed sub grade ifnoted (area, localized, dispersed, etc.) __ 

. , l> "" = IJ N 1(Jv~ '" 
".;:rc~r Shotcrete Cap 
.. ~:<.~ specify for sulfate resistant concrete? Yes __ No __ Unknown~ Design thickness __ --:-___ _ 
,;. 'Type of reinforcing (fiber, re-bar, welded wire fabric.)_____________ Control joints? Yes~ No __ 
I,;;:' . Surface staining: None~ Moderate __ Excessive__ Describe stain pattern/color ___________ _ 
. ;.,;"; 

~:i.;';'::: ·. Surface cracking: None __ Moderate~ Excessive__ Describe the approximate frequency, length, and average 
~:\:-. ; thickness of the cracks if noted. o . ~ (..V)ot 0"" WE:-n"IO( ON Jc...O!,7C w,,""o!t 
~:. ' " .. 

~~w,· Surface spalling: None~ Moderate __ Excessive__ Describe the spalling pattern ifnoted. _______ _ 
···t··.,: .. 
• ;'..;.J ... ~:/ _: 
F;:.,,~;>:·· Exposed subgrade materials? Yes __ No~ Describe exposed subgrade ifnoted (area, localized, dispersed, etc.) __ 
f{;~:\~~':: -: . 
ffif'://' Evidence of undercutting at edges of cap? None~ Moderate __ Excessive__ Describe undercutting of 
~t:\' ~subgrade soil at edges of cap ifnoted ___ --'-__ --:-_________________________ _ 

~t./~ii~.>. pen:ral comments regarding concrete/shotcreet cap: .s ot"\1i of' l",.n-t%.<J ..... <1"0,,.,.., oS Co:J' ... " '" ~ ~ S cw':" ~, ~ /J ~# _./ 
[,~;;/ . C~A<.K.. StA'-A~. l-o(.A-" ON N€ ,SE A,..to NE: c!of1..I'IE-I<. Aiw- SR4I .~ IA4 ~ rrrJ 
;.:.n!:'>~:"'A ·· '~' UK:; IJNKrvO"",.J 'd.=~-, sJ, skk 
;:':·1';:' .. ' : .. sphalt C~J <-1'7 
Ir,Wt~0.slgn Thickness Ulc.. Is there a layer of base course under asphalt? Yes __ No__ Base course thickness __ _ 
~f{~~:;~XS~iface cracking: None-.:::.... Moderate __ Excessive__ Describe the frequency, length, and average thickness of 
''''-'-:'' . ' Ii ' . K.~\<: :.1., e cracks If noted. ___ -'-. __________________________________ _ 
:~·:,5:;\· ·· " . 
, ~;I .t::·: 
~r~;r:: ~9 Ies in asphalt? Yes __ No~ Describe number, size, shape of holes in asphalt ifnoted . _________ _ 

~1;'i:i··~~. · 'Exposed subgrade materials? Yes __ No V Describe exposed subgrade if noted (area, localized, dispersed, etc.) __ 

~~;;,,>,.~vidence of undercutting at edges of cap? None~ Moderate __ Excessive__ Describe undercutting of 
i:rr~'(!;; s,ubgrade soil at edges of cap if noted ___ ___:_-:--=:-:-:=--~;__---___:_------:_:_--------_:_--
[~~!l\: . <Jeneral corrunents regarding asphalt cap:-..L.I.-='-=-H-=---'--'-Pr'-j1-D-"';--t--''-''-':....:..:....:-.:.-''-'''--.:....:...-''-''~_'_=..>.4J~I<.:.-.......,,'-L4-F'-:--'-'-'-'''_::_-
j~i[; CQ.,4c.l<'~ ~~/WEe:.~ 'lNE- ASPttfl.l'7 
:,".~ , .... \. 
;1).\' ,,:··.·. 

tl~~: Q"","ry S, ,,,IBRESIBRES O,,"m""Bre, O""m,,,]OFlAp f - BRES E"g C'p Ch"k Shoo' R "'d" 
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iO 'ih-41C\vuv . .v,:> 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: WklALbt'V'v i--Vt' Field Date: 7/n/t7 
Team Members (Circle your name): iIl11-LL0- .s ) (!"h-.r 

Number of Polygons: _ 1'_ Slope: ~to~ spect (circle all relevant)@W E NWNE SW}D 

Area Description: "b1 /L:1" \3A-SiCG' 13m L- to-L.NL;-. \?'t.I"IVC"-I'lC'U'NO 

Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
£, species 

Surface Litter ~ 
Surface Rock 

*Undesirable (weedy) 
~f) species 

*Noxious weeds lio 
Litter (V 
Rocks> 2" 0 

Movement ~ 
Pedestalling '1-
Flow Patterns 9 
Rills Depth S 

Bare Ground ~1? 1515 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) PtW 
ADJUSTED LIVE % ( r;d 
= Live + 5%Undesirable p-- ---..... 

Rills Frequency 7...-
Gullies Depth 0 

Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movement ~ 

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% ofnoxio VS , TOTAL BLM Score:( IJ~ ) 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
V~f't~tion (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) , 

~~ (~O-55 = M (Monitor ' ' 
56-100 -EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

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

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed F' 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wheatgrass :r 
Slender wheatgrass J: 

Cheatgrass D 
Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover I 
Kochia 

Alfalfa - Thistle 

Uther QYf~1 rG-1D1 J) 

()ihc( Uther 

Orher Other 

Otber Oth.;)" 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent), Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent), 

F 

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) 

o lime rock barrier ~- depositional area 

)2J more weeds j) steeper slope 

~ increased erosion l)' less vegetation 

ji gullies Jt other EoN ~N 
Estimate width of affected edge Otc2'/ +-

l .~ 
6:" - ~ , 9 ~ '1 FA" f: '\)-""V' 

4. Ex;~~~""wa:te'M~t~riai? Y __ N-.K 

• Estimated pH__ 2 "2 
• Approximate area __ - -
• Number of areas with exposed waste 

\/No/.)!,..{;)O b'2fCi-v1? }/IIf: --

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

U bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y V N 
• At Least 75 if • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas -/..J3l6 Ope 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
YLN_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N;/ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N 
Number of gullies -- - -



Comments. -----------------------------------------

- 3ft Eft LTrl L-'1 '3 N'L U G &- t iL e-e ~C.lV\/VVL, 

• 6"f'l" ') i J E AO ,:Ute E cIT ~ ~ tTU1 5)" ~ rb T 

~--=S-:-j-0-:tZ.-W7--l/t;A.:-~-'6:'L---g-0'v-J-:-Cl-N---15-S-if-· -E--S--O~p-P'---­
~~~'~~()N~~~)~·'~~~~----------------------------­
~ ' 

~r __ ==~~, ~::Z1=~=C--:E===fkl__!i::. ::-~==C)t2..:" : 1=, V==II~-vI=i1:==C:;?f!~, 1-5:=:i=r.o.;;..,.~·Ir~v~/-c....~~·=C!'N;.~-- ====== 
~ j 

~--~~&=-S~'vwl~E~------------------

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



#25 - Venus Dump 0. 
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t. 

A "tT2S 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: \{6rJv5 t:>uvnf 
Team Members (Circle your name): M \ 4-z...L-o 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ to __ Aspect (circle all relevant: Nl§)W E NW NE@SE 

Area Description: 'i1..YrJ) AD. ... tlt'Cf.c'l'i '-;- c \''J','l-\..\£&!J!li-Gf-' /.JNO !)hl1 j 'of'(,.QAI)~Z;N"':1 of-

/+ . .....; \.lrJYLE;-C(fi-1yJ?f-<> /i) ,4p£ G,,(LOv<V'O If.fl ,' LffJ 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
,5CJ species 

*Undesirable (weedy) 
species 5' 
*Noxious weeds S-
Litter ~5 
Rocks> 2" 5 
Bare Ground /0 
TOTAL (above 6 

190 items must total 100%) 

,Surface Litter fA,,),; 3 
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 

Pedestalling 3 
Flow Patterns ~ 
Rills Depth (!J 

Rills Frequency (!) 

Gullies Depth t!J 
Gullies Frequency 75 

ADJUSTED LIVE % ~5 \. - Live + 5%Undesirable ( )T r---

*Up ~o 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious \ 

Soil Movement :2 
TOTAL BLM Score: ( lflf. k 

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %, BLM score: -----Vegetation (% live) score: 

~ 0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21 -39 % = VI (Vezetation Implementation'l 
40-100% = M (Monitor) ' "), ~ 

---

( 0-55 "; 'M (Monitor) )-
"'5O~10-0 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
" 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed ..... 

Sheep fescue f 
Crested wheatgrass b 

Dalmation toad flax 

Cheatgrass f 
Slender wheatgrass D 

Baby's breath ::r:. 
Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa F 
Thistle 

( 'F;~!I\l 'w H ... I) ~'1E I 
Other 

£{ihtn0/ t2,/l.Oi/Il f 
Otl1e1' 

OrilerUA13~ :£. Other 

zt; 
Otl'h:;!' 

Olhc:rfJ!J "1flf!~{j)(}(';1f) 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent) . Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent), 

F 

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) 

LJ lime rock barrier U depositional area 

LJ more weeds U steeper slope 

U increased erosion [J less vegetation 
o gullies U other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge ___ _ 

4. Expo,sed Waste Material? Y_~ __ N ~/ ~{Ju.N(,,1 
• EstImat~d pH---/'/h Jli1Z ;JeaF ' ~(Te if 
• ApproxImate area ~ 'T:l" I 

, . N umber of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y N v 
o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

1I subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas -li"---_ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_N~ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N./ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 



Commentso ____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

.~ R r? I<.A'Y \) nc H ~ vN 5 ·1'11f.l, \I Silt: -? IS v'(\/ off 

£AQW\ 
Species Present 

POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

SPP"'Ufi.h.. ~ 
I11A.TR IM{)J.) Y \It Ivl£. ~ 

> "VIS,s i /} E 0-m .i}yl§.4 v~ £- i},1 A MA-t Gt1 
? (l.. c;yt f.a .~ ~""'..,.vc~ -n:::- P.1YZ-rc.. 'J 0\.JI.L ') ArJ'O 

, -

i:J ,5'?-D"Yl.. y').-, ~A41 o f t7"ztftz 5 :5' i rd C Ea<-n..... WAr, /c61 t/f7..t.,JJ Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Inrrequent). 

<::::-. /$ I V'E L b<::,4,Tf- 0b! w{ifr.5 ),(}6- ~! Tf- / 



· /,1 .I? I 
#29 - Lexington Dump ~.;). vtttlv~ J 

----------~----------------~~~ 

Imf#i UQt.f$ia I:m¥!Wl 1!.'i!ij!¥i\'iWJ',I Feet 
() ')() A () 0" A"" 



/ 

~ 

~;t7 

BRES FIELD FORM SiteID:_ SiteName: L.~}C'I\1~ro,J Field Date: '(lcal o1 

Team Members (Circle your name): StHJI"hc;..,*\!Ut~ , 

Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: ~to~ Aspect (circle~elevant)~ @ NE @SE 

Area Description: t'OL.~v..ow fJ B?rJc.."" 1'01,..'1 C-1T'rV ~ l,...o-.. ~ N fda. S ~€:-E>T 
S- I 

\? 0 ~ c..0't\I C (nt'S -r Lk\ "tv v f:l>a6t(fTE() 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) t.JS 38 /0 species 
*Undesirable (weedy) 

5" 5" ~ !! ~~ species 

*Noxious weeds S s;- 10 
Litter I~ B6 ~ 
Rocks> 2" rl. ~ ~ 
Bare Ground ~ ~ !is 
TOTAL (above 6 

~ cOO 1170 items must total I 00% ) J 
ADJUST~( 
= Live + 5% slrable ~ ~ ~i$ D-~ 
~5% ofunde,irnble ,pec~ 

weeds may count toward Adjust . e % . 
Vp.!7flatiCln (% live) score: 
~ J 0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
~-J7 70 V 1 vj~.!!e.ratlOnlmplementation) 

Zffi-IOO% - M (Monitor) ) 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue f F :L 
Crested wheatgrass I.:> 1) 1: 
Slender' wheatgrass r I): 
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa ~ :l: r ' -: .. ., ~ .. 
;. 

~Ir q,b'JH " T-"-' , . ,~ , 
Other IlL ... ,. :h i' t./r =-", 
(){he.r 

O{her 

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

POLYGON 
Erosion (BLM Form) -ftM BCD E 

Surface Litter flf,fe,."iJ;,t ~ II 
Surface Rock ~ :;..: '11 
Movement TN\. %I~ S . 

'Pedestalling ~ 3 · q 
Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 00 .., 
Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth () (!) S 
Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 3 ~Ig 
TOTAL BLM Score: J 7 ~(~3\1l 
BLM score: ~, 
0-55_ = M (Monitor) . ~ 

(~1 00 = EV (Engineering Evaluationl 

POLYGON 
ABC D IE 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapweed ::r .-r: F 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass r; ~ D 
Baby's breath ~ 
Kochia I 
Thistle 

~,. P'1 .. c. I :t 
Other 

<)th~'>l· 

Other 

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

F 

F 

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

3. Site Edges; Are polygon edges (outer edges of 
site only) significantiy different than remainder of 
the polygon? Y£' N __ (check applicable 
items) . 

.'1J lime rock barrier X deposiiio~al area 

~ more weeds ~ steeper slope 

lJ._ increased erosion \( less vegetation 
.\tr gullies U other_-.,... __ _ 
C'"' . I 
Estimate width of affected edge 10 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y V N_ "_ 

• Estimated PH __ ~ fl. Z 
• Approximate area if ~_ 
• Number of areas wit exposed waste .::::> 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 
U bulk soil failure U land slumps 

lJ subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N 
2 -- - -

• At Least 75 ft • Not a rock outcrop 

• Less than 10 % total CU~~i r) ~ . 
Number of barren areas Pt '-
Do.~en areas cover over 25% fany p Iygon? 
Y,LN 

7. Z (over 6" in depth): 

Y N ! ,/ 

Are any gullies activ~eroding? : Y __ N _ _ 
Number of gullies ~ r 

-;; Ii-



Commentso __________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

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



~ -----... 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: Pr l,.-IA-Nnt- I Field Date: v/'U;'/Y1-
Team Members (Circle your name): SHNVl~~\ r. RENi'J1 etC c IYI.fl-u ... o-'1 
Number of Polygons: _ t_ Slope: ~to ~ Aspect (circle all relevant): ~ ~E @@ ~ 
Area Description: ___________________________ -,-__ _ 

Vegetation: % of . POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
5D species 

*Undesirable (weedy) 
5 species 

*Noxious weeds '].., 

Litter 1,,0 
Rocks> 2" 1 
Bare Ground 111 
TOTAL (above 6 eO items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % ~ = Live + 5%Undesirable < 
*Up to 5% of undesirable s~~nd 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adju d Live %. 
V'g,tation (% Iiv,) sco", ~ 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
2l='F! % = VUVp-'l"B"tion Implementation) 

~ . ~ 
r-..,40- 100% = M (Momtor) -

Surface Litter }, 

Surface Rock 
Z. Movement 

Pedestalling lD 
Flow Patterns f 
Rills Depth ~ 
Rills Frequency 'J,.. ~. 
Gullies Depth ~ 
Gullies Frequency ~ 
Soil Movement 'Z.. :::;,-.. 

TOTAL BLM Score: ~ '}.fJ.~ 
BLM score: ~. 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A · B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed r 

Sheep fescue p Dalmation toadflax -
Crested wheatgrass ~ 

Cheatgrass ::i 
Slender wheatgrass \Z 

Baby's breath -
y ellow swe~tclover - Kochia -
Alfalfa -t-- Thistle .-

~M-i.N \,NVIA) (\."tE: T. Oih;f 

<JlABfft1 ~tlUH'\ ! Othei' 

«) i~tOVEJL :t. 
Oth\::r 

OiiH:r Oth",r 

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

F 

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) 

.0"Iime rock barrier 

·lLt"more weeds 

W'increased erosion 

U gullies 

[J depositional area 

Jd"'""steeper slope 

.ld4ess vegetation 

U other -----
Estimate width of affected edge Z '>' 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ./ N 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area ~ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ ,_ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y N · r'" 

LJ bulk soil failure U land slumps 

lJ subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ,/' N 
• At Least 75 ft2 • 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 __ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y / N 
Number of gullies 2 



Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

51.00E 0 e-- "N-f: b.l>-mJVItt...~ ~rtcM ' " \.lrJ~~ 
A-/'J/IJ V)\tt, t-I¥ ~ "8(roS tn 1f'4,9<):~ • . 

tJ 1(,E'f ~ A-rJ G-uJ S !Q 1'1 ~E: "'b~7: I+W"E~. + "5." <:- fSr-
S rt('. --f:S ( v€: At~llo ~(:- ' ~.S€(2 

., R f::- (C1Y' ~ ~ t \l1'L~ ~ ~~ ,fr".,IJ )1,1.()yt/rtUf'-

o I} ('11 /Jrvd'(Yv.. kt.=f::1.fr" a {oIL ~ ~~r .. . 

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



#31 - Waste Dump #5 

@fJll'l!!lli1l!\M Fee t 
60 80 100 120 



~j, 

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: V'f:A%b\iO,\Y is Field Date: - '13~/"Ill 
Team Members (Circle your name): --,-lbl.l.2ftku?vt~· =<.-,,+-;-\ ~SUM.l.£.LJrJ~/-6.;..;g~l~ ____________ _ 

Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: __ to __ Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: U::.<.Pr-rC: *:!Ij-(..f.1'fT 'Tb ~Ct~\/A-Jc- ~,It.c:f{'tJ.:.n1' -r-/l...\-";{-i..1""(: ~,R.~ft,{l-"rt;l 
Ci"V fVS{L 111. C vVS I r,-t ur,-jl'\hV',t el2.. V1 51-~·L\ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
15 speCIes 

*Undesirable (weedy) 
'2-species 

*N oxious weeds , 

Surface Litter 1i 
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 

Pedestalling (.1 

- Litter S Flow Patterns i,o 

Rocks> 2" ?;.. 
Rills Depth 8> 

Bare Ground '1<:. 
TOTAL (above 6 lOJ 
items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % Vy 
= Live + 5%Undesirable f' 
*Up to 5% of undesirable ~~nd 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adju Ji~. 

~y.eg.etation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) ). 

Rills Frequency 0 

Gullies Depth f) 

Gullies Frequency '0 

Soil Movement XJ 
TOTAL BLM Score: 1\:l{1Q 
BLMscore: J 
0-55 = M (Monitor) .(J--' 

56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 
21-39 % - VI ~Vegetatlon Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed I. 

Sheep fescue 1) Dalmation toadflax -
Crested wheatgrass ~ 

. Cheatgrass .I 
Slender wheatgrass - Baby's breath -
Yellow sweetclover ..... Kochia -
Alfalfa \Z; 

Thistle 

M ·PPN F" 
Leafy Spurge 

.. 

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

F 

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 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y N"'/ (check applicable items) -- --

0 lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N/ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y__ N--K 

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N __ 
e At Least 75 fe • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbai:ren areas ~ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N -- --

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N~ 
-Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 



reS CV-E:- ftNf/Kl-- ') 10 ~c--\ I'"I/k (11 c.MIffi . e.lL( u/'L- Jr) 
~I::fl&~ '/D s ~ ~ !tu/ V-f:kl Et7+-)\~ I ~I(. / 

.0 hl'lS/l !e~jyt--L..t lh-()yv~ t-v' 'bl w:m~·)Y'v·L 

'P b-:J S , 12 i.. E: R t-c\ln1'1~\ IJY,J 1m tv /2-v'\/ N'Y/, (. N I 

<> ?~ s ~ j )'1) I..-f-- '\./\{f.'l)}- (.:... '1'lff;'-EY2-! O:z._ Lw!1-r~:"Q 4trff=' @) . 
ow oF=- g j'} (:.. IN .~ P {,"0 6./\ \:W f- - fZ (:{. "\-r-t-/h,4l>- <nv 
~-{;~E--J ~-r- (\.'13 .}-t:i bbS"\ (U-M . . 

~ 91\ \YJ9=Le P/hN'- C:-IL'1'-Y] GwW(;.A ~~ E- reM-$') t-'l\.. 
111-148 E- I CjC ASf:O 6-N ~}) Pf1-dE-/2..T] S 7 

I 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



. ~. !~ 

#32 - Carra 2 Dump 



~3~ 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: (:,,,r,~A-· 1. i)-.:vyd'l Field Date: II'l;,ol{',1-

Team Members (Circle your name): Sfl.-A-NlG.t'¥f j MPr"(...("O'-1 . 

Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: ~to~ Aspect (circle all relevant): ~ NW NE ~ 
Area Description: l '" ugt Q /1"./ lN1"-ElU'ite.-h 0.,..1 oF ;S(;JV61J;i- (~.v~ 

~ 
Vegetation: % of ~~ON ground covered by: AbE F 

Live (desirable) s; species \0 3S 
*Undesirab1e (weedy) 

"3 lIS '3 species 

f *Noxious weeds 2.- 5 0 
·~S \to 3c Litter .. . 

Rocks> 2" f t; ~ 

Bare GrOlUld @ ~i SS 35 
TOTAL (above 6 

loV J&o jCf:) items must total 100%)" 
ADJUSTED LIVE o/~ -

S~ ~ 1t38~ = Live + 5%Uildesirable . ,~ 

'Up to 5% ofundesrrable SPeoi~>OUS 
weeds may count toward Adjuste . %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: · . . . 

1\9-20% = Rl (Rec1amation Improvemerif . _ . . 
( 21-39 % - VI (VegetatiOn 1mplementation -

Erosion (BLM Form) 
A 

POLYGON 
BCD E F 

Surface Litter M.N t"Y»'f ~ 3 0 , \ 
Surface Rock I 1/ 
Movement I , 

Pedestalling 6 1'/ 1 t 
Flow Patterns I fn {g 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: ( 31~ ~ ~ 

POLYGON 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E IF 
** Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger ][terns 
*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 __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 

.0"'"" more weeds 

.(;rincreased erosion 

CY'fullies 

..rr-depositional area 

I2i steeper slope 

Q1ess vegetation 
o other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y~ N_-_ 
• Estimated pH__ p~ '-i ~ vt ~ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

40-iOO% = M(Monitor) Weeds Present: 
ABC D E F 

5. Is there evidence of: Y_ _ N . ./' 
< • 

POLYGON 
Species Present: 

A B C D . E 

Sheep fescue F' D D 
Crested wheatgI-ass 1) :t: I.. 
.Slender wheatgrass I 
y ell ow sw~etclover 1:+= 
Alfalfa ~ 
K66hlt J5rks~ ~ Il;tf !!t> 
Ril1fl S orwp . . J:: P.. . 

I. 
~/~r ?;ii;; -~ 
Slt'lQ{;TJt ~11e I \1]P 

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

F 
Spotted knapweed :r 1: 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

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

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N __ 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas t..( 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y L N__ i' 0\.-'-[ b..-O>J .... C u- . 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y ./ N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies t ~~ ~ y, 



Comments. ____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 
• CVl."E"~7 IJ E:-OII?'7'(f1V7 13tH/"" aN' 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D ·E F 

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

" ., 



#34 ~ Eveline Dump 

NWW" Feet 
o 30 60 120 180 240 300 360 



~oj'f 

BRES FIELD FORM SiteID: Site Name: EY'EurJt ~um! Field Date: ~67 Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
** Admin Use Onlv ** Team Members (Circle your name): _____________________ ---=_ 

Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: ~toM Aspect (circle all relevant): N<S:>W@NW ~@® 
Area Description: t..6<:;9.re;:I,) (51'1 ~03. ~I)r& ~BYlf'. fo"'1("ow'" "tt- . 
4#/>&f(l.-S ~ ~ SF RfCt,t1&I1160. 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B " C D E 
Live (desirable) 

"11> ,.'0 species 
*Undesirable (weedy) 

5 ~ species 

*Noxious weeds 'J.. Z, 

Surface Litter e 
Surface Rock 

6 Movement -. 

Pedestalling '1 
Litter 8 5 
Rocks> 2" ')... 10 
Bare Ground l'i~ ~~ 
'TOTAL (above 6 

IfTD \tP items must total 100%) 

Flow Patterns (p 

Rills Depth 0 

Rills Frequency 0 

Gullies Depth 0 

Gullies Frequency 0 
ADJUSTED LIVE % ~. ~ = Live + 5%Undesirable t Soil Movement . U 

'Up to 5% Ofundesllabler.;t;, ~us 
weeds may count toward Ad ted Live %. . 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0_'11\01' . "Q T ro "'c1amation Improvement 

<~1-39 % = VI (Ve~tiJ)nlmplementatioii) 
~ 40-100% M1Monitor) '\ -

TOTAL BLM Score: ~ 
nTU ~ 

~ 0-55 = M (Monitor) 
:lb'- IUU · .cv (bngmeering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Species Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Spotted knapweed 

Sheep fescue 
. 

~ 
Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wheatgrass f 
Slender wheatgrass -

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetc10ver - Kochia 

Alfalfa '"L 
Thistle 

,J(rW, t:,i-4L;~ t. Leafy Spurge 

~~Drb)M" "L 
!) l. .C·--

:'; AAM,1 MY SW .,.. ~'";" '"W'" 

-. '.' . 

(.~·;· :::L ' ~ . ,. , 

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

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

F 

F 

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 __ (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

" 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y -L N __ 
• Estimated pH _ _ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) _ _ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N...-L 

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N _ _ 
• At Least 75 ft2 

• 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_ p.~'1u.~rl~I' 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N-./ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 



Comments. ---------------------------------------- Additional Vegetation: 

Species ~resent 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

" 

• ~f::£:? SLOPe- ~.,..",. R'f~ P;CAO lS !lArICChf.'t"Pn{). 
Amro @o-o (,... '"' . otVt"P Ttr"t- A. cot4 .. po fSt &t.F 

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



~=----~:. 

#34E - Eveline East 

pM Be e A_I .... Feet 
o 1530 60 90 120 150 180 



.:f=J=- j'f b 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 'f:;,1"E leV))- E: Field Date:"", J~ 31 } ' i e- Polygon Evaluation 

-IJT ** Admin Use Onl ** Team Members (Circle your name): SF! . ~ M l- '- - , I--~==":::'::':::"":::=~-I-----+--+--I---+---t-----l 

c E D A B F 

Vegetation (% live) 
Number of Polygons: -L Slope: fl-. to --'::Q Aspect (circle all relevant ': N@ W@NW NE SW @ 

Erosion (BLM score) 
Area Description: L.C(.;'1:r-60 N~'-S-A<.,t;;\J"'f' \e ?AA1~ Mi['ltdLS 'j"!i{-l\< I Pf:t'L{,"'f"1J 

vJ7 cnv ~ )Ct\loa. (t\lvE'1) • Will 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
50 species 

*Undesirable (weedy) 3 species 

*Noxious weeds k 

Litter 2~ 
Rocks > 2" Z 
Bare Ground ZO 
TOTAL (above 6 iw 
items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % ~ 

53 = Live + 5%Undesirable --. 
*Up to 5% of undesirable S~=I and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adj d Live %. 
Vegeb,;on (% live) ' co,., ~ 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21 -39 % = VI (Vegetation I~plementation) 
40-100% = M(Monitor I) ~ 

Species Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue t:. 
Crested wheatgrass f 
Slender wheatgrass -
Yellow sweetclover -
Alfalfa :c: 
.. 
• ~. ;:!.'": l.. :~' 

( :: ;{: .. 
--, 
'.; ~ .::. 

('. '<~~t . 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Undesir/noxious weeds 
E'R-'l~\'? 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter N'fENd td 
Surface Rock 

5 Movement 

Pedestalling q 
Flow Patterns b 
Rills Depth (7 

Rills Frequency () 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 

Soil Movement II 
TOTAL BLM Score:( ,,- r ~ 
BLM score: " ~~ 
0·55 = MJMonitor 

, 56· 100 = EV (En~ineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed :t: 
Dalmation toadflax . -
Cheatgrass Z 
Baby's breath ::t. 
Kochia .-

Thistle ~ 

Leafy Spurge -
C~t~· . ; : . 

::. ~ ': >\1;--' 

i..>; ,"(' : 

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

F 

F 

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

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ofthe site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N~ (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depo§itional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _'_ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? ' Y _ _ N ~ 
• Estimated pH _ _ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: y _, __ N~ 
• At Least 75 fr • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less thanJO % 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 X 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies _ _ _ 



Comments. ------------------------------------------- Additional Vegetation: 
~ t..ee iC. 'S .A S \ P ""N-CVl....E- Wf!-J W~!") ( Clr'\i~\1-

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

" \"tE t:>iQ NDT l r-St..\..QQC: 'j-M-E- ~{.-\ \ '9t:-~I (b.... ~tY--G-vv(1:q 

9!\I\Q L9yV'W ON 'T1tt. "CI1"'S'1:':S \ JJ c e>- E'" ~ ~i/E:: 

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

.. 



#37 ~ Josephine Shaft 

o 37.575 150 225 300 
l~I Feet 

375 450 



HRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: :r0§E;PthHE. S\TAf, Field Date: 1 }2.fDI01 
Team Members (Circle your name): St\A.o.l~~'i ,£>j\..~ I fi\1h...t..0'1 -" 

Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: _ O_ to ~ Aspect (circle all rdevant): N~E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: 1"",Q ttEc.\.MhA~too...\, ~I."'E ~ 

Vegetation: % .(jf , POL':'PON 
ground covered by: A , B C D E F 

Erosion (lILM; Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live ( desirable) 
"W S.$ species 

*Undesirable (weedy) 
~ ' d, species .. 

*Noxious weeds Z, 3 
Litter \ry 3? 
Rocks> 2J

" 1- I 
-Bare Ground ,~ q< 
TOTAL (above 6 

100 /«J items must total 100%) -, 
ADJtJSTED LIVE % ~ ~-1 D",-= Live + 5%Undesirable I 

'Up to 5% ofund,,;,.ble '~Xiou, 
weeds may count toward Adjusted LI o. _ 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) -
21 -39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
<to'-lOO% M-(Momtor») .-

, MflJi ~ 3 I Surface Lilter e ~ 
Surface Rock 8 MovemeIit I 
Pedestalling (Lf z.-. 
Flow Pattems 3 S 
Rills Depth -', () 0 

Rills Frequency 0 0 

Gullies Depth 0 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 () 

Soil Movement g 2 
TOTAL BJLM Score: _ I r3C; [tI) 

.:BLM sco~' ~ 
( 0-55 = MOMonito!l ' 

56-100 = EV(Engineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted kna!pweed :x: L 

- Sheep fescue 1':> 
Crested wheatgrass t) -

Dalmation toadflax I.:t. "I: 
Cheatgrass F -., 

l. 

Slender wheatgrass Baby's brea!th I~ 2 
Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa ~ 
Thistle 

'( i;-Fl;;if ]h' - 1" • , • , ,C,V Leafy Spurge 

5 " .. "'"~ ~E: 1: 

~A!3tr\\ GR.~H :t 
rfri ,c. \~')PI "" -t"" 

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

F 

PolYI~on 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 phi()to* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y~ _ _ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 

.0" more weeds 

p. increased erosion 

o gullies 

o depositional ana 

o steeper slope 

o less vegetation 
o other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N \-/ 
c. . Estimated pH __ 
c. Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
It Number of-areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
5. Is. there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 
IJ bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

IJ subsidence 

(,. Barren Areas: Y N 
ct At Least 75 ft2 , e Not a rock outcrop 
n 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~ 
}u-e any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies _ _ 



Comments. 
. () "TWo -~---.M~A:-:-r-H-S~-:nq--{J-~-~-. -\-:2-C>\..-~-c...-O-M-"-:-A-'::-·.---

Additional V egetatioiJ.: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Is"" O'o'l ...... ·~t\ C)",~. 

'-1 ~/~L.. ("'W""C..a.:>o # c,... II¥~~ t2-24;r7tYtJ~ 
~~~ " ."viE ~~.?,j/!?~ P!zc:.1Z 7u=:-~ d:6?h";J'1 ~n 
/~ 7/7".( 2 IH:;a Ht4 J tI:"=~ trJ ~ . 7~ "? 0 A t, I.. C"iP 

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

'-", 7.HE ~Vl-V~ r 4P7 ~f= S6tt1 'r~',{E 

1S~ XA~ fIl \rt,Tfrl-~ -== w"e£1)S> ,--E::JS . 
Jh.f111..f?t

J
• ~> 1JI2-&»-~ b E::':>5 .1/'& ( l..k5f ./ttft:J<,fRj 

~ ,~) ~~H 

o e~ Go-l1£ of ."rrG:- ';-IH}./C!I ~ Q,~'~'A.~~-9 
~1'M2J n, ~ w~rE .~,(j'fC_J fNl)jTC- ~r;p.-r,., . ' . . 

1h1&j Ef::P"61/iI 130t0tnJ ~ . ~ INa C4J;? ('l7Jz,JL /NIT?/ &)1-) . 

. , " 

F 



tt3° fFt" t o-II 0'" 015 er um 

iIfi!IiJ'iI'l?i!t>i Feet 
o 25 50 100 150 200 250 300 



38" ., + - j) C::;1.3~::'0"1~· - ----,---,-------.-----.--,-,----, 
BRES F. IEL.n FORM. Site IDQ. Si e N~ae: .s~.' ~IVi.{MK? • Field Date: . Poly!:on Evaluation ABC D E F 

J ~~ ** Admin Use Only ** Team Members (Cir.cle your name): '~.< ~~tJ(. (.!:), r--='--.c:.c:..:...--=-=..::...-::....:..:..."'---+---+--+--t--- j----i----l 
Au ... ~ Vegetation (% live) 

Number of Polygons: 2.. Slope: ~to~ Aspect (CirC?I~ rl1Jv~Nelvv E NW l"l~ f-----=----'-----'-----+-- t--t-- -t-- +---t--j 

Area Description: B~ Suf~'; t2 ~..:;).~ f-E_r_o_si_on_ . ...:...(B_L_M_ sc_o_rt-....:.')_ -+_ -r_+---tf-----+_ -t--i 
Undesir/noxious weeds 

Vegetatl~n: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) . fc>V t]V species 
*Undesirable (weedy) 3. ~ species 

*Noxious weeds 2,.J ~ 
Litter 7"cJ j..D 

Rocks> 2" 
, 2,. ~ 

Bare Ground ~ 'Jo 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) WO 

AD.rtJSTED LIVE % 
~?~ ~} = Live+ 5%Undesirable . '. 

*Up to 5% of undesirable specIes nd 0% of noxious 
weeds may count towar\i Adjusted . , %. 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % =VI (Vegetationzplementation) 
40-100% - M (Monitor) -c-

POLYGON 
Species Present: 

A B C- - D E F 

, Sheep fescue ' F D " 
Crested wheatgrass p T 
Slender wheatgrass L 1 
YeHow sweetclover I -
Alfalfa Ip T' -
LI)D(,;~. H>~,"..,~ 1- ~ . 

$ i4L51 r-V ; X- I.. 7 ~ ~ 
• 

V;, •. zf~:. iJj;JJ~,,~ 'T) 

J '): 
K..JJ.4J--p,.~~~, re :r 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Erosion (E:LM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litterll/_MI. .+ 3 ro 
Surface Rock 5 Movement 2 
Pedestalling z.. lLf 
Flow Pattems J. 3 
Rills Depth . () ~ 
Rills Frequency 0 ~ 
Gullies Depth 0 ~ 
Gullies Frequency 0 CA 
Soil Movement I S 
TOTAL B1LM Score: 9. W~ ~ D 
BLM score: 

, 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 

. 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

POLYGON 
Weeds Pre:sent: 

A B C D E , .. 

Spotted knapweed 11:- E . . 

Dalmationtoadflax l ~ 
Cheatgrass 'f ~ 
Baby's btgath 1. -:c. 
Kochia - .--
Thistle ,- - ' -Leafy Spmge 1- -

.. 

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

F 

F 

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£ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 

o more weeds 0 steeper slope 

o increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

o gullies 0 other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N-&::-
" Estimated pH__ . . 

. I. Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
II Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

S. Is there evidence of: Y__ N--:& 

[J bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y:t:l- N _ _ 
n At Least 75 f~ • Not a rock outcrop 
4t Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Numb~r of barren areas-'--
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y- NA 
~~e. 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): ~ 
y . N 
An:!'9ny gullies actively eroding? Y N __ 
Nunlber of gullies 3-



Comments. 
-----------------------------------~---

.-JJwr5 ..s j,jC. 9crt-'1~~ ~ "fJ-J1 L!> c.c:.I"n'\.l"'~Jc:v.~ 
bP Fvv~ (VUhI'V ~\A-L. J<ftIiHV ;JtUl.-VI C, W • ~~ .... , 
--~------------------~--------------------

----;-Vc. i--'1~Cr-~ .... t'!> H "t'-~ ~~ c..V IS ~1l~E:A/l..<) h \:>£" 
,5:!-:{)=€:ueo I>v£o T~ CJ\..:~ '?-t..-.4-/V'i-j" ~ f)-i.? !.-v4 , 

Co S \J It. <iI£...ta I" E;l-TbN'(} \ ,..-v- v.. Mi- f=., ~ CN t.r(\GI-""~'m!!! Ch." 
~; fA:L. "1- &I2-/l • .e-ck . 

~[L. R~(-:.')0 J~ I&LV-O-&l IN ern,," & ,,) £tAU 

• ov~'\ 10 ~ ~rl~ g gvr.IY)?Jr.A-; ) N{J(Z;tr/$-r db 

eP1rAv"t~ G..;;Tf.: ~ N€;IlII- ~!)ff"UiJ . ~~o,.,. 

"..,~ -:. 'rr--£. \.S RC¥W""" " 

• Lll{J-Cc.~ IMlwlV1: c-F ~J h/l:~ f.,(>c.,tJ-, t:: Osow-nt­
c.,f\.,nMb-Pf q; n+~ -;rrE- (LI€-f:HL ·· 'i.%" ~G;­

Cu "'V~I'-1". AI'~ 5 . 0 ~ JIV'J..-

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

PuN>/l &J( :,:::: r 
~.::' .J. St.., ;+:., -
~'4tvoT'H ~~ 'T) 

1 
-r,~~. r 

YlrLl. .• I~- 'r 
-ltvhIDl'- 1..M--aT' IT. 
R&J.1bf · 

<-':? 
L 

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



#41 ~ West Gray Rock 

IIWttiII B'9'" 
o 25 50 100 150 200 

..,........,,,,-;:-,.,,.,,..,..---.,.,.:-

SM§iIO!IM Feet 
250 300 

,- .J 

/ 
.' 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: VJ E"ST ~~~j P-OC\G- Field Date: -, i ;,( b 7 
( I 

Team Members (Circle your name): Wl41..L<~ '" 1 ::; MAN1(,..!-:\.~'t . 
I 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: _ _ to __ Aspect (circle all relevant): N S WE NWNE SW SE 

Area Description: 'Mx-".n· of- =::t&f-· s-rtr 1 '5 ~€=L.LA· I ,.-n f-<l, S C"\Ig,..} j i.E ) A..,.m 

(J{;) 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) ~ A POLYGON 
,K~ C D E 

Live (desirable) 
t: S S species 

*Undesirable (weedy) is \0 species 

*Noxious weeds 'l/ S 
Litter 11.,~ S 
Rocks> 2" ~ 1-
Bare Ground ~ l'5 
TOTAL (above 6 vtV 10"'0 items must total 100%) 
ADJOSTED LIVE % ~ ~\'O = Live + 5%Undesirable ~ 
'Up "' 5% of uruie,rrable ~de>< S noxious 
weeds may count toward A justed Ll , 
~~ta!i2p (% live) score' I . 

",:20% ~ RT\Reclamation ~emen,!::-
..2l..3...Q % =nlmj51 entatIOn) 

<: 40-100% = M (Monitor)") 

Surface Litter jJ\l;yt .. ..-. \ \ (0 
Surface Rock 

S Movement \ \ 
Pedestalling q to 
Flow Patterns I~ '1.-

Rills Depth lD 0 
Rills Frequency to 0 
Gullies Depth 'S 0 
Gullies Frequency S D 
Soil Movement \) S 
TOTAL BLM Score: ( ,1\0 )(1A~ 
BLM SCQre: I - 7 

€is = M (Monito~ ./ ~ 
_5 O- l vv .c V ttmgineering Evaluation 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed J' f 

i Sheep fescue f iil 
Crested wheatgrass 

-' 

'D -
Dalmation toadflax ."C' 
Cheatgrass -.- r .L 

Slender wheatgrass --
Baby's breath - ~ 

Yellow sweetclover ,"'- - Kochia - ..I 

Alfalfa I - Thistle - .." 

S l \.:.(ccA. )'J1-t..I.E: :c -
.-'\"\>.h"'1t,. 4D·( i(E" :r: -
~\\ ~fUt:\:"i :\: 

Leafy Spurge ... ..-

4wLk1N .J:: -
I 

J' 

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

F 

Polygon Evaluation 
** Admin Use Onl ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

A B c D 

Other BRES Trigger Items 

E F 

*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 __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 

~ more weeds 

)21' increased erosion 

,,0 gullies 

)2r depositional area 

f'! steeper slope 

~ less vegetation 

o other -----

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) LJ)t1-C_t:' 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 

e Estimated pH__ .( 0:f\l'1'2...~WZ-J (h &~ M2-t::-"Yt5 
e Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste 3. - 13 \ (" 

N 
F 

5. Is there evidence of: Y 

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N _ _ 
• At Least 75 ft2 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 LN_' _ "I?l7\...~f C~ N \.' B> '1 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y~N /.. 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y 'v N _ _ 
Number of gullies --DL-



Comments. 
----~~~----------~----------

":;;')OL..v1~' ) '\\ ~ ~? :::3 . ~VE(Z.. Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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

c; 4> ~t f t6 ~ V (,,,6LCJVrvY2 6Q ,Bj WDl--& tub rn fO ) / 
\j'fv~&(\'f£ptt'60 ~ . . ( . 

IZ> .M\?#h.Jf \4Dfr)W t16,~ ~'Y\rhh~ ,gLl)¥11lc SCM11Jd:'fL 
57'!'-f¢-- ~~!tlfk. ~~ DP * . ·· Slj.}tJjM 
~Y/~: S = 1..5 Ai I") \Nj L Ol1&A71) ". 



#177 - North Alice Culvert 

IfBII1t MMM WE W'" Eli' Feet 
o 15 30 60 90 120 150 180 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name:~oltT,.,A'-4<:.e-c\J\.Vf'~T Field Date: '7,1Z'I/1>1-
Team Members (Circle your name): SH=Acll('\~T. tY)b"l2I4 , 
Number of Polygons: _ ,_ Slope: ~to~ Aspect (circle all relevant): N S:>W®NWNE SW SE 

Area Description: LOc:..A-rGQ 1~~Et!"'e-&l :tvJ1? M&.C. ... ~OAI,) GAAO€-S 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Live (desirable) 

~e species 
*Undesirable (weedy) 

'Z.o species 

*Noxious weeds 1'5 
Litter ~G 

Surface Litter p. "'l1 IG 
Surface Rock 

5 Movement 

Pedestalling .3 
Flow Patterns a. 

Rocks> 2" ~ 
Rills Depth -~ 

Bare Ground \D 
Rills Frequency rl. 

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 0 , 
" 

"".,''', "",ro .. " 

F 
Other BRES Trigger Items 

*Identify trigger areas (using #) on ~ir photo* . ~ . 

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

lJ lime rock barrier .k( depositional area 

. ~ mo~e weeds .kt steeper slope 

)2'1ncreased erosion j,oYless vegetation 

Z gullies ¥other \Jt.\ R.E<a..1\-I111~ 
100 items must total 100%) 

~ 
Gullies Frequency 0 ;~ .. ~ ~ .~. . E~~i;n~t.e<~.~4~_~i aff~cte~ ~~ge_, _-:-, ._,, _, _ . , " 

ADJUSTED LIVE % ( 
= Live + 5%Undesirable ~ 
*Up to 5% of undesirable ~~nd 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Ad] ted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: ') 
0-20% - RI (R""I"rn"~ion Improvement) . t. 

<21-3.2.% - VI (Vegetation Imp)ementati~ 
40-100% = M (Monitor) 

Soil Movement g 
TOTAL BLM Score: ~g' 
~Mscore' ~ . 

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

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

4. E~p~~~~ Wa~t~ Material? 'y ..;;/ -N_" _'_ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area _ '_ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed , 

r 
o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

Sheep fescUl~ 1- Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wheatgrass ".. 

r 
Slender wheatgrass I 
Yellow sweetcIover :t. 
Alfalfa r 

Cheatgrass f 
Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

6. Barren Areas: Y N./' 
• At Least 75 ft2 • 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 

srt(t\r(.C:- t~t"~ 1: 
(tMs13t"t ~l'\X t-' 1 

Q~~ow 'I 
MJ~crJ 1-
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

(~tr,sl YVJ J: 
Or!'i(' f 

J 

() th~i' 

Other 

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

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y __ N y/ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 



Comments. 
----------------------~-------------------

s~I'-Lw ... nE_·l.tl(;~ ~t5lt,1h. ,1'IT"n 1"1'11:. tt~\.,4-IIIIA~~ 

Po-a.TtoN c)~ l"ftE; s lTE. • 

C' LavVl'1l. ~A-\Ll1oAt:) GAMF t>a&J ~ ~\)N o,.,n-o "t--~E: 

{. \"t'E 

--

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

. Smoo"ti-l ~RO~ :t: 

FoiCtl'- '''' ~ 

~M\'tB6U\.tt.S :c: 

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



#178 Leathers Property 

. !t4fuJ riJi#M!!$l Feet 
o 15 30 60 90 120 150 180 



~\Tb 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: LEA-"ttt:.A..S '?<4t~1 Field Date:llv;}oT 

Team Members (Circle your name): St-\-4.j\"la.~ I [).f;-,.,,.tk.-,,-

Number of Polygons: _ , Slope: _\)_ . to~ Aspect (circle all relevant): N@WENWNE SWSE 

Area Description: paa:r a f- T~ s { rf I S ~4 b N A- ~e[ (2. €NJl,?-l-

, , (...v . 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erollion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Live (desirable) 
S£ecies 'ib 
*Undesirable (weedy) 
species ~ 
*Noxious weeds 7 
Litter "2,:' 
Rocks > 2" 

, 

• 

Surface Litter I 
Surface Rock 
Movement t 
Pedestalling 2.-

Flow Patterns 0 

Rills Depth 0 

Bare Ground :, 
TOTAL (above 6 

LI7l' items must total 100%) 

Rills Frequency 0 

Gullies Depth 0 

Gullies Frequency 0 
ADJUSTED LIVE % .~ = Live + 5%Undesirable 

Soil Movement & 

'Up to 5% ofundesicable speci

d 
of noxious 

weeds may count toward Adjusted L e %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement 
21 -39 % = VI (Vegetation)mpleme IOn) 
40-100% = M (Monitor) --.-

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

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed :t 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toad flax 

Crested wheatgrass ~ 
Cheatgrass :t 

Slender wheatgrass Baby' s breath 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa y Thistle 

t\~ll ~SH ~STAttJ) 

~ Nf~~ Gfl#')) I ~71f11J -..!.-. 
15~Lt~f£l.. "¥KA t: 1: 

()thef 

(i'~ :p ~)tht!, 

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

F 

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) 

o lime rock barrier 

o more weeds 

U depositional area 

LJ steeper slope 

o increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

U gullies lJ other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge ___ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N ---
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

U bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N v 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas _ _ _ 
Do barren areas cover oyer 25% of any polygon? 
Y N ----

7. Gullies (over 6"in depth): 

Y N./ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
Number of gullies __ _ 



Comments., ___________ -,. _________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

-5Woor» ~ .,. -

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



#1 f8 Kalpn ~r 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: ~ 1)-:-(.,. f'rt $~. Field Date: t./ i'+ j 
Team Members (Circle your name): _M::....;.--'-tt-'-'j,..'-L--=-D--'-1f--+1~ ...... SItB..L.<..lON'--"-'-J-""&'.J'.¥C"-"-____________ _ 

Number of Polygons: _ t_' Slope: ~t0-i.S- Aspect (circle all relevant) : N@WENWNESWSE 

Area Description: P~I'Ji4-Tr:- '-ftr'C> QWNb1.. ~ i#1-f fr5 .;?-f,...J) W r-Th l)(tlt ~.~ 5IT-I"Ll 

Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: 1} B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) ~ species 
*Undesirable (weedy) :;; species 

*Noxious weeds <X 
Litter 8.6 
Rocks> 2" [ 
Bare Ground ~~ 
TOTAL (above 6 

I~ items must total 100%) 
~ 

Surface Litter McWt'Nt'ilI ~ 
Surface Rock 
Movement ~ 
Pedestalling b 
Flow Patterns f~~ 3 
Rills Depth I 0 
Rills Frequency 0 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 

ADJUSTED LIVE % /)< 
, 

= Live + 5%Undesirable k: '-! 

'Up to J~e 'pecies ",d 0% of noxioll' 
weeds may count ard Adjusted Live %. . 
Vegetation (% . ve) score: 
0-20% = ec1amation Improvement) 
21 -1'10 - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 

( 40- 100'% = M (Monitor) ) 

Soil Movement S-
TOTAL BLM Score«( iplR ~ 
Bl M sc.ore: ~ 

( 0-55 = MiMonitorf 
56- 100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed J-

Sheep fescue 'J:. Dalmation toadflax -
Crested wheatgrass D 
Slender wheatgrass r-

Cheatgrass .r--
l-

Baby' s breath ~ 

Yellow sweetc10ver I 
Alfalfa f 

Kochia -
Thistle -

{ f..~!r 8l\fS (""" 50 j ~ 
()$~Iri-;:)' f . (~ ') +-

S}itt!', r--1 1" 
Other 

I 

Otiler Other 

Other Other 

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

F 

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) r l-<)'-A- l'(;-O f-Irl':. t ~SrJ-1 I'D 
[J lime rock barrier LJ depositional area S ,7E: 

}( more weeds J [J steeper slope 

o increased erosion [J less vegetation 

[J gullies 0 other _ ___ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge ___ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N-.L. 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

U bulk soil failure [J land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y NV 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas - """'-:-c-: 

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

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y __ N V 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 



Comments. ~ . "'E:. r4A-$ 3t:,-Er-S m evv\St? , ,'» '<"'('YO ]. 

'10 3, - t • ...,r c:..e-+ f: ~ A-f, OVE- c,.,a..w rVY.lS 55 J'YLiEA( F 
Additional Vege~ation : 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



R.tS~ taLbu~F;cld l>a'e , 1;-16 -~ 

t. Z (! r 

BRES FI ELD FORM SHe ",,15 51'e N,me 

Team Mcmbers (Circle your n:ull!.!): T. HKnt. 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: ~---;:-; I Aspcc 

Arca Description: 60 rre DB (tun. above 
t (cin:h.: a ll rclcvam): N~V E NW NE SW SE 

T 
Wa [I"n:'ll.dL~ 

VeAl'latiun : "/. or POLVGON 
Around clI\'crcd- 'I),: A " C u • F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E 

U" ' j I 

I e, I 

I t5 

Surface Litter lo 
Surface Rock II Movement 

, , "'eed, 75 
Lilh: r In 

Rocks > 2" t; 
l3:m.: Grown! l2.n 

• c 1,1",,, (, 
II'!!' ~' .. .:% 
VJ I ~ ~;:~ ; , 

Pedestalling II 
Flow Pattems 12-

<f Rills D<.:pth 

Rills Fr<.:qu<.:ncy 5 
Gu ll ies Depth I e; 
Gu ll ies Frequcm:y 2-
Sui I Muvement fit 

[ 'Up 'o ,,;Oi , ... . I . ,·,,,d OJ, 0" 
w<!cds may count tow:Lrd '.' Liw ~~ . 

ifl~I.· TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 
V.:gcl:LIioll ( .... liw) score: 
0-20~'~ = I{I (Rccl;un:l l ioll Improvcrncnl) 

0·55 - M (Monitor) 
56.100 - EV CEnl!ineerin Evaluation) 

21·)9 " .. "" VI (Vo:gCl:uion hnpt..:ml:ntltlion) 
M , . Wel'ds PreSl' lIl : 

I·OL.YGON 
,\ II C \) E 

SIIl'Cil'S "fl'SI.'III : 
I' OLYGON 

A II C IJ • F 
Spotted kn"pweed F 

~ Dalmation toadtlax , 
I c,,"c"(\ a ' .. Che,lIgmss , 

Slender Wlh::Llgras.s T B:tby's breath X 

Ydlo"'" I '>< Kuchia )( 

I AII" l il, Thist le I 
~ ,-:/V:I.\ :. 

' . ,~ ,-,\ I 

'" I I 
'n".J" ~ Ij:: 

Leafy Spurg..: X 
U,,~nrJ P 

~ I-r: 
~PA r:u· ... ,/ I 

I u" [) , ; , '.1' (1 ' 1.01 I (I US\! D l Dumimmtl, F (Frequent), ur I ( Infrequent). 

Polygon El':llu:lfiun A II C \) E F 
*'" Adm;" Usc 0 ,,11, "'II' 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM scor..: ) 

Undcsirfnoxious ", .. :cds 

Other BKES Tri:':)!l' r Itl'IIIS 
F *Idl'ntify tri:'::':l' r areas (u sin:,: II ) UII ai r phuw * 

], Sitl' Ed:,:es: An: ulitcr ..:dg..:s ~lfthc s itc 
signilic:mtly ditli:rclll thall rel1l:l imicr uf the site'! 
Y V N (check :Ipplkabk ill'IllS) 

linn' rock barril' r dl'pusitional area 

I tIItH'e wl'cds I s tl'l'pl' r SIOPl' 

I incre:lsed erosion ..rIess "l'l!l' t:ltiulI 

V"gullil'S ~Ihcr fl.f?0~C.~ 
..vast< 

Esti matc width ufu tl'ceted edgl' I in kct) 300 

y,./ ·t Exposed Wasil' Mall' ria!"! N 
• Estim:t tedpl l'-l~5-5 
• Approximate area I ill square Icet) %00 
• Number uf an::tS with exposed waste /p 

F 
5. Is there evidence Ilf: I' N ,./ 

bulk soil failun' lalld SIUIUIIS 

subsidl.' lICl· 

6. Barrell An'as: Y ,/ N 
• AI Le:Lst 75 n~ • Notl! rock Iluterop 
• Les.~ th;1I1 10 '~u tuwl cover (Ii"e & liner) 
Number uf hafn:1I areas 1-
~o b:L~n ~~ I.'uver lIVer 25U

" urally I)olygllll "! 

7. C;u llies (over 6" in ueplh): 

I' v'N 
/N An: ;my gullies ~Ieth'cly eroding'! I' 

Nurnbcr Ill' gullics 2-



CUlIIlIlcnts" _________ _______ _ Addi liuna l Vcgcl:lliun: 

- iilit (,(S/'I'< tbr !'orre '1rc(f./~q Species l'reseliE 
POI ,yeOi\' 

A " C Il E ,.. 

- Severe cYNI OIl B'ulter 'l\ I'~CtS I 
SC"r/r1 6t./',,,,,l , /.;1 

- barre fratlr Wlirll Harou'!. $Ik 

Usc D (Dumin'lIl1). F (Frequclll ). or I (Infrequent). 

Short 7ft '" KPCfJr>tUI.d(lli 0 !If : / 

I 
- SerfMj wteds 



#15 - Rising Star Dum 

__ ==-___ ====-___ Feet 

100 200 300 400 



0~ 
BRES FI ELD FORM S;" II), rL'~I' 00''1-nT" I ).. J,' idd Dale: ~- J erc ~ Polygu n ~,' a lualiu ll A " C Il E F 

~ ~ -, ,,-y , .. I .* Admill u.\,(' 0 1111' ""* 

1 (circle '111 :clc vanlt~I S ~v" E!W N I@)E 

Vc:gl.!lal ion (% li \'\: ) 

Erosion ( I3LM score) 

-J Undesir/noxious weeds 

V"' l!ctation: "I .. of l'OLYGON 
~r()u nd cowrctJ hy: A " C Il E F 

Erosion (BLM f orm) 
POLYGON Olh~'r Il R ES T riuutr Ilt'ms 

"' A 8 C 0 E F *hh'l1tify Iri:;gt' r an';ls (usiu g /I ) UII :Iir phulI)* 

Li vl! (d..:sirabh:) 
)( sm .. ", i.:s 

·Umh:sirab lc tweedYI X sncc ics .. 

"'Noxiuus w<:<:ds V 
Li lCer X 
Rocks > 2" X 
Ban: (;round X 
TOTAL (above c. 

Surface Liner 

Surface Rock 
C 

J. Silt' Edges: Are uUler edg.:s \Iflhe s ile 
Movement signi lil::Jll tly Xcrl:llt Ihan r":l11:.!inder .11' Ih..: s ite '! 

Pedestalling i Y __ N _ _ (eh..:d: app lic:lbk il..:I11S) 

Flow Patterns I lime ruck ba rri l' r I depusit iun:11 :In';j 

I mure weeds steelier sillile 
Rills D":I)th 

I incrc:ISl'd l' rtls iun I less \'egl'I:ll iulI 
Rills Frequ..:ncy I I!ullies I other 
Gulli..:s Depth 

items must IOlal IO()%) Gullil:s Freqllency X ESlimat..: width of al'tcl: ted ..:dge ( in IC.::t) 

ADJ UST ED UVE % 
- LI"O: I 5%UuoJcsimhlc 
"'Up 10 5% uf undesirable species and 0% ofnuxious 
wl!l!ds may COUllt loW,lfd Adjusted Li ve %. 
Vcg<: l:ui on (% Ih'l!) score: 
U-20% = I{[ (Rcd l1 m;ltion Improvemellt ) 

Soil Movement 10 ~. 4. ~:s pusl'd WasIl' M:I\ eri:ll'! Y 
TOTA L BlM Score: Es timated ['I ll • 
BLM score: • A['Iproximule ~Irea ( i ll slj ll :.! re lCel ) 
0·55 = M (Monitor) • Nllmber of areas wilh exro~ l:d W:l~ I l: 
56· 100 - EV (En<>ineerine Evaluation) 

2 1-39 % - VI (Vegetation [mplcmcnt:lliun ) 
-IU-I GO'Y .. - M (Monitor) \ Vel'ds Pn'selll : 

I'OLYG ON 
5. Is there e \' idenc ~' or: Y N X A " C IJ f: F 

Sped!:s Pn.'scnl: "OLYGON 
A " C Il E F 

Sheep fescue Ix 
Ln:sh:d whcalgnlss X 
Slcnckr whcalgrass X 
Y o.! lluw sW\!\:lclov<:r X 
AI 11M:' ~ 

Spoiled knapwel:d X I I hul k suil f;J il un' I land s lulil ps 

I su hsidl'lIce 
Dalma tion toadllax IX 
Che;llgrass IV 6, H;J rrc ll A~e~~ : Y __ N .X' 
Baby's breath 'Z • Al Leasl 7) II ' • Nut a rUl:k ulI!erup 

Koehi;l ')( • Less Ihan I U % lul;ll euv.:r (live & liller) 
Number ul' barrel1 areas 

1"-
--

Thistle Do barren areas cover u\'er 25"f, Il l" ,lilY ptl lygOIl '! 

IV Y N 
Leafy Spur!;..: -- --

7. G ullies (oJ 6" ill lil:plh): 

Y __ N_ 
Arc :lI1 y gullies ;u': li \'o.:I y erod ing'! Y N 

Us..: [) (Domin:lllt ). F (Frequellt ). or I ( Inlrcqllcnl). Usc D (Domillallt). F (Fr..:quenl), or I ( lni'rc(lm::nt). 
Number of gu ll ies ___ 



r < 

S:t~;;~~;e';35Fb~ «nd 

aJIP~A§z-tis.1e~;e ~mv1' 1;ea~ 
Me.: ae,' 14 ; 1:[' )~;.f?j}'~I.'Yl ,:lIn J 

Additional Vcgcl:lliuu: 

SJll'cil'S I'reselll 
P()LYGON 

A " <: Il E ... 

Us.: D (Dominalll ). F (Fn.:qu<.:11I 1. or I ( Intrc()l1l'l1! I. 



#15E - Rising Star Dumps East 

• 

• 
• 

~o:::::~_~==:~_ .. Feet 
o 25 50 75 100 



"" ~\1 ~ BRES FIELD FORM SHe 11), SHe Na",,, 

Team Mcmb!.:r~ (Cin:k your name): G-:;;;c cion 

Nu mber uf Polyguns: 1-. Slope: __ 1o__ Aspcl: 

"jt ( I'I<ld 'hk' 7-1-0 Z 
~ .. o. ,~h:.1L 
t (I: d e;i ll relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Arc;.! Description: SI}g,.,.,.ctl~C J..ool a..b >OS. S,t-, 
V{'geeatiun: 'Y .. or ,'OLYGON 
ground ru\'cn·d by: ,\ " C " E F 

E rosion (BLM form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Liw (dcsimbk) 
'--Ie: so<:cics 

·Ul1dcsir.Jbt..; (weedy) 
111\ sl'l\.-cics 

"Nox iuus weeds 

Surface Litter LK 
Surface Rock ). Movement 

Pedestalling "< 
Liner U 
Rucks > 2" 6 
Bare Ground I L'l 
TOTAL (:Ibovc 6 

/If I. itellls I1lLlSI [olal 10(1%) 

ADJUSTED UVE % !r) - Llw I j" MUm!csu'.Jblo.: 

·Up [0 5'1. .. or undcsimblc spccics and O"~ o f noxiou.~ 
weeds III:IY cuunt Iuw:ird Adjus ted Liw '}", 
V ... gctmion '''" li\,,,:) score: 
0-20"t - HI (Rcc1:un:ll iun Improwlllcnl) 
21-39 .... ." V I (Vcgctlillon IllIpkmclIt:ltion) 
.. to- I 00"1. ""' M (Monitor) 

Flow Pauems 

Rills Dcplh 

Rills Frequency 4£ 
Gu ll ies Depth t. 
Gu ll ies FrcqllCncy 

Soi l Movement 

t)t TOTAL BLM Score: 

BlM score: 
0·55 - M (Monilor) 
56· 100 - EV (Engineerin Evaluation) 

\\" "'ds "n'SCIII: ' ·OI .VCON 
A " C I) >: 

Sp~'Cil'S "rl'scnl: "ULYGON 
,\ " C " E F 

SPOUcu knapweed I.!-
Sheep Ii.-scuc 1-1: D;J lnmtion to;Jdll ;JX I){ 
Cn .. -Sh ... d whl::ngr..ls!I D 
Sh:mh:r whc:ugruss 

Cheatgr".Jss y: 
B:Lby's bn::l1h IX 

Ye llow sW<:l!tclowr Kochi:! Ix 
Alfalfa ~ 

Th istle X 
Leafy Spurge ]X' 

Us\: D t Dumimmt). F (Frcqucnt I. ur I (Inlrequent), Usc D (Dolllimm t), F (Frcquelll ), or 1 ( Infrequent), 

Polygo n Eva lualion A " C " >: .. 
•• Adm;1I U,\',' 0 1111' •• 

Vl:gl: talion 1% live) 

Erosion CBLM scorl:) 

Undt.-sir/noxious WCl,.'{\s 

F 
Olher lUtES 'J'ri::.ger II(' IIIS 

· Idclllir~· Irigg(' r an'as (u sing /I ) lin air phuto. 

J, Sitc .. :d::.cs; Arc ull tl:r I:dges til' thc Sill: 
signi tic:lIIt ly di tlcrent than l'l,:maimlcr ur lile SIte'.' 
Y N X tcheek :!pplleable items ) 

I lillll' rock b:lrrkr dCJ)tlsi litlll:11 :lrc:1 

I ilion' \\'('cds I s tccpcr slupc 
im:n':ISl'd ('rosiull I Il'SS " Cl!l'tllt iull 

I J.:lI lI il·s ulhl' r 

Esti lllate width llf allccled edge (in Icet) 

N')( 4, EXpUSl'd WaSil: M:llcri:ll'! Y 
• Estimated pI 1 __ 

• Approxim:lIe urea (in square feet) 
• Number of areas with cxposell w;lste 

F 
5 . Is there evidence of; Yl( N 

bul k soil rlli lu rc )( Ilind SIUIIIIIS 
subsith'lIee 

6, Harn' lI Areas: Y N ~ 
• At Lc:tst 75 n~ • Nut :L rue ' uutcrop 
• I.ess than 10 ~ .. total cover (live & lilter) 
Number o f b:lrrell arC:ls 
Do b:Lrrell are;JS cuver uver 25" II Il l' ;LII Y ll(J lygon'! 
Y N --

7, C ullics (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N )( 
Arc any gu ll ies a..: tivdy eroding'! Y N 
Numberufgullics 



Comlllcnts. 

o [OQ~'50~ • I " 
-r.,-, ,r J .j.. : I."V" _~ .+~ 

Addilional Vcgc.'lalion: 

SPI'l"iI'S "rl'Sl' lI l 
"OI .. YGOI\' 

A Il C J) E F 

., ;+~n" lao"'" 
• ~..J,., C; o?-_ ,~<: ' /oJ 1- b-r" '" 

r< h ' ~O rl f riP '" ,~~ J b,", "-c' i" 
7.", ~ u -) nP ~ ._bJe' f.. ,...-

-<- lfr> . f. ' 

U s,,: D ([)omill'l111 ). F ( Frequent). or I ( Illfrequelll). 



#17 -

. .::':=. 



#17 - Paymaster 

~ ._-==~ __ ~:===~ __ ~Feel 
\Ii; 0 25 50 75 100 



B RES FIE L 0 FO R M Si tc ID ~1.. ~itc N a III c: ~wJ \ \\o!\\1 ~ Field D:J Ie: ~ L,,, 10K r--;;p",o ,"yg:::o"'n-;E"vC" .. I"u-""c-;o-"o-rA-;-r;;B:-r-,C'-· " O;'--"',-O"'F" 

C- '_01', v '-:J J,. ",.., ~ **Admill u'w!OIl/I'** '1\:;1111 MCl1lbcrs(Cin.:k your namo.:): _J}Y\M)lJ'Q , h\JC\y'\ , I/hY)oO .,. ~ 
"-"-" -1 .. ,1'(!"). " V..:gl:l:ltion (% liv..:) 

Numbcrof Polygons: ---.i Slope: _ _ '" __ Asp!.'!.'l (cirl'l<.' all r!.!levant): I'I....i>' W E NW NE SW SE 

Arca Des,rip,;on, ~'t't = "lCRv'£ y \\l!lil jl\\l\~\\\h.\ r Y'!lN,r-\o .U " ,,' '- ,_ E ~IV\ c~_" ·1-1 ' M \\_. ~ L 1. Erosion (I3LM scor..:) 

r-_____ ~~~ __ ~~--------~U~'c'd=,~,:i,:h:,O:,:i:OU:,:.:w:':":":' ::::::::::::::::::::::::::; 
Vc~cl:lIiUI\ : % of POLYGON 
gruund cuwrl'd by: A B C J) E ... 
Liv.: (d..:sir;lbk) 

L.\ "J s""<.:io.:s 
"Undesirable (weedy) VS .snccics 

"Nuxious wco.:ds \c, 
Lilh:r .3 
Rucks > 2"' L 
Ilan: Ground :i) 
TOTAL (:lbovc 6 

~ il<.:lllS must hJla l JUO'Yo) 

AI>JUSTED LIVE "/., 
<;:,"Il .. U\'C I 5%UIll.h:siI"Jbh: 

"Up 10 5 'Y~ ofUlld.:sirahle sp.:eio.:s and U% of noxious 
we.:ds may COlint toward Adj usted Liw %. 
VegetaTion (Uf., live) s<:ore; 
0-2U% == RI (Redam:ltioll Improvement) 
21-)1) ~" = VI fVegel<ltioll Implement:llioll) 
40-100% - M (Munitur) 

Spl'cil'S "n'se nl : 
')OLY(;ON 

A B C () E F 

Sheep fescue X 
Crested whe:l\grass \) 
Slend.:r whe.IIgmss -:c 
Ydlow swe.:lclowr )< 
AII:.III:I )< 

Use [) (Domimilltl. F (Fre~lue lll ), ur I (ll1freqm:nt). 

POLYGON Erosion (BLM Form) 
A BCD E F 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Do.:pth 

Ri lls Fr<:quency 

(iullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Suil Mov.:melll 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

3 
\ 

In 

3 

BLM score: t4\ 
0-55"" M (Monitor) ~ 
56-100 - EV (EnQineerin Evaluation) 

\ \'ccds Prcscnt: 

SpOIt<:J knapwccli 

D'llm:ltiOIl to:Jdtlax 

Che:llgr:lss 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thist le 

L.:a(y Spurg.: 

h 0 / 

x 

POLYGON 
H C l) E 

Us.: D (Dumin.mt). F (Fr.:qu':IlI), or I (InlrelJllent). 

F 

Ot hl'r !IRES Tril,:g.cr IIl' lllS 
· 'd en liry trig:,:cr are:ls (usi ng # ) 1111 air phlllll· 

J, Sile Edgl'S: Are otller edges of Ille sit.: 
sigllilieallily ~i~rent than n.!m:linoel' of the site"! 
y N ~ (check applie:lhle it ellis) 

t lilll l' ruck barricr I depusiliullal an'a 

I lIIun.' ",,"cl'dx stel·pcr slop~' , illcrc:lscd crusill ll Il-ss \'Cl!el:lliull 

II gulli~'s (II hl' r 

ESlilllat.: width of ntleeled edge (ill Icel) 

4, ": xpusl'd WaSh· Mall'rhll'! Y 
• Estimated pi 1 __ 
• Aprrmcimm..: ar.::! (in squOire kel) 
• Number u fareas with ,: .~p(ls.:tI w:Jste __ 

5. Is there evid..:nee of: Y 

I bulk suil rai lun· 

I su hsidellCl' 

1;lIId s lumps 

6. U;lrn' lI Arc:.!s: Y __ N >( 
• Al L':;l~t 75 n ~ • Nut a ruek uutcrop 
• Less th;lll 10 % 100al eov..:r(live & litl.:r) 
NUlllber uf b:Jl"fell arcus 
Do b:lrr":l1 areas covef over 25" u of :Illy polygon'! 
Y N 

7. G ullil's (over fl" ill depth); 

Y )( N 
Ar.: :lny gll il ies 'lelivcly eroding'! Y 
NlIlllh.:r \)1" gullies \ 



Comments. 0 \ ?'o\~ 

o~t~s-:'~ (;~jt')ti W'mC') IS 

.~ ,eJt~ =tfl ~ AW \JJ1\t!M r£ 

se~~2'j~ ~~ 1mbdo ~ -\Ylm IS 

• O~ -\\\0 ;tne;1 7Pf,\P1f~!r!) lie!!! 

Add itional Vcgl..'I'llion: 

Species I'n'sl'nt 
,·OI.VCUN 

A " C J) E F 

Usc D {Dominiln!), F l Fn.:qu<.:IIl), or I (Infrcqm:nt). 



#24 - Twilight East 
~~ 

. , 
a _-==::J __ -====-__ Feet 
~ 0 10 20 30 40 

, I , 



BRES FIELD FORM S;IC)I),_ S;lcN.m", 

Team Members (Cin.:1i.: your name): ______ _ 

Number or Polygons : _ Slope: __ 10__ Aspect 

An:a Oc:s(ription: _____________ _ 

Field Ualc: Puly~on EvalUlitiun A " C » [ F 
** Adm;n ViiI! Ol/lil ** 

(circle all rc!cvalll): N S W E NW NE SW SE 
Vegetation (0/. live) 

ErO:iion (BlM SCOr\!) 

Undl.'Sir/noxious weeds 

Vl·g~· I .:ition: % (If I'OLYCON 
1:f UU nd cl)\'l'rcd by: A II C II [ F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON O thn ImES Tri;':;':l'r ItclII» 

A 8 C 0 [ F *ldl' lI l ify Irig~n an'as (usi,,).: 1# ) un air ph!)t!)* 

Li\'c I(bimblc) 135 snl.'ci.:~ 

"Und.:simbh: Iwcc:dyl 
Ie sIlI,:,ics 

"Noxious weeds " Litter GS 
Rucks .... 2" In 

Surface Liner IT" 
Surface Rock 

-5 
3, Silc EtI).:l'S: An.: oUler edgcs of the sile 

Movement s ignirie:mtly differenl Ih:Ul rcnmin(k-r of the Sltc '! 

Pedestalling Y N )( (check applieablc items) 

Flow Paltems I linll' rock harrier dl'pusitiulI:.aI are :1 

I lIlun' WCl'US Sll'l'pn slupe 
Rills Depth , 

I illl: n ' :lsl'd l'rusill ll I less \'o.:;':('(:ltiUII 

B:m: Ground \25 
TOT/\ L (above (I 

Ilor iteills IllUSllOial I()O'~ .. ) 

Rills rr.:qtlem:y I l!ul1ics I ulhl'" 
GtlilieS Depth 

Gullies Frelluellcy Estinmte width Ill' alreeted edg!: (ill ri;et) 

AIJJUSTEI> LIVE 0;' 
~ C .. LI\'': ! 5~ ~Ul1dCSm.lbh: 

·Up to 5",,, of undcsir:lbk species and O'~u of noxious 
weeds may cuunl loward Adj usted Live " ... 
Vegetation ( .... live) score: 
0-2W,,, RI (Rccl:nn:ltioll Improvement) 

Soil Movem!:ll\ 1'1 ;V 
~Li 

~. [x pusl'd Wastc I\la tcrial'! Y 
TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pll 
BLM score: • Appruxim:lle :LTea (in ~uar~' feet) 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number or arc:ls with c,'(poseu w:ISle 
56-100'" EV (Enpineerin Evalu8lion) 

21-39 .... VI (VCt;ct:ltion IrnplcmcllIalion) 
40· low, .. - M (Monitor) \ Veeds Preselll : " OLYCON 5. Is Ihere cvidem:e uf: Y N X' A " C I) E F 

Spec ies I'n'sl'n l : 
POLYGON 

A Il C () [ F 
S('K)lled knapweed B: bulk soil failun' la nd SIUIIIIIS 

suhsidenee 

Shccp I\:S<:III: ~ 
Cr.;slcd wlu:algfaSS f. 
Slender whcalgr:lss --r 
Yellow swcclcloVCf 

D;!lnmtion tuadl1ax 

Che:lIgnlss 11: 6. IbrTl'1I An'a~ : Y Ny 
Baby's brealh • AI Least 75 n- • NOI;J rock uutcmjl 

Kuchi;! 
• Less !hun 10 % Iota I cover (Ih'e & tiller) 
Number or barren ;.re;ls 

Allhlfa Thist le Do barrell urC"$ cover over 25"~ of;my I')ul),gun? 

Le;!ry Spurge 
y N 

7. C ullies (X 6" in l\cp!h): 
Y __ N 
Arc :tlly gull ies ;Ictivcly eroding'! Y N 

Usc 0 (I.>omin:uu), F (Fh:qm:l1tl. or I (Infrequell t), Usc D ( Dumin:mt), F (Fre~luent), or I (Inlfl!quem). 
Ntlmber of gu llies 



COlllllu:n ts .. ,-___ _ ______ ,--__ ---:r-cIl-, ___ _ 
:she ro Of.::;,c ! e ) :>cc 0"7.5 sir ... s s e Ci b;;; 

Additional Vl'gctat ion: 

Slll'l' il'S I'rese ll l 
I'OL Y(;ON 

A " C " " F 

Usc n (Dumimml). F (FrcquclIl ), o r I (1Ilfrc'! lIcll!). 



#26 - Cripple Dump 

~ .. _c::~ __ ... :===~ ___ Feet 
~ 0 2 ~ ~ 100 



BRES FI ELD FORM s;" 1I),zt;;;,. N,m" UlCl.f nella DI.UYIp >"kld """ -:t-q-o'i' 
TC;lIn Members (Circ k yuur name) : X (1Y.n.t ~l~_~· _JU"-,ulum~_~.e,r::",,-_____ --;,,,,:--__ _ 
Numbcr ofPolygons: -L Slope: _3 ... )0-1- Aspect (circle all rele vant): N S \V E @ NESWSE 

Ac<a D<s<r;p,;on, J14.J~eent tp Up(1er ml.frlJ "'-~L!d.=Ii!L~h",-,-____ _ 

Polygon Evaluation 
** "IJmi" U,\'e 0 ,,/1' ...... 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM scme) 

A 8 c Il F 

VCJ:CllIliun: % of 
I:own'd by: 

I'OLYCON 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

~--~~~~~==~~==~ OIhl'f lutES Triggl' r Ih'lIIs POLYGON 

Liller 

I{l.)Cks ;;. 1" 

" I 

,,," 

'UP'O j'~ o. , '. I 
wc..:ds may COUIlI toward 
Vegetat ion 1"-:' live ) score: 

u C 0 E F 

i s ~~\~l 0":','" 
t " Liw %. 

0-20"/. "" RI (lh.-cl:lIl1.:tlion Improvement) 
21-39 .... "" VI (Vc!.:ctalion Implcmcnt:l lioll ) 
4U-I(I(I'·. - M ~ , 

SI){'ril'S "rt'Sl'nl: 

I Sheep f..:scuc 

e ",,<01 I , 

I I whcalgrass 

Ye llow 

A 
I'OLYGON 

H C I) EF 

-, _ 0" -, 

ErosIon (BLM form) 
A B C 0 E 

Surface Lilter 13 
Surface Rock i+ Movemcm 

Pedestalling 1"1 
Flow Pattems q 
Rills Dcpth (p 
Rills Frcquency :;, 
Gu llies Depth -:I-
GullieS Frequency 2-
Soil Movement t7 
TOTAL BLM Score: 1 \o~ 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV (Enp;ineering Evaluation) 

"OLYGON 
H C I) E 

Spolted knOlpweeu 

Dallllatiuntoad tlOlx 

Che:ugms.s 

Baby's breath 

Kochiol 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Usc D (Domin:mt). F (Fl'l:quem). ur I (Infrequent). 

F 

F 

*Idl'nlify Iri;!),:l' r IIn'as ( u~ill:,: 1# ) UII air phucu* 

3, Sitl' f:tJf.!l'S: An: Oil ier edges o f Ill\: s ite 
sig.nilkamly Jill9"enl limn remainder or Ihe site '! 
Y N V (check :Iflplicable items) 

lim~' rock barrier 

I ilion' wc~'ds 

increased ~'rosiun 

gUll ies 

I dC!lllsitiullal an' :1 

st~'~'pcr sloJl~' 

kss \' ~'J;~'talinn 

I olher ___ __ _ 

Esti11lUle width oralrech:lI edge (in I<:el) 

4. E:t:llUsed W:lsle Mat~' rial'! Y ~ N 

• Eslimah:d pi 1 4~ 
... Approximate :lrea ( in square I<:et ) MO &r ri 
• Number of arc as with eXllOseu wast..: S Itt. 

5. Is there evidence of: Y 

bu lk soi l railun' 

subsidelll'l' 

land s lulIIl)S 

6. l:I:1rrell An'as: Y / N 
• AI Least 75 Ii! • Nm u rock uUlcrop 
• L .. ss than 10 ~ .. total cover(livl' & lill .. r) 
Number o fburn:n a reas 
Do b£j.l'l"en areas cover over 25'}u of :l1ly IXllygun'! 
V_v'_ N , _ 

7. G ullies (uver (''' in depth ): 

V / N_ 
Arc :lI1y gUll ies activr ly .. rolling,! 
Number o r gullies 



Cummcllrs. Addiliunal Vcgl'larion: 

SJlecies I'n'sent POI.YGON 
A " C " E F 

- JRVfre t' L!>Slon (o._PP(()t. 5 rtfts/fttul/le5 Qrovo 

Us..: [) (DUlll in:lI1t). F (Freqllem). or I ( Infrequent). 

I rYI QrOVI m~Yl+ 
CllaluAth tlV7 . . 



#27 - Wappello Dump 

a __ c:::::::'~~=~ ___ Feet 
W 0 25 50 75 100 



t>v-. ::)"i\ 0.1 ~ Field !laic: 1~9 .... Ob 
\... 'Ulv'Y'G( 

BRES FI ELD FORM S ill' m:2bsill' Nallll': 

1\:<1111 Mc mb-:rs (Ci rele your name): 1. \hA·Y'\t 
N Ulllb-:f of Polygons: _1_ S lo fll! : ~Io_i_ Aspl!c 

A rl!a Dl!sc ri pl ion: iUlA.tn 0\ ll,pW" <;tye:e.. 
I (circle all relevant ): N p V E N W Nt:: S W @ 

r. \'I'nell \OJ 1u 

Vl'g{"I:.lIion: "I" of POLYGON 
I;ruund eU\'l'n:d by: ,\ 8 C " [ F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A 8 C 0 E 

Live (dl!sirJblc) 
'ttl s ll,.'cil!s 

·Undesi l"Jblc (weedy) 
Ie:, S lI..'C ll.!S 

·Nu:'I iuus \\'I.!eds 3 
Liller ?J:J 
Rocks ;;. 2" 1-

Surface Litter 
, 

" Surface Rock 
2-Movemcni 

Pedestalling I I 
Flow Pattems 11.: 
Rills D.:pth 1 

Bare Groulld I n 
Rill s Fn.:quel1cy 1 

TOT/\L (aoo\ll..' 6 Gu llies Depth D 
ilems must lulu] 100%) tOO Ci ull il.!s Fre(IUellc), 0 
ADJUSTEO LIVE % '¥.; ,. LIn' I 5" ~Unde~iI"Jb]c Soi I Movemcnt 5 
·Up 10 5~ .. u fu ndesimblc spec ies uud WI .. o fnO:'l iuus TOTAL BLM Score: ~'J 
weeds 1Il;IY eoullt tow;,rd Adjus ted Li ve p~. BlM score : 
Ve~et :l[ iun (">;' live) score: 
0·2W, .. .., RI (Recl;un;lliun Improvc1Ul;'nI ) 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56· \ 00 " EV('Ent.!:ineerin Evaluation) 

21 ·)9" u '" VI (Ve~emllun Implement3lion ) 
40- 100'1 .. M (Munilor) Wl'l'ds Prcs{'nl: 

POLYGON 
A 11 C 0 E 

Spl'Cil'S ,'n' senl : 
POLYGON 

" " C " ..: F 
Spoiled kn:tpwel.!d 1 

Sheep Ii:sclle I Dalmation lOadllax I 
Cresled Whl;':J lgi.ISS Il Clte:ttgrass F 
Slt.:nder Wlt l.!:llgi.ISS i 

Baby's breath IX 
Ye lluw sweelclo \ll..' r f)Z Kochia 'X 
AIIlIlf;1 f Thislk X 
M "!.N- I 

rv:;:;\M ~h 1 
I h "'0, .. 1' ROv"li~ 1 

1<,Y1I.t1~ ~,,~, -, 
Leafy SpurJ,:c X 

II'" nCl weed-- I 
~"A i,," I 

rYI" <>,; rd.-<.. I 
Use D (Oom in:lll t ). F (Frequellt ). or J (Infrel.]uent ), Usc D (Oomin:IIII) , F (Frequenl ), or I ( )nfrequl;'nt j. 

Pulygun Evalualion " 8 C I> E F 
•• A d",i" U,"I! 0 11 / 1' •• 

Veget:lIion ('Yo live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/no)[ ious wl;'l;'ds 

Qlhl' r lUt ES Tri~l!l'r Ill'IIIS 
F *Id l'nlify triggl'r an'lIs (usin:.: If ) 011 :lir Itltulo· 

3. Sill' Edges: Are uli lef edges llf lhe ~i l l' 

s ignil1cal1lly 7relll titan remainder o r th ..: sit.:'! 
Y N (chLoc k :Ipr )ie:lblc items) 

liml' ruck h:trril'r ul'l'usiliulUll ;In';! 

mure wl'l'ds Slt'L'per slup!.' 

I inCrl' :ISl'd l'rosiun , Il'SS \'l':,.tl'l:tliUIi 

I J,!ullics I Ul lwr 

Estimate widlh of " tl i:elell l;'dge (ill feel ) 

.t, E:.:puscd WUSll' 1\l:lIcri;.i'! Y N/ 
• ESl imated p)) 

• Appro:'li m:ltc are:! (i n S4jU;IfI: 1i:1;'1) 

• Number uf "n:;.s with eXllOscll \v;ISle 

F 
5. Is there evideltl.:e u f: Y N ./ 

bulk suil railure I:lnd s lumps 

subsidl'ncl' 

6. Karren Areas: Y N V 
• At Lcas t 75 Il ~ • NUl a mck lIuH:rnp 
• Less th;1II 10 ~u lutul cuver ()iv!! & lille r) 
Nurnl)<.! r of b;lITCn ure:ls 
Do barren lire:ls cover over 25" ~, u r ;my poIYJ,:on? 
Y N --

7, Gul lil's (over 6" in deplh): 

Y_ N / 
Arc any J,:ull ies ;u': Iiw)y erod ing'! Y N 
Number o f gullie~ 



Additional Vegctation: 

Sp\·,il:s "rCWIlI 
"OLV(;ON 

A 1\ <: I) E F 

Dnru" /p U,'N 1/ 
-!YIn Talmo,,:,! Villi 0" 51k ect.¥- (anad. 'KI " 

We~f{'r .l W', ,,,..,. I I 
IPhIAr pil e-- J - cO, M ijlfa-;;i 7 

Usc I) (Dominanl ). F (FrC~IUCIUl. or I (InfrL'C.!Ucnt). 

9 [ttl S () f jouJ VRc, e.ffNhun roc 
eel lne;TI , 



#35 - Del Monte 

6 ._==-__ I=:== ... _~Feel 
~ 0 50 100 150 200 ~) CDM 



LAPLATTA , ... ,, 7/11 lop, 
- !-Iu"" K .KVP,," { M."· n 
I (circle all r!.!levant): N S W E NW NE SW SI! 

BRES FIELD FORM S;\C m,3bs;1C N""" 
Tc;un M\!lnbo:rs (Cir~1c yuur n,I111O:): ~. klU"lt?12-

Numb..:r or I>olyguns: _ Slope: __ IU__ Aspcc 

Area Descripti on: --------

\lc!!ct :.l lion: % of POLYGON 
ground con-fed by: A " C I) E F 

Erosion (BlM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Liv..: td..:sirOlhh:) 33 s )cch:s 
·Undcsirabk (wo.:cdy) 5 species 

"'Nox ious wc.:ds 5" 
Litter ~O 
Rucks > 2" 2-
B;m.: Ground 15 
TOTAL (above 6 

100 items r111LSllOlal 100%) 

Surface Liner fo 
Surface Rock 5 Movement 
Pedestalling cO 
Flow Patterns ~ 

2. Rills Depth 

Rills f'r..:qu.;ncy I 
Gu ll ies Depth Ii> 
Gu lli..:s Fr":'JU<:IIcy 2-

ADJUSTED lIVI<: "/0, 3B c Live j 5",~U IllJ csir.lbh: 

·Up to 5% OfUlldcsir'.Iblc species :LIlt! 0% urnoxiolls 

Soi l Movemel1l 5 
TOTAL BLM Score : 39 

weeds lllay coum mward Adjuslcd Live %. BLM score: 
Vcgc!<ltion (% liw) Sl'on:: 0-55 = M (Monitor) 
0-20% = RI (Rl:ciam:llion Improvement) 56-100 = EV (Emdneerin Evaluation) 
21-39 % = V I (Vcgcwlion Implemelll:llion) 
40-100% :: M (Monitor) \ \'l' l'ds PrCSl' llt : 

I'O LYCON 
A B C II " Species I'rc.~C II I: 

I'OLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Spoued kll:L[lw..:ed I 
Sh..:cp l;;so.:lI\.' ;:: Dalmali olllOad tlax I 
Cr..:stcd wh.:;ugrass F C'heatgrass :r 
~ Wlh: :llgr:LSS :r: Baby's breath X 
Ydlow sW<.:<:ld .. w<.:r 1-
Al lill!:1 F 

Kochi:! X 
Thistle X 

CANADA i3l-1Jc ~ 
Leafy Spurge X 

RuSSEl< RAe6IT eAlSH I 
A c'j" 5 vI"'\. I 
YA~ r 

C-q"" flON r 
!vfVS-r7>o iJ I 
SAL-Sir"! r 

Usc D ( OumilHl11t). F (Fn:4 I1CIlI ). or I (Infrequent ). 
Us.: [) ([)umin;mt), F (Frequent), or I (Jnfre'lu':1I1 ), 

Po lygon EV!llu:.uion A " C U E F 
** .;IJm;II Usc 0 11/1'·· 

Vq;ct3tion (% live) 

Erosion (BLM scor..:) 

Und..:sir/noxious weeds 

O lher IIRES Tri:;:;~'r Itellls 
F *Jdl' l1 lify t rigger :'lrl':.IS (llsi ll !! II) Oil :'Iir plwtu* 

J. Sil e Edgl'S: Arc oll ter edges uf _he s ite 
sign~t lY diflcrcnllhan remainder urlhe site'! 
Y N h:hcck applic:lbh: items) 

I linl(' ruck h:'lr ril' r I d l' p"siliulla l :'11"1': :'1 

I ilion' wl'l'ds J....-i'j"cl· llI:r SIUPl' 

LY"incn';lscd erusion ~ss H'gl' l ;lI itlll 

v-gull ics ~1 111'r (JrTo:JeJ UJ.Il'S ~ (n- cc~~ 
r ' ' II ' r I I " W/ :Slnmill.: Wit 1 \ 01 ;11 ..:tl..:( e{ ge (III kd) ( ) -

( N - ( S 
5 ' 
) 

4, I<:X I>OSl'd Wasil' Mal l' ri:JI '! Y ~N 
• Estimaled p l l~!£ * 6S 
• Approxim;l!e ,Irea (ill square Ii.:et) 
• Number ufareas with e.~ros<:lI wasle 7 

F 
5, Is there evidellee of: V /'" N 

I bulk soil failun' I 1;lIId slum ps 

1~l hs it.lc lI l; l; '* ~MALI- ~f55J016 ~~:/1..D 
-'bi- AS>OCIIJIltD ';;;'<iJ5><;rc;:r.x£ 

6, I~ar rc li Areas: Y t/ N 
• AI L..:asl 75 n~ • Not a rock uuterop 
• L..:ss 111<1 11 I () % 101<1 1 cov::,] li ve & liller) 
Number of baIT ell <lre;iS 
~o b;ir~11 / euver over 15"" orallY ]lolygOil'! 

7, Cu llil's (uver (''' in depth): 

V VN 
VVN Ar..: allY gullies ;Ietivd y o.:rodillg"! 

Numb.:r uf gullies 3 



Comments. Add itional Vegetation: 
• LAq.q; A /2eI\S OF BeJ2BO=..¥- IAJ/c,Qoes . 5vJ2£Il0f'Ja7l) 

0'1 BA~ Ai>.6I\S .. At.-L Ottrc&oi's .. pH tifT to 6'0 
(If<eBs AI?!'J FBltAAg,k't CANAVA 8uro&R,e1< t A"Y5<""'I (o/eM..:f) 

• P,OCd<--Ll~B) DIWH IS QwJIN11JT /IV} 5f~721<NAtW-CW 
AN)? DVtr-"-P- W§?Il'1 5ff3C!i3 ' 

• fio(2Sf[ COAA'rl- UJ/ TWO HORSf5 , IVIANiIflE fl1J;iii't2ls 
ST/)ael~,;o J\129V>JD CO&!AJ<$ , SIrE" SHDtJ.iS MINlfI1.1z--
5{bNS OF 6!?;<!-;;,Nb v{ A FeW /t01Ur; T/?tU/..S 

A;;x:;:rc 6-VIA.. ~"}.() ' ALD,.)O N· 51IC eDt:iJ(/ebrD) 
. ~, • -.; AlJ 0 ~ t.-

-II 

I 

S I-/I%'-T Tl?RM !g;-{:orll r-" I!">JDA nc>1'lS -
• SPAA'1 NOXIOtJ5 wE<eD$ /wfZl7'1 5PI3C!tD (N lli7CHi'f5 

AND tl kmJb i?f){?f%. ' 
• F,,( 1;fl1f06@ tYls-q;f' ON Se= elF StIEf ~ 
• RepAIR-- b ULlde3 
• SIA!2\lLG Ef!.QSloN ¢ C<>NB:N AC.IVIC. RuNOff FgolV\ 
&~WC4- AI2.eJ\S a<1 ~,/I1 IJ'lI, 8Agf?2t\J~ 
vJl geQM6. 

Spl'dcs I'reselll 
I'OI .\'GOi'll 

" " C D I: 

ASPf?J~ I 

Aswz. I 

C-<W'-A Af("i< I 

1H1ZtiWe-eD ~ / 

A6$ItmlE i.l.bRA<i/IDl / 

Vlt7l~l(\I"",,-ras I 

~ /N LoiJh . IlOCi'-L/ ~ 
{)m:.;.( 

USc D ( DOlllin:1I11 l. F (FrI!4I1cl1tl. or I ( Infrcqncnt ) . 

F 



#36 - La Platta 

~-==:JI~~"":'=~IIIII_"".Feet o 100 200 300 400 CONI 



Gr.£". Field I)ale : J..bk 
. L .1f < '" .. hf . aQ. 

BRES FIELD FORM SHe 1I) ;-t'~H' Nan", 

TC:.lm Members (Circle yuur n:ltllc) :l::o>,<:h",,-.,J.~ 

Number of Polygons: J-. Siupe: Ql~...K:l Aspcc ~~n: ln?l.' r~I~:a:"LR ~u a..:dSW SE 

Vl'l!ct :ltion : % til' 
ground eiU'cn'u by: 

Live td..:sirablcl 
s lCcics 
·Undesirahlc tweedYI 
s x'Cles 

Lith:r 

I{ocks ... 2" 

Bare Gruuud 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must lotal IOO" u) 
AI>.r US'I'Im LIVE '}'. 
- L.\,<.' I 5~ MU IU.leMr .. bk 

" 
I e) 

"OI .YeON 
H e u E'" 

·Up to 5·" o fumks ir:lble species and O"u o fnoxiuliS 
weeds 1Il:IY COUnt toward Adjusted Lh'e i .... 

Vegct:lt ioll I"t I;ve) scml:: 
U·20".. It l (RC'..:i:un.ation ImpruvC'lllC'nt) 
21-)9~" VI (VegC'tation ImplelllC'lltalion) 
-10- 100')" M I MIJnitllr) 

She..:p I\:sclle 

Crcsted whC'algr.l.~s 

Slender wh..:algms.o; 

Yel low "we..:telover 

AltiJ lfa 

A 
I'OLYGON 

IJ C I) EF 

USC' D (Domin:mtl. F (Frequent ). or I t Infreqll..:m). 

POLYGON ErosIon (BLM Form) 
A B C 0 • 

Surface Litter :L 
Surface Rock J Movement 
Pedestalling .'3 
Flow Patlcms I 
Kills Depth U 
Ri lls Frcllucm.:y 0 
(i ullit:s Depth i 
liullies Frequency 7 
Soil Mo vcmcnt 7 
TOTAL BLM Score: Ii 
BlM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56- 100 .. EV (Engineerin ' Evaluation) 

\\'~'cds l'n' s~' lIt: 
,'OLYC ON 

" 1\ C Il E 

Spottcd kn;lpwecll 

Dalul:l tiull tuad llax 

Chcatgr:lss 

Baby's brcath 

Koehi:1 

Thistle 

L..:alY Spurg..: 

Usc D t 1)0min;ull). F I Frellu":lIt). or I (Illfrequell\), 

Polygon [va luation A " C () 0: F 
•• "Idlll;" U!o'C' 01111' •• 

Vo:gclatioll (U~ liw) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

UndcsirJno .~ious weeds 

• Othl'r IJIU~S Tri:'::':l'l" ItelllS 
r · Identiry Iri:;:;!.'r :In 'as (usin:,: II ) UII ai r "hutu· 

J. Sill' Ed;,:cs: Arc OU[l'r edges o flh<.' sill' 
signi li l':Inlly X'li.'rcm than rclllaind ... r u f 11 K' !oil':? 

Y N tclll'ck apillicabk Ih:m~1 

lillie rock barrin (klltlsili tlll :ll an':1 

ilion' Wt'Nl s Sll'l'pl'r Sllllll' 

incn::ISt'tl erosion kss \ 'l')!l'l:uiull 

gulli~'s uthn 

btimate width of :Ini.-cled edg~' (ill ti:clj 

NX ... EXIJUSl'tI WaSlc Mal5iar? Y 
• Estim;lt..:d pl l {g, 
• Arrroximmc arca (in S(luare ti.-..:l) I J a 
• Number o f areas with cxpo!'>cd \\:I!'>te 0 

F 
5. Is ther..: cvidelll'c of: Y N-\ 
I hu lk soil failul'c I 1:.IIId SIUIIIIIS 

subsitlclln' 

6, Barrcn An'as: Y ~t N 
• At Least 75 n! . ot:l nx.'k olilerol' 
• L..:·ss Ih:m 10 '~. tolal cover (Iivc & littcr) 
Number of txlrr":l1 .. re;ls 
Do harrell :If"::IS cover over 25"" III' :lIIy [XIlyg.III'! 
Y N '>( 

7 .~liCS (o"er 6";11 d..:p th): 

Y N 
,~ Ar..: :lIIy gullies .. ..:tiyly croding'! Y 

Number of gullies 



COOlllll'nts., __________________ _ 

\ pi :,{\OX] 
Additional Vcgl'lalion : 

S lll'd>.:s I'r'l's>.:nl 
I·OI.Y(;ON 

A Il C I> E F 

Us..: D (DlIllIin:lIll), F (Frequcnt ). ur I (i nfrc(lw:m), 



#45 - Garfield 

a __ ==-___ ===~--~Feet 
~ 0 W 100 1W mo COM 



BRES FIELD FORM SI" 10, SI" Nom" Fidd U:I Il': 

Team Members (Ci rcle your n;II\1C): ______ _ 

Number of Polygons: __ Siupe: __ '0__ Aspcc I (circle all rek ... ant ( N S W E NW NE SW SE 
Area Desl:ript ion : _____________ _ 

V('gl'l:lIioll : -;. or If> A- ,·Ol. YCON 
gruulld cU\'l'rt'd hy: IA> '.0; C I) E F 

live (do.:s ir:tbkl fli/ 'A 
sncdo.:s 1 "1~ V 

·No ... iuus weeds 1l."3 
'-'':'.1:::,,,::,, =-==---I-!~ i~s 

I{od.:s > 2" 2 :z. 
Bare Ground 

TOTAL (:IOO\'e 6 
items mUSttol:JJ 1U0%1 
ADJ UST ED UV"~ "/. ",...,., I 
- LI\o.: t S~.UII,.lc),r .. bk ~cv:J.1L)..L~..L~-L~L-I 
·Up 10 5~ .. of undo.:sir:tblc: SIl<:ctel> :.HId O'!, ~ uf l1oxio~ 
weeds m:Jy COUllIloW:trd Adjuslcd live "w. 
Vegetal ion (% live) SCOTo.:: 
0·2U"/~ "" RI (Red:mmliull Jmprowml.'nl ) 
2 1-39 u .. -= VI (Vegctation Il1Ip lc:mcllI:llion) 
40·IOO~ .. = M (Munilur) 

L!!.pCt'il'S I'n'sl' ll l: 

Sheep ti..'Scue 

Cn:sled whe:lIgr:tss 

Skmk r who.:atgrass 

A 
l'O I.YGON 

H C Ll EF 

Ye llow swe..: tclover 1>< 

Usc I) (Dominant). F (Fre'luo.:nl ). 01' I (Infrcqul.'llI). 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Liner ~ "5 
Surface Rock t 2 Movement 

Pedestal ling [7;: (~ 

Flow Paut:ms l "i I 
Rills D,,:plh ~ ~ 

~ 'i Rills Frcqllcm.:y 

Gu ll io.:s Do.:pth 

Gu ll i..:s Frequency I ~ 
Soil Movcmo.:nl 

TOTAL BlM Scor e: IU. 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56- 100 "" E'jfEnl'ineerin Evaluation) 

Weeds "'resell l : 8 * "OI.YGON ,. , C I) E 

Spolh.:d kn:tpwo.:ed .., ::r 
l)all1"1:lIIOII \oad llalC ""( Ix 
l"ho.::II};r..Jss -r Ii' 
l1<lby's bre<lth V )( 

Kuchi:l ')0- '\( 
Thist le 'XI ")< 
L": lIfy Spurge y; 1\ 

Usc D (Oomin:lnl I. F (Fre4uent ). or I ( Int"r..:qu..:nt). 

Polygo n Evalualion A II <: D " F 
•• Admill U.\·e 0 11 11' ** 

Vegetal ion (% Ii ... ..: ) 

Erosion (ULM score) 

Und~'S i r/noxious wc:c:ds 

Ullu' .- IJlU:S Tri~:':l'r 11 ~lIIs 
F · ldenl if~' Iri!!!!c.- areas (m.ill:': 1#) 011 air (l1I1I1t1· 

3. S i l~ Ed:.:cs: Arc Oil ier eugl.'s of lhe site 
signilie:Lnlly Ilifti:reni lhan rem;linder nfthl.' site"! 
Y»<J N (dll.'ck applicablo.: ill.'ms} 

Ihnl' rock b:lrr il'" ~de(lusiliullal arl''' 

ilion' wl'eds SII' I' P H s IUIH' ~ I.-
"'" inl'n ':Isl'd l' rus iun ll-ss \'I·:.:d alilln 

I gu ll i('s ulli l' r 

Estim:ll o.: Wilhh 01" .l1li:cto.:l1 o.:dgo.: I ill Icet) 

... . "~ xl}Osl'd WaSil: M :llerial"! Y N 
• I:Slll11;,lo.:d pll 

• Approximall.' ar..:a lill sqU:lro.: ti:o.:l) 

• Number of areas wi th eXl"Oscd W:ISlo.: 

F 
5. Is tho.:re evuknce of: Y ,v) 

bulk suil failu rl' lalld slumps 

subsidenn: 

6. Hllrn ' lI An'as: Y ~ N 
• AI Lells\ 75 ti ! . ul ,I ruck Ulnaup 
• Less than 10 ~" 101:11 cmr tlive & lillerl 
Numberofb:Jrren aro.:as 13' 
Do barreJ4e:ts cover OVI.'1' 25"" I, f :my polygon'! 
Y N 

7. G ullk s (over 6" ill Ik plh ): 

Y N 6 
Arc :my gu ill'S :ICli vely o.:rlxling".' Y N 
Number of gu llies 



C ommellt's. Additional Vegcl;llion: 

SJlecks I' n'selll 
POI .YGON 

A " C Il E F 

USI! D ( Domill;lllt ). F (Frl!qlll!l1l ). or I ( l n frl!qw:III ). 



#46 - Missoula Mine 

_c:: __ == __ Feet 

50 tOO 150 200 



Jlli,. blQr'1 !A)' 51 
. KilMer 

BRES FI ELD FORM Sir, w d8sI" Nan", 

'1'1.::1111 Mcmbers (Ci rcle YU UI' name): J . Hv..nt \ 
Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: ~lo_l_ Aspcl.: \ 

An: .. Description: fG!.(.jn~ e((.',T SUYI'OkS.Y1cAed 

Field UaI" ~ttLo~ 

(cin; k :1 11 I'l!kvalll) : N S W~W Nt: SW SE 

\0,,:\ ( fSHh I::lua I 
VCj,':~'I:Jlillfl: -I. of POI.YGON 
~roulld cun'red by: A II C u E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

I Jj",.,, I'J c I " " d, .. , . ~ ' i ,I , .. 
II" I """I" 

-Nuxious w":.,:<I,, 

" Liuer 1"1< 
IhlCks ;;. 2" 10 
Bare (,round 11'5 
' v ' • "bo,d. IILIJ '''n~l 

'1'0 ~~.~~ , " % 

Surface Litter ~ 
Surface Rock Z-Movement 

Pedesudling I to 
Flow Patterns q 

() Rills Depth 

Rills Frl.!l] Ul.!l1cy 0 
Gu ll i..:s Depth 0 
Gu ll i..:s Frc:qu..:ncy 0 
Soi l Movcmenl ~ 

: UP.'" : . U' , '. I bpc,l" I 
weeds may CI)lUll luward Adj ustcd Live "{t. 

TOTAL BLM Score: l 
BLM score: 

V..:gc\:Il iun ('Yo. li ve) score: 0·55 "" M (Monitor) 
U-20% - Rl (l{ccl:.III1:Ltion Improvement) 56·1 00 = EV (Engineerin I Evaluation) 
21-3I)u" VI( , Imrl':llIcm:uion) 
-10- 100 .... M , , \Vel'ds I'resent: 

POt'l'GON 
A II C U E 

SIICcil'S rreselll : 
"OtYGON 

A II C u E F 
Sfl'Jtled knapwecd \ 

Sheep fcscm: l' 
J)"lm"liou lo;ldll;,x I 

, Cr""d .. , I. : f 
~ whc.::llgr:lss I 

Clu:;ugrass F 
U:lby's hr..:a lh ti/A 

I Ydlow SWL'Clclon:r I 
Kochi .. "/~ 

I A'"'''' f 
Th istle "'I, 
Le:lfy Sp ur!;e "A 

I (,hl <0 hi I 
IY\ .d .... ;1,\ I 

I u" D, , , . F" , . or , , ., Use D ( IJomin:lIlt). F (Frequent). or I (Inrr':~l u..:nt). 

Pulygon 1-:\'3IU:.1I1011 A II C U E F 
•• Ad",i" U.'''' 0"/1' ** 

Vcgcl:nion (% live) 

Erosion (ULM sl.:orl: ) 

Und\!Sir/no:< ious weeds 

Olher LU~ES Tril!l!er Ill' lI1~ 
F - idelllify tri:':~l' r ~n':1 S (usi ll l! # ) Oil air "hoCO-

3. Sill' Ed:;l'S: Arc Imler etlg..:s o f the site 
signilie:lI1l ly diO<:rem limn r..:m:l inder o f the site'.' 
Y N V (check :lpplicable items) 

liml' rOl'k barrier (kpusilil111ai aH':1 

lIIun' Wl'l'ds stl'l'per s ltll)l' 

jllcn'aSl'd l'rusiuu less " cl!l'I;1t iull , 
~ullies ullll'r 

(;:.1;111:11..: width ofani:lo:l..:d edJ;,": ( in I\:..: I) 

4, Expused Wastl' i\I~ll'rbl'! Y N v' 
• I:stiulaled I'l l 

• Approxill1 >1llo: ;trea (in Sll u:m: 1\:..:1) 

• Number 1.11' :1T<:as wi th cX l)Oseu waste 

F 
5. Is Ih..:re e"iu..:nce Ill': Y N V-

ho lk suil railure land slulI1llS 

suhsidl'lIce 

6, lJ:Jrn' lI An'as: 'I' N / 

• Al l e:lSI 75 II: • Nut :, rock Oll tcrop 
• Less Ihan 10 ~~ lolal cover ( live & li tter) 
Number of bmT..:n ;tr..:as 
Do bam:n arlo::lS cO\·..: r O\'lo:f 25"" ~lf :my IlUlyglHf! 
y N 

7. Gu llies (owr 6" ill ~lcplh) : 

Y N ./ 
Ar..: any !;ull l":s acti\'d y ..:rulim!;'! \' N 
Number or gulli ..:s 



C Ol1lmCIIIS., _____________________ _ 

- Stl-{ ecl.e es,Z,adj Moot ed ':IPS h a ye "0 des ".,.J,± 
V)Oei 1j a no\.. h(J'i. !lJ{..tS w eed.., 

Additional Vcgetation: 

SPl'ril'S l'I'l'Sl'ut 
I'O LY(;ON 

" " C Il E F 

Us..: D (Domin;I!II). F (Fr..:qll":IIt). or I ( Jll frcl(UcIIIJ . 



#48 - Old Glo 

a _-== ___ ==~ ___ Feel 

W a 25 50 75 100 ~) CDM 



F ield Hall:: "1 ~ 1-08 BRES FIELD FORM S;" lO19s;" Nam" 

TC~1Il f.llI;mbcrs (Circle your n.Ulll:): J. Hunt L 
Number ur l'oly!:~uns: _1_ Stulle : ~lOl Aspcc 

Area Dcscripliun:-'Re5Iden\ le&.l SLedi' tloE-

Old lJ 11>[:':\ 
. K ,Ime( 
I (I:in.:k all n.:h.:v:lIlI) :(fJ S \~NW NE SW SE 

\r\If~ l::rl (\'\UI ~ ~11l1 a (U~ 

VL'I!L'Calio n: "/. or l'UI.YGON 
" rtlund ~on .. n:d II\': " U C Il E F . . Erosion (BlM Form) 

POLYGON 
A 8 C D [ 

Live (tli.:sir:lolc) 
snt-eil's 2JJ 
·Uni.lL'Sirahh: (\\!;<:uyl 
sn~c ics 20 
·No.~iulls weeds 5 

Surface Liner B 
Surface Rock 8 Moveme nt 

Pedestalling " Liller ,<<) 
]{ ucks > 1" 0 
Barc Ground 20 
TOTAl . (abuw (1 

\01,; items mlist lot;J1 IOU",,) 

Flow Patterns \0 

'" 
Rills Deplh 

Rills Fr":llue" cy 1;0 
Gullies Oeplh 0 
Gullies Frequency D 

/\I)J USTEIJ I.IV~ % 
15 • l.iw I 5" "Ulld..:~ir.lblo.: 

Sui! Movent.:,,1 9, 
·Up 10 5~" uflilldcsir.lbh.: ~Ilf.:cics :ll1d O'} .. ufnoxiuus TOTAL BLM Score: 4\0 
weeds may COlltllloWltnl AdjuSh:d Live u ,~. BlM score: 
VcgcI.uioll ( .... liw) score: 
0-20" .. "" Itl (I{cd;unalion Improl'cIllCI1I) 

0·55 '" M (Monitor) 
56·) 00 = EV'(inl!ineerim! Evaluation) 

11-3IJ w" VllVcgctatiun Imr lcmclII:lliun) 
.JU· I U()" " M I M()lIilorj \\'('('ds I'n's('nl : 

POLYGON 

" II C D E 

Specks I'n'sclll: 
I'OLYGON 

" " C Il E F 
Spolletl knapweeu I 

Sh.:cp fL'SCIIC \ 
Cn:sh:u who.::ugm:-s f 

O:.l lllil lioll lo:.drlax I 
l'hC:llgr:.ISS IF 

Slender WhC:llgr.I:.S 1 Baby's bre:llh X 
Ydlow sw<.:clc lov.:r 1 
Allultil .- Kochi :1 f 

Thistle ,l' 
Leafy SpurSI: If. 

1.<; r, [<. ~ J \ 
I M",,,~ 1 

Usc D I 1>0111111:1111 ), I (Frl:qul:lII ), or I !lnfrl:qul:nI). Usc D (Dominallt ), F ( Frl:~lu etll), ur I ( Inrr.:qllent). 

Pulygun Evaluatiun " " C " E F 
** Ad",i" U"'ie 0,,/.' ** 

Vl:gl: l;)lion (% li\'l:) 

Erosion (BLM SCOI\:) 

UndL'Sirlnox ious wwds 

Ot lll' r IJIU;S Tril,:l!~'r Ilems 
F *hknlify Iri:.t:.tt'r an'as (u)o ill:.t 1#) ti ll ai l" phulu* 

3. Sile Ed:.tt's; Arc OUIl:f I:ugl:s \.I f 1111: s itl: 
signitic:uuly diOi:l\:lIl th;U\l\:m:l i"dl:r llf lile sik·.' 
y V N (dll:ck applic:lbk itcms) 

.,/" limt' ro~'k barrie.' (il-pusitillll:!1 an:a 

llIun' Wt,~,tls sll'l' lll'r s lupl' 

./ incn':lsetl erusiun k ss nl!l'I:llillll 

I :.tu IIil'S III IIl'I" 

ESl im:lle width of ani:~'led I:dgl: I ill ti:.:t I 10 

-I. ESI}tJSl'tl Wasle M:lll'rial"! Y N ./ 
• J::s tinmtetl pll 

• Approxi mOlh: :Ire:! I ill .~l[lIare I<:el) 

• Number til' are:ls wilh I:xposed wasle 

F 
;, Is Ihere e\'itlenc.: o f: Y N .-/' 

bulk stl il r:lilun' 1:Jllti s lllruJl ~ 

subsid~' n{'l' 

6. 1l:lrn'n Areas: Y / N 
• AI L.:tlst 75 n: • Nol :I rock llutCrop 
• Less th:1II 10 "p hmll cover ~ Ih'l: & lil t.:r) 
Number ufbtlrrcll arl:lIS I 
eo bar~" ~IS .:uwr o\'~'r 25" u 1)1' :lIly 1'IOly!,;ulI"! 

7, G ullies (owr 6'" ill depth): 

Y N .,./ 
Arc allY gulli.:s tll,:ti\'C!y erodillg"! Y N 
Number Ill' gu lli.:s 



C Olli lIIt'n ISo ___________________ _ Addi ti onal Vl'gl't al iun: 

SI)l'ci l 'S Pn'Sl.'lI 1 
I'OLYGON 

" II C I) E ... 

US\: D (DulI1in:llltl. F (Frequent). ur I (Infreqllent!. 

Shutt t erM J(e l {( ' M ' ndo.b ~n~ · 



#49 Old Glory 

~.c=C~"~~===C~"~Feet 
25 50 75 100 



c " E BRES FIELD FORM Sill.' 11l ::l)Silc Na m e: Lett a. .. Field Dale: 1 -1-()~ Polygon ":valualioll 

\ It' _ ' _ I _:··:..oA~d~"~"~·"cU!!>':~t!~O~"~/v!!..:·:·-I_-I_-I __ I-_I-_I----i 
A 

TC:Ull Mcmbers (Circle your name): - ".\ \ I"VI P (' ,... 

;
@ I Vcgctation 10/. livc) 

Number of Polygons: -L. Slopc: ~IO~ Aspect (dn.:lc all rc!cvalll ): N S V E NW NE SW Sf: 
Erosion (BLM score) 

Area Description : hMAll-Wf5I ta.c:tna s\one l?e \mu fYI IM.Qt.cun....C"tlnn1l0 __ _ 
.J ~r-________________ ~ _______ ·~ ____________ ~u~n~d:,~,:;,:/n:o:':;:o:o,:. :w:':':d':' ~::::::::::::::::~::~::; 

V{'~{'l aliun : ./. uf POLYGON 
gruu nd cO\'l'n'd hy: .- " C I) " F 

Live (uesimblc) 

03 sn..'cies 
• Undesir.Lblc (we..:dy) 

11-sn.. .. d..:s 

·Nox iotls weeds ir\ 
Litler ~ 
Rocks :> 2" 5 
B:Lr..: (irull lLll 2.. 
TOTAL (:Lbove (t 

100 ilems I1II1SI101:Ll IUO"~) 
AU,I USH:U UV": 'Y. 30 - LLV.: I 5~ uUnu.:~mLbk 

·Up III 5"" ofum.l..:sir.Lble s]lI!..:ies and O"~ ornoxiuus 
w..:..:ds may cotlnl toward Adjust..:d live '\.", 
Vegclalion (D .. live) score: 
0·20",, - Itl (Reclamatioll Imrro\'eil)ent) 
2] ·JLP~ VI (Vegct:Ltitlll Imrkmelll:Llion) 
4U· I 00" II - M (MOIiLlor) 

SI)l'cil's l'n'sl'lI l: 
I'OLYGON 

A " C I) " F 

Shcer ti!scue 1 
t'rcst..:d whe:Llgr.Lss f 
Slender whealg!"'.!:;:; 1 
Yellow sW..:e!ck)\'c r \ 
AIf:L1f:l p-

Use D (Dominant), F (Fr..:qllent), or I ([nfrequent). 

O lhl' r IIIU:S Tri~gl'r 11l'IIIS 

I----------I.;,-=-,.::..,::...,-::...,:F-I *ldl' lI lify Irig~t'f" arl'as (usin~ II) UII ai r Ilhu1n* 

BlM score: 
0-55 "" M (Monitor) 
56-1 00 = EV (Enl!ineerinl! Evaluation) 

\Vl't'ds l'rl'SclIl: 
I'OLYGON 

A " C Il [ 

5POHcd knapwccd 1 
D;Jhnal;O!ltoadllax I 
Chealgr;tss Ie 
Haby's breath i 
Koch;a 1 
Thistlc I 
le:t ly Spuf};e \ 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Fn:qul'nl), or I (I nfrequent). 

F 

J. Sil l' Edl!{'s: Arc uuter edge:; u flhe :;ile 
signilicalllly di fli:rcnl Ihall I\:'LI1a indo.:r of thc :;lIe'! 
Y -./' N (chcck tLpplkahlo: ;[CIILS) 

v lilLLl' ruck barril'l' 

V ilion' Wl'l'ds 

/ inCrl'lLSl'd l' rositJlI 

dcpusiliull al afl'a 

Vstl'l'lll'r s lulll' bu..r IY\ 

0 css \' l'~l't lLti\l1l 
~ullit'.~ tllhl'r· _____ _ 

Estill J:lIC width of:ltrCCled edge (in ken 

4, ":XI)Osl'd WaSIl' J\'I a ll'rilLl'! Y ..,/" N 

• Estimmed pll i 1-

• Approxim:Llc arca (in S(l tL:Lre ti:et) lIP C-t 
• Numbcr o faTl::Ls with c:<poscd W:l:o. tc I 

5. Is Ihcrc evidc!lec of: Y N v 
bulk soil failun' land s lum ps 

I subsidl'lll'c 

6, BarrclI An'as: Y N V 
• AI L C;ISI 75 Ii! • NO!:L rock l)utefOp 
• less Ihan 10 ,~" lOla I COWl' (Iiw & lillcr) 
Numhcr (I f bmTen arcas 
Do b:Lrren areas COWl' over 25"" L1f,"ly polygon'! 
Y N 

7, Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N '/ 
Arc ally gult i..:s actively crooin);;'! Y 
Numbcr of gull ics 

N 



C Olli IIIl' lI IS., _____________ ______ _ Additional Vegetat ion: 

Spn'il'S l'rl'Sl'lIl 
I'OL \'GON 

" " C Il t F 

- Ve('1 $010 \\ redcl1 01e £1. s ,t e a t tid. cf srree± . 
SH-? :hOH !10 ' Ie) dp nut M atc b orj!O I Y'e\M, 

Uso.: D (DlJll1in:ml). F (Fr0.:4110.:111). or I (I nfro.:qllo.:l1l), 

• Need (, !mtr,,\ 
• ~[d I Wo..Stf areA 

· b e"l bQS 



Zeila Site No. 50 
Quality Control Cover Frames 

7/9/2008 
Live UWS Noxious 

220 23 18 
44% 5.00% 3.00% 

A~usted Live 49% 

Litter Rock Bare TOTAL HITS 
236 2 1 500 

47% 0.50% 0.50% 100% 



#50 - Zelia 

GRANT WILLIAM 

, . 
" 

~ .... ===-...... ====== ....... Feel 
~ 0 10 20 30 40 



BRES FIELD FORM sill'Il):5Zsilc Na UlC: muS-tQ W CtA...1.1.P A II c I) " Field Dale: l -1-Q~ Polygun Evalualion 

>-:':'",'"d"n"n"ncU~se"O"n"/[":':'-<_-<c-~e-__ e-__ +-__ +-~ 
Ve:ge:t::tt ion (% live) 

Tcam Members (Cin.:1c your name): ::r I-1v..rrt l"--~K~lllILronJea(_~/"",==:::::-~~-::-:-::--~", 
Numbero!' Polygons: k....- Slope: ~lo...2,5jv Aspcct (circle all relcvant) :~ S W i1)NW NE SW SE 

Area Descril)tion : ="'-..A;<u>....-fu,.uh---'l..l:_ ""«" . .ln 1'1-,., k'",' •• . h " I 

Vl':!l'laliulI: 'Yo ur POL \ 'GON 
~ruund em'cn'd hy: A " C I) E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E 

Live (desir.lbld t; '1c SIlI.:-cies 
·UndesirJbk (w..:edy) 

'3 .') s wcies 

·Nu.1(iuus weeds 1- 5 
Lill..:r Z. <10 
Kucks > :!'" 

., 
0 

Bar..: (jruund 'lsZ 10 
TOTAL (abow (I 

I ~ lilt itl!I1IS musllOwl IUU"~ ) 

AI>.IUSTEI> LIVE % 
10 1'-1: - L,\,,: I 5~ ~UIH.k~irJbk 

Surface Lincr 3 
Surface Rock S Movement 

Pedestalling 2 
Flow Pallems I 
Rills Depth '1 
Rills Frcque:llcy z., 
Gull ie:s De:['lth -=r 
Ciullies Frequency I 
Sui I Move:mcnt 1"/ 

• Up 10 ~ of IUv.ksimbk spt.:..:: ics and ~ .. o f nox ious TOTAL BLM Score: -i~ <, 
weeds may eUII1IItoward Adjusted Uve 0:'. 
Ve:ge:l:llion ( .... (ive:) M:on:: 
O-l()":' = RI (Re:cialll:ltion Im['lro\'c:lIlellt ) 

BlM score: b06E'cl OV\, 

0-55 '" M (Monilor) N~ 'i>IMJcM<. 
56-100 - EV (Enl1ineerin Evaluation) 

21-39 " " '" VI (Ve:getmioll Impleme:nl:ltiun) 
40-100" .. <- M (Monitorl \\'('eds Pn'scnt : 

I'OLYGON 
A II <: I) E 

Spl.'('ie ~ "n'sent: 
POLYGON 

A " C I) J.: F 
Sf'Olted knapw..:cd \ I 

She..:p fescue I I 
Cn.'Sh:d whe:atgmss I F-
~' whe;llgr.ISS I ~ 
Ye llow sw..:e:telowr I 'X 
1\ 11:11111 I f:-

Dalm:tliol1load tlu ){ I I 
Chc:ltgrJss r- IF 
Uaby's brc:llh N/~ NA 
Koehia Nf" ~A 

Thistle "'/A I ~ 
Le:afy Spurge: N/" % 

1m.,,", ." I' I 

USe D (I)Oll1inalll). F (Fre:4UCnl). or I ( Infreque:nt ), Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Jllfre:4ue:III ), 

F 

.. 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Unde:s irlnoxious wl,:cds 

Other lutES Tri:'::':l' r Items 
* ldl'ntiry tri:!:!er an'as (usin:.: 1#) un air IIhulu* 

J. Sile Ed:;l'S: Arc oute:r e:dges uf lhe: si le: 
signi lic:mlly dificTe:nt than re:maindcr Ill' the sill:'! 
Y / N leh..:ck :lpplicabk ih:I1\~) 

litm' rUl'k b:l rricr 

v" mun' wCl'ds 

I inlTl':lset! erusiun 

1 gu ll ies 

dl'pusil iull al :I rca 

s tn-I'er sh' lll' 

v kss vl":!l'Iatiun 
1 uthcr _____ _ 

4. E):IIUSl'd WaSIl,' Mall'ria!'! Y V N 

• Estim:lh:d pi' i _ 
• Arproxim:ue: arc:t (ill S4l1are: Ice:1) ~C.a..l-\vLd 
• Number of are:as with cxpos.;u W;ls te: 

5. Is the re: e:vidcnce o f: Y N ,./ 

bulk suil railun land SlulIIl)S 

subsidl'f)Ce 

6. Ua r n'n Arl'as: Y V N 
• At Le:ast 75 1i ~ • NOI II ruck OtlU:rop 
• Less Ihan 10 'J. .. wwl cover (live: & liller) 
Numbcrofb:un:n ;Ireas Mcu,c1"\t..1. Pr 
D\) harrell are:as cowr tlwr 2'i'u" or :Ihy polygun'! 
y v' N 

7. C ulli l'S (ovcr6" in deplh): 

y v' N 
Arc any gu ll ies ae ti vc:ly eroding'! 
Number of gullics \ 

. '''n' ... 
.J 



Comll1cn ts., ___ ---c _____ --:-_________ _ 

1. (201Y5nn s d llp a h oa+v.d. 
Add ition:11 Vl'gctati on: 

S ll l:cil:s l'rl:Sl: lI 1 POL YGON 
A " C U " F 

US~ [) l Dumin:l11t ). F (Frl:l]tll:nl). or r (ln frcqucnt). 



tnl1STlK 
#52 - Moscow Dump 

a ._= __ ~=="'_IIFeet W 0 50 100 150 200 



PoIA..//l1 blU73.~ "kid IMe: l-II -{),? 

J:::JJm er 
BRES FIELD FORM Site m ,s3Site N,,,,,,, 
TC;1I11 Mcmb~rs (Cin.:il' your ll'Il11~): .7 Hunt L 
Number or Polygons: L SloJl~:.J ;.)-L Asper.: I (cin.:ic all rdevant): N®VV E NW NE SW SE 

Arca Dcsc'·;I',;oll : fjfW----SJ~1!!::t _1i..1.<, {?,iJa.t!.. 

Vcgcl:lt ion : % or )'OI ,Y(;ON 
gro und l'ovcred hy: A " C Il E ,.. Eros ion (BLM Form) POLYGON 

A 8 C D E 
Live (dcsimbk) 

1£ sDccics 
·Unucsir..Ibk· (WCl'UY) 

UJ s leek·s 

Surface Litter I ~ 
Surface Rock S Movement 

·No,~iuus weeds 110 
Lilh:r I :<C; 

Pedestalling II 
Flow Pattems G 

Rocks "" :!" ?-
Rills Depth 

I.tll\: Gruulld 'l 
TOTAL ('1bow (I Ivi i1l:ms mustltl1al IUO"~,) 

Rills Fr":lllh.:n..:y ~ 

Gullies D..:plh 

tiulli..:s Frequ..:ncy I 
AU.lUSTt-:1> I.IV": ";'. 30 : live ! 5'! "U lllk s il~lbk 

Soil Mov..:menl S 
·Up 105" .. of ll1H .. lo.:sirabk spccics and O~" vI' 1I11xilltls TOTAL BLM Score: 1'1' 
wccl b may CUlill1 hJW:IHI A<ljuSh:d L i ve ']1,., BlM score: 
Vcgcl;lliun (% live ) scoro.:: 
U-1tJ% - RI (Hcci:ull:1liun l l11proYclIlo.:ntj 
2 1-.W 'V .. - VI (Vegetal ion Implement:!1 iOIl) 

4U-IUU% M (Monitor) 

0·55 = M (Monitor) 
56·100 - EV (Eng-ineerin • Evaluation) 

\ \'el'ds '-reselll: l'Ot "GON 
A " C " E 

SlIl'cies l'n'Xl'll l: 
PUI .YGON 

A " C Il E ,.. Sfl\llied knapw..:ed \ 
Sheep rl.' scuc I D;llmaliun t\laclilax I 
Cresled whc:ugmss b 

C heal grass f!-
!\~r whcalgmss r Haby's brcnlh I 
YclltJw sw..:..:l..:lo" ..:r X 
AJJlllHI I 

Koehi .. I ~ 
Thiscle 

(;j.Ml- R" (I~ I 

A<,,<M. I 
-W,ll,,,,,,, I 

Leafy Spurge 1-.. 
(" 1_- '" I 

vf tI.( 1-;;" of. I 
)'11, ./" J,.u"Ck,. / 

Usc I) (Du1I1inanl). F ( Fro:qllcnl), or I (InfrCI1ucnt). Us..: D (Od'minanIJ. F (Frcquent). or I ([lIfrc~lucnl). 

I'uly:,:oll [ " a lu:llioll A B C I) " F 
...... I IJmill U.\'I! O"h, ** 

Vcgcl:.lliOIl (% live) 

Erosiun (I3LM score) 

Undcsir/noxiuus weeds 

Otlll'l" BIU~S Tri;:,gl'r Iklll s 
F *ldl'ulify tri/-:!!l'r ;In .. .. s ( li s ill ~ #) UII air phuto'" 

J. Sill' Ec.I:':l'S : A rl' 11\110.:1' edge:. \lr,ll..: site 
s ignilic:l111ly llini:rcnl than rCIll:LlIldcr u r 1111' :o il..:? 
Y V N (c hcck apillicahk ill"lllS) 

lillll' rock b:lrril'r dcposiliulI:d arc:, 

./ IIIlIn' weeds Nt:rf'\.1 / st n'IH'r slOI)l' ,,1/<.$1-
inul'ascd erosion V less \' Cgl' I :l\ i uI1 I1'Jl~t 

V :':Ullil'S West ulhn 

ESlinmh: widlh ofalf0":I..:d ..:dge I in 1 ...... 1' 

4. Ex pused Wasil' Maleria!"! Y V N 
• ESlimated pll ~.!.O -r S5 
• Appnn:im;ll..: are~1 li n squan.: I!:d) I}JO 
• NlIl1lb~·r \1 1" ar..:;!s with exposed wasl.::::tQ 

F 
5. Is Iher..: evid":lK": of: Y N ./ 

bulk suil railun' I;lml SilUllllS 

subsidl'lICl' 

l!. Barrl' 1I An·as: Y ./ N 
• AI LeaSI 75 n: • NOI ;\ r(ll.'k \lul":j'(}fl 
• Less Ih;1I1 1 U 'Vo, IOlall'(I! (live & liller) 
Number (If barr":l1 ;Ir~·as 
Do barr..:n area~ ..:ov~·r (lV":I' 25"" of ~lIIy p\llygon'! 
Y N ./ -

7, Gullies (over (, .. in d..:plh ): 

y ./ N 
An.: any gulli..:s ;u:li w ly ..:nlding"! y N ./ 
Number uf gull;..:s I 



COJ11J11cnts, _ _ ____ ______________ _ Additional Vegeta t ion: 

Species "resl'nl 
I·OI.\,CON 

" 11 C " f: F 

~ MPn I ttJu r 

Usc D (Dominanl ). F (Frc~l ucnt), or I (l nfrcq uctll ) . 

.51 01 I fftf)1 7?e(lif}l (llda frcn (' 
- eddr us (t /Jared Mute ,,"yeas 



#53 - Poulin Dum 

• 

" 

a _-=::::::JI __ -====-_""'!" Feet 
~ 0 ~ 100 1~ mo (i!J COM 



BRES FIELD FORM $;tc IIl6'! S;tc N"",c: -SpeD!:S: b it Clp-- Ficld D:lle: 3>8'()E;' 
'(1\ roe Y 
(cin:lc all n:lcv:IIl I): N@ W E NW NE SW S E 

T~a1ll Me mbers (Ci n; lc you r name): .::t_H.L\..nLU 
Number 01" Polygon s: _1_ Slope: -1-10..3- Aspect 

Arc:. Desc ription : -lJ. 0& ~\o SlY fer 

V l'gl ' l :ttiUII: 'V .. of "01._ YGON 
ground cU\'t.'rl'd by : " II C I) E .. Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Li ve (dcsirab lc ) 

'kl s ' CCtcS 

'" Undcsira l>k (w..:cdy J 5 s ' ccics 
• No.dolls Wl'CUS !:\ 

(p Surface Liller 

Surface Rock 5 Movemen t 

Pedestal ling I II 
Liu..:r l'i~ 
Rucks > T I 

Flow Patterns C, 

Rills Depth I () 
Bare Ground 4 
TOTA L (above 6 

It» i tems mUSllOl~Ll 100% ) 

Rills Fn.:qw.:llt:y 0 
( iullio.:s I) ,,:plh I" 
G ullies Frequency 1(1 

AIlJ USTED I.IVE % 'IS '" L,vJ,; t 5 '~oU ndc sir.l blc 
Soi I Movement ".\ 

"' Up lu 5% ufumksirabk spccio:s :md U'}{. uf nuxiolls TOTAL BLM Score: .1 
wwds may count toward Adj uSh.:d Li ve 'Vu. BLM score: 
Vo.:gcl:lt ion (% live ) score: 0-55 = M (Monilor) 
0-20% -" RI (Reclamation Improwmcn1) 56- 100 = EV (Enl.!:ineerin· Eval uation) 
2 I-.N % - V J (Vcgclaliull J m(1lclllclll:t lion ) 
40- 100% - M (Monitor) WCl.'ds l)rcSl'nl : 

POLYGON 
A II C Il E 

SPl'l' j(-S IIn'Sl'lIt : 
'·OI.YGON 

,\ II C U .; F 
SpOiled knapwccd 1 

S hccp ti:SClll.: I 
C l'CSh;u wlu.:atgrass '" 

Dalmaliun loadfla ... 1 
Chc:tlgrass I 

Slcnucr whcalgrass \ 
Yellow sw ... o.:h.: lovcr X 
A II:II[;I IZ. 
n,oe ~ I 

Baby's br<::llh X 
Koc hia X 
This tle X 

X Lc:dy Spurge 

I ".I<cd " I 
h\,.ISf,;'vJ I 

Us..: [) ( J)onlin ~U1I) . F (Frcljuo.:nl). or I ( l nfrcqllcm). Us",: () (Domin:lnl). F (Frequent). or I (1Il fretlUClll ). 

]'oln:on i<:\'aluation A II C I> .; F 
•• A dmin U.W! {JIIII' •• 

Vcgcl:1liull (% l ive) 

Erosion (I3LM score) 

Undcsir/noxiuus wc..:ds 

Olher UlU:S Tri~gl'r IIl' lIIS 

F * Idl'nlify Irigga :ln'aS (using # ) un :Iir I'lIolu* 

3. Sill' Edgl'S: A rc uliler edges u i"lhl' si ll' 
sig l~an ll Y tli 1"1''':1"0.:11 1 thall fCllIaindci' Il l' I he si ll"! 
Y N (..:hed.: ilppl kab lc iIC1l1S) 

lillie rock IJ:lrril' r dl'l>ositiun:ll :II"l' ;I 

V IIIUrl' wl'eds SICl'pl' r S!UPl' 

increased ('fusiun 0 css \'cgclaliull 

J,!ullil's VtJlhl'l" 6~1~ 
'\' ,),,,1h ),"'-
Estimate width tl l" ,, !1'cclcd edge ( in l'.:c1) ''O 

4. E ~llt)s j:d WaSil' l\'Iall' ri ;iI '! Y NV 

• Estimated pi' 
• Approxi l11all' arl'a (i n squan.! li.:ct' 
• Number ufaTl'as wilh c .~p\Jscd wash.: 

F 
5. Is Ihcrt: o.; v idL' IIC!; II f : Y N ./ 

bulk soil ra il url' land slullIJls 

s ubsidl'ncc 

fI, !Jarrell An'as: Y N . / 
• AI Least 75 n ~ • Nol a rod ull!cmp 
• Less than I U % lola I COWl' \ live & tiller) 
Number of bam.:n :t fcas 
Do barren ;m.: ;!s cuver over 25"{' I I I' any pol ygon? 
y N --

7. G llllil.'s (over 6" in l!o.:plh): 

Y N V-
A n.: any gu ll ies m:liv..-iy erod ing'! y N 
Number \If guJlic~ 



C Oll1l11cnts. _____________________ _ Additional Vcgetation: 

al t~ of s,J, Q' fl.f 

SIH.'cil'S I'n'sl'ul 
"OI.Y(;()N 

" " C I) >: F 

Usc I) (Duminanl), ... (Frcllucnl), ur t ( tnfrcqllcm). 

- m!.IW \l t d1.."n 3- 4 'j£ o yS 



a _-=::::J __ -====-__ Feet 

W 0 25 50 75 100 



'!e-?J: .{jcv ;~ ~ 
BRES FIELD I'ORM SitdD:_ Sitd '<am" a Fidd I"".: '7- r 1,0 - -
T~a111 M':111bI.:TS (Cin.:h.: your name): ______ _ 

Numbl.":l' or Pol ygulls: 1_ Slope: __ 1" __ Aspcc 1 (cin:1l: all n::lcvanl ): N S W E NW NE SW Sf: 
An:a Dl:scri )11011 : __ .-~~.-_____ .-__ _ 

Vcgl'I:llion: 'Yo. of 
ground l'owrcd by: 

Livl; (tksirabkl 
S Jed.:s 
·Unucsir:.tblc Iwccuy l 
:. lcdcs 

Liller 

Rucks ;. ::!" 

11;11"1.: Ground 

TOTAl. (ab..l\'c 6 
items must lulal IO(J'Yu , 

AIl.J USTE I> !.IVE "j" 
= Ltv.: I 5" "Uu<,h:~u';Jbh: 

A " F 

• Ur 10 5'}" uf tllltksirahk spcl.:ics and 0"'0 of nux ious 
wcctls llIay clltlill loward i\ujuslo.!d Live ":,. 
Vegetation (" .. li ve) scm..:: 
t)·20'}u == Rlllh:dalllallUn Improvcment) 
2 1·31) '; " - V I (Vegetation 111l(1lcI11Cl1Iuliul1) 

.. W-IOU'~" - M (Munil()r) 

Shco.::p !I::So.:lIO.: 

Crested whc;llgrass 

~. w heal!,;rass 

Yelluw swcd cluvcr 

1'0 1. \ ' GQN 
U e U E!>' 

Usc D (DulIliu<ln l). F (Frcll liCIlI). ur I ( InrrI.:4111 . .'111). 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYCON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Liner 'Y 
Surface Rock 5 Movement 

Pedestalling J 
Flow Patterns In 
Rill s Deplh 'f... 
Rills Frequency 'X 
(iu llies Deplh Y 
GlIlli..:s Fr..:qu~'1H':Y 

Soil Mllv..:Il1..:111 Y 
TOTAL BLM Score: Z 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monilor) 
56-1 00 - EV (En 'ineerin Evaluation) 

\V('eds "rl'SI'III: 
POI.Y GON 

A " C IJ .: 
Spolleu knapw..:eu 

Dalmalio ll 10arJ Jla,'I: V 
Che<llgms!!o IT 
13aby's br..:alh 1)( 
Kochia 

Thisllc 11 
L~'afy Spurge 'i 
_'," 7<~ -I-

~ 

Usc [) (I)UlI1l n:llll), F (FrO:l(lIen1), or I l in fre{lllenl) . 

I'ol),:.\on [yaloation A Il C IJ E F 
** Admill U,'iI~ 0111)' ** 

Vegel;llioll ('Yo li ve) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/nuxious weeus 

Olh .. ", UH,ES Tri:.:g .. ' r 11l'IIIS 
F *ldl'lI lif)' Iri:,:g .. 'r an'as (using #) (III :lir plww* 

J, Sill' Edgl'S: Arc otller edges urlh..: si le 
sig,ni 11e:1I111'1 di 11'..:ren1 lhall r": lnaimk r ,)1' Ih..: SI I..: '.' 
y N (..:IIl'..:k appl kah l..: 11":II1S I 

lillll' rock harril'r (il-lItisitiClII:.l1 an'a 
ilion' wl.'l.'ds stl.' l'pl'r slupl' 
incrl':lSl'd l'rusiull kss wgl't :lliun 
:.\ullil.'s ullH'r 

ESlimal..: widl h ,)f ;l fli:cleu ..: .. Ig .. , tin f..:..: 1) 

4. [ xpns .. 'd \V:ISIl' M:llui:ll'! Y N 
• Eslim:Hed I' ll 
• Arpn): .. ill1:Ll..: :lr"::1 (ill sllll:II'l' 1i:~'I) 

• NlImb..:r or:II't:as wi lh e,'l:I'Il)sed w:lsll' 

I-' 
5. Is Ihen~ evidence or: Y N 

hu lk soil f:lilurl' l:lnd slumps 

subsidl'ncl' 

6, Barren An'as: Y N 
• Al LeaSI 75 1i ~ • N,)l a rock ouh:I'0(l 
• Less Ihan 10 '~" l\ llal el1vcr{liv.: & li ller) 
Number of b:u'fl'n al'o:as 
I)u barren areas cliver \.\\'~'r 25"" llf:IIl'1 p,)lygun'! 
y N 

7. (;ullil's (liver (." in t.kplh): 
y N 
Arc any gu llies :ll' ll vdy eroding'! Y N 
Number llf gull ies 



¥9 
BRES FIELD FO RM S ;I~N"m" 

Team Ml.:lllbl.!t's (Cin.:k yOll r Ilame~ c.e 
Numb!.!f of Ilolygolls: J_ Slope: __ 10 __ Aspect 
A I'I.::I Descriptioll: ______________ _ 

VCgCllllioll: "I .. tlf ,'OI.Y(.;ON 
grou nd cU\'cfcd by: " II C I) E F 

Liw {lksirabkl 
~ S leeL":S 

"'U llucsir.lbk (weedy) 1 snccie:; 

"'Noxiuus wccus 

UlI..:r 

Rm:ks > 2" 6i.. 
Barr.: Grounu )5 
TOTAl . (al>uvc 6 )(1 
ilcms llIUSllulal IUU%) 

AIB UST .. : !) l.lVE % 0: Live + 5" uUmh:slmblc 

"'U p 10 5% o f undcsir;lbk species :1111.1 O'~" ofnoxiuus 
wco.:us may COllnl IOw:lru Adjusted Live %,. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - RI (R..:damalioll ImprovclIll'Il0 
2 1-JlJ % - VI (Vcgcl<lliull lmpJcmclll:llion) 
40- IOU% - M (Manilar) 

Spl'cil's PrCSl'n l: 
POI. Y(;ON 

A 1. C I) .: F 

Sheep ICSl:lII.: 

C rcsh:d whc:llgrass 

Skmkr whcalgrass IY 
Yellow swcclclovcr rv 
AlllIllh 1\1 

Usc D (DulIlinanl). F (Fr<.:qw.:nl ), or I (Infn.:qucn1), 

~~ ';;C':'U"l?K-OlJ 
S - <LtlL~ 

(cird~ "II relevant): N S W E W NE SW SE 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter X 
Surface Rock 
Movement ~ 
Pedestalling IT 
Flow Pauems I~ 
Rills Deplh y 
Rills hcqucncy I)( 
Gullies I)eplh Iv 
Gu llies f.'rl.!llul.!lll.! Y Ix 
Suil MUVel1lenl X 
TOTAL BLM Scor e: I.~ 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EVlEnt!ineerinl.! Evaluation) 

\\'ecds ]:>rl'SclI l: 
]'OI ,\'GON 

A II C Il t 

Spulled knapwced , Ii 
Dallllat iun tU:ldllax )0( 
Chcatgrass /f 
Uaby's breath )( 
Kudlill \, 

Thistle 'y 

Lc~Spurgc k 

Use D (Domin;lIll), F (Frcquent), ur I (tnfrcquell1). 

l'u]y~oll E"a]ualiull A " C Il E F 
** Admill U,\'C 011/1' ** 
VC~CI:llion (% livo.::) 

Erosiun (l3LM scure) 

Undesir/nuxiOllS weeds 

Olhl' r HIU~S T riggl' l' ]II' IIIS 
F *Idl'nlify I I ' ig~l.'r ;ltl.';lS (using") nil ;lir phllln* 

J. Sill' Edgl'S : Arc uull'r edges uf Ihe she 
:-;igllili canlly dif!i:renllhan rCll1all11icr Uflhl' :-;ite'! 
y N (check applicable llelll:-;) 

Iiml' rlll'k harril'r dl']ltIs iliulI:t1 a rc;1 

mon.' \\'\'cds Slel' ]H'r SItJIU' 

incn':lsl'd erosion Il'sS \'l'}!l'l:tlioll 

gu !lies oUll'r 

ESlillwl1.! wililh ufarfe..:ieJ edge (i ll ICl'1) 

4, EXpOSNI W:ISll' 1\1:lIl'ri;ll'! Y N 

• Eslima\..:d I' ll 

• Appruxill1:lI": ar..:;. (i n square IceI] 

• Number ufareas \\,llh exposed w;lsll' 

F 
5, Is there e\'iJellel' uf: Y N 

I hu lk sui I f:lil ure I 1:llId s lumps 

subsidl'lICl' 

(J. Ilarn'lI An':ls: Y N 
• AI LC:lst 75 n! • Nul a rl)\;k uull:l'I)[) 
• Less than 10 'Yu lotal euver (ti\'l: & li th .. "' ] 
Nu mbcr ufbarrel1 a rl·;IS 

Du barrcn areas cover uver 1S'JI" of ally polygon'! 
y N 

7. G ullil's (ul/cr6·· illlkpth ): 

y N 
Arc :lily gullics actively eroding'! Y N 
Numbcr uf gulli..:s 



Additional Vegetation: 

Species I' reselll 
I'OI .YGON 

A Il C " E F 

Usc D (Dominant ). F (Frcl.llIcrll). or I ( lll rrc~llIclll) . 



Kennedy Site No. 55 
Quality Control Cover Frames 

7/10/2008 
live UWS Noxious 

225 44 6 
30% 5.00% 1.00% 

Ad·usted Live 35% 

litter Rock Bare TOTAL HITS 
400 3 72 750 

53% 1.00% 10.00% 100% 



a _-= __ -===-_ Feet 
W 0 25 50 75 100 (~ CDM 



BRES FIELD FORM Sil.ID~Sil. N'lIllc: 

Team Mcmber~ (Cin:k your name): _~I·ilYJi!L_.L 
Number or !lolygotls: _,_ Slope: ....Q:.IO '10,) Aspect 

Area Dcs..:riptioll: uJl;.St 0\ Mov..n\CA\1" ~n . 

Vl'gCI:ltion: % of '·OI.YCON 
ground cOI'crt.'d by: A Il C 0 f: F 

Live (dcsil'ahk) 
sl)ccics 2.5 
"U tH.lcsirablc (weedy I 

30 sncdcs 

... No.,;iullS II'cells 3 
Liller 2" 
Rucks > '2" Z 
Bal'C (il'l)llllu 1./1 
TOTAL (above () 

I'" ih:Jl1S muSIIOla] IUO%) 

;\I).IUSTEI> LIVE '¥ .. 
30 - Live 1 j~~UlH.lcsir.lblc 

·Up LO 5% ofundcsir:lbk: species ;md U'X, uf noxiuus 
weeds lIlay CUUIll IUw:U'u AlljUSICd Live 'Yo., 
V..:gclalion (% live) score: 
0·2Uo;., - RJ (Rcdamaliull Improvcmo.:lIl) 
21-JIJ % .= VI (Vl.!'getaliun ImpkmCnlmiun) 
·W-IOU% M (MonilUr) 

Species I'rescnt: 1'0l..YGON 
A Il C 0 E F 

Slu.:cp fescue I" 
Cn:slcu whcalgrass h 
Slender whc:llgr..lss I 
Yellow swc<.!lclovcr X 
AI!ili!;L X 
l2.,.", ·,.L R .. ", ( i 

\1.)1110'" I 

Usc D (DuLLliu;mt), F (FrcqlLcLLt ), or I (Inlrcqucnt), 

B" ~r<llo J<U!}\2 Field Date: 

~,I~ . ~ 
(circle all releva nt) : N@ W E NW NE S \~ 

(.nrOJ J ~£ M~ l C 'i a1!f:fGLLa... 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Liner 9, 
Surface Rock <g Movement 

Pedestalling q 
Flow Pallems 1-
Rills Depth 3 
Rills Frequcncy 'L 
Gullies Depth 3 
Gu llies Frcqul'ncy 'L 
Soil Movement I 
TOTAL BLM Score: ':)3 
BlM score: 
0· 55 = M (Monitor) 
56· 100 - E'j(En · ineerin' Evaluation) 

\ \'eeds Pn'senl: 
rOl ,\ 'GON 

A n c I) t: 

Spoiled knapwc:cu I 
D;.lrnatiuntoadl1:Jx I 
Che;Llgmss j) 
Baby's b r<.:!:Jth X 
Kochia X 
Th is11e X 
le:lfy Spurgc X 
~c I !a-tv. 1 
YVl" , h .,d \ 

Usc D (Dominant ). F (Frequcnt). or I ( !nli'eljUen1), 

'·0'), :":011 E, 'alualion A " C 0 E F 
** " Idmill u"'1! 011/)' ** 

Vegctation (% liw) 

Erosion (filM seorc ) 

Undcs ir/no,-:iotLs weeds 

Ut hn HitES Trigger ltelLls 
F *Idenliry Iriggl:r areas (using W) tilL air plwrn* 

3. Sile Edj.!{'s: Arc I)utcr edgcs uf the site 
signilkamly dmi.:retll than relllainder HI' th~' Site? 
y N v" (dleck appl i.;ahlc itellls, 

limo.: rllI:k harrier depositional arl::1 

Ullin' Wl'l't!S SIl'l:tJi:r s itllll' 

iill'reased HIISill1l il'ss ngl·tatiu ll 

gullies utlll' r 

Estimate width of:llfceted edge (in fcet) 

4, Exposed WasIl' l\'1alcrial'! V ........- N 
• Estimaled pl l 'l-S 
• Approximate arC;! (i n Mlu;It'e t<.!d) '3()D+I:-'t. 

• Number or areas wi th eXllOsed wastl' 3 

5. Is thl'!'e evidence o r: Y/ N 
F 

v1;Ulk soil r:liltln' I:lnd sluIIIIIS 

suhsidcn cc 

(" Ibrr('n An'as: Y ../ N 
• At Leasl 75 n~ • Nol a rock oLl1CTOP 
• Less than I tJ % 1IIIa i cO\'er ( live & !ill~' r) 
NUlIlb<.!r of barren an::LS .::) 
Du b;uTen 7 cover ovcr 25'}" 1)1' an y pl)lygon'! 
V N -- -

7. Gul!i('S (over6" in depth): 

V ,/' N 
Y/ ' Are ;Itly gu llies ac ti vely <.!ruding'! 

Nu tllhL'r of gu llies i 



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 

- C,boc..t~'<Q,')~ \\ rj omloCi...nr SPCl'il'S l'rl'Sl'nl 
I'OI .V(;ON 

A " C Il E F 

Us\: D (Dom inalll). F (Fn .. '4Ul'I1I). or I ( In frl'qul'lll). 

- (tOCt O ("l u t NT. Cu(vef' t --6 . .d r<\> c 

h S\1s S bwt h of ( ui U'P ' ± 

S lI,':f eH' of 
i s '-t .G 
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25
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BRES 1'1 ELD FO RM Si lo! I):r< ~~e Name: L -It Ie f71; I1c Field l)a'J,~fi - og r-"Po-cll-',-'o-n ""~-,·"-cI"-"--'H--'oo-, -'"cA----'"""'I'-, "'c"'· --'Ic")--'-""E--'-""F~ 
~ / 0 - Ti"\ ~ --- ** A dmill U.w.! Oulv ** 

TC:11l1 M~lllbcrs «(,in.:!.: your nam~ ): _t..::2t:2Y'o'ol\ ~~..ct.a UL m { 

~ 
Vcgcw lion (% li ve) 

Number of Polygons' Slopl:: 0 IOlQ. Aspect (c ire c all n: lcva llt ): S E NW NE SW SI: a ./ilJT -I'" Erosion (BLM score ) 
An.:a Ol.:sc riplion: J...e.:. C2.V\)_t..:.1I-4~--F~. ________________ _ 

~ Undcsir/noxiolls weeds 

Vcgcl:ltion: "/ .. 01" !'OI..YGON 
ground cowrcd hy: A " C I) E F 

Livl.! (ucsirabk) 
~ 35 30 snl:cics 

·Undcsir:tblc (weedy , '10 ,,\ )J sned..:s 

·No; .. i ull~ weed:. r: n 3 
Lilh:r ]0 :;0 ),0 
I{m:k. .. > T c, /<; !d 
Llarc Gruund 5 ::ri 15 
TOTAL (above 6 

J(J) Jj, iftX ite ms mUS11ol:1l 100%) 

AI)J USTlW !.IVE "/1/ ~ ,/0 3$ = LIVe ~ 5'~~U Ill.h;sir .. bk 

·Up 10 5% ufu ndcsi rablc specks ;uuj U% urnoxit)lIs 

weeds 111:1)' CUuI11 1uwaru AdjuslI.:d Live 'Vu, 
Vegelalioll (% live) score: 
U-20% - RI (Rcclamaliun Impwvellk'lll) 
21-)1) u{, _ VI (Vcgel:uiulI llllpicmerllal iull ) 
40- IUO% - M (Moni lol') 

SlIl'cil'S l'reH'III: 
PO I ,\'CON 

" 1\ C u .: F 

Sheep ti:scue )( 
Cresled wheatgl~lss 

Slcm!..:r wheatgl~jsS 7~ II 
Yellow sweelduve l' X .x 
A I I~llnl fL, -; ) 

Usc [) (Dominant), F (Frequenl ), ur I (Jnfrclluelll), 

POLYGON 
Erosion (BLM Form) 

A BCD [ F 

Surface L iner 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills I)eplh 

Rills Frclluency 

Gullies Dcplh 

Gullies Frequency 

Suit Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monilor) 

" 1~ 1 k' 
:; '6 1/ 
'1 b 3 
{p '1 .7 

i .7- I :;> 

)( f7 X 

I "i .'\ 3 

56-100 - EV (En~ineerin Evaluation) 

Weeds l'n'Sl'nl: 
POLYGON 

" 1\ C Il 

SpOiled knapwccd 11: X ::r. 
Dalmatiun toadtla ,~ X Xi ' 
Che:'l gr~'ss F )( 
Baby's bre;,lh IX' X .k' 
Kochia I){ X 1:kI 
Thislh: X Ix y 
Leafy Spur:;e J( y 

:sa h ;{u 11 :f. ~ 
J 

E 

Use D (Dominanl ). F (Frelluelll). ur I (Infrequenl). 

F 

Olhl'r UIU:S Tri~~l'l' It l' lIIS 
· Idclllil"y Irigger an'as ( li si ll~ # I un :.ir "huw· 

J. Silc "~dgl's : Arc OllieI' ellges o r Ihe site 
signi (icanlly Jirrercnl Ihan remainder o f Ihe sih..''! 
Y 'X N (chcck applicablc iIL'IlIS) 

'X. lime rock barrier 

nwrl' wl'l'ds 

X. dcposititillal an'a 

SIl'l'pl'r sluJl l' 

:l( inl"rl' :lsi.'d l' I'osion 

X. gulli l's 

kss \'l'gl' I:ll in u 
ulhi.'I' _____ _ 

ESlinwl~' width ufatli:c1<.:d ed);;e j in l~cIl 

4. Exposed WaSil' Mall'ria!'! Y X N 

• ESlil11:lleJ pi I J.I. ,0 
• Appro,'(imale area (i n sl1uare !i.:el) J (5 
• Number of arcas wil h e ,~t'k)sell w:tSle I 
5, Is lhere evidelice of: Y N X 

bulk so il f:,ilun: lautl slumps 

subsidl'uel' 

CI. Harrell ,\I"l'as: Y X N 
• AI Lcasl 75 n ~ • Not a ruck otllLTup 

• Less Ihan tU '} .. lola I cover (li ve & liller) 
Numberllfbarr..:n areas..!J 
Du barren areas cover over 25'~ " 1)1' :my polygon? 
Y_ N_X 

7, C ullies (over 6'" in deplh): 

<i N \/ 
Are :my gu llies ;Iclivci y eroo ing'! Y" N 
Number o r gu llies I 



Add itional Vegetation: 

SPCCil'S I)rl'scnl 
'·OI .\'(;Oi\' 

A II C 1) f: F 

• reeo '" p'lc.dl IAleed CO{! tra Ion 

Usc D ( l.)olllin;ulL J. F (FrclIUClIl). or I (I nfrCl.jlh:nl ). 



#59 - Little M. _d 
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#59 - Little MI . ..A 
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• 

a _-== __ -===::JiI_ .... Feet W 0 50 100 150 200 



#59 - Little M. d 

a _-== ___ 0::== ___ Feet 

W 0 50 100 150 200 



W <s f RKk-J---l>--"""-P Field 0.,,: "Y-,;J2ff 
I{ ilm..e' 

BRES FIELD FORM Sil. /I) iOG, Sil' NaUlt: 

TC:1l1l Members (Cin.:J'-! your n:llllc): -J .... , .... J::bbtL t I 

Nu mb.:!' o f PUlygOllS: ~Sl {)p.:: ~Iull Aspec I (.:in.:11.! all n.:I,:v<L I1I ): N®W E NW NE SW Sf: 

An::t D.:s.:ripti o n : ~~Q. ~ Sa\6.rth ~ orZ 

Erosion (BLM form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
V"j.!l' I:llioll: ''/., of I'OI ,YGON 
j.!ro llnd cO\'l'n'd b~' : A Il C " E F 

Surface Liller \ \ 
Surface Rock I Movement 

Pedestalling 

Li ve (desirable) 
S )edes 
"'U ndesirable (weedy ) 
SL)eeic~ 

"'Noxiuus wl'eds 
Flow Panerns 

I I Ril ls Depth 

Rill s Fn:qucncy I 
Gullies IJcplh 1 
Gu ll ies h cqlll.:ncy I \ 

Liller 

Rocks > 2'" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (:lbuve 6 
itcms musttolid ]UO'Yu) 

Soil Mowlll..:n l I 
1 TOTAL BLM Score: 

ADJ USTED LIVE % 
= LI\'e I 5"oUutlcsll-ablc 
·Up to 5% of tLLulesirahk' sreeie, and 0% ofnoxiOLiS 
weeds may o.:OtLl1I II)w;Lrd Adj ustcd Live 'X., BlM score: 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-1 00 - EV(En · ineerin' Evaluation) 

Veget:Ll ioll ('h. live) sellt'e: 
0-2u% - RI (Ih:elamal itln Improvemenl) 

\ V,'cds Pn'S£,III: 
rOl ,YGON 

A Il C " .; 

21-3Y % - VI (Vegetation ImplcmcL1L:!1 ion) 
4()-]UO% M (M{)nilll r) 

SpOlled kn;lpwecd I I Spl'cil'S "rt'Sl'nl: 
"OI .Y(;ON 

A II C Il E " Sheo.:p feselLe Dalma lio n toad n,!x I I 
Cheatgr:lss I I 
13aby 's bre;\lh IX' F'X 

('rested wheal grass 

S!cmh::r wheiltgr:lss 

Velluw sweelclover KOI.:hia rx I>< 
A[J;ll l;! Thistlc y )< 

Leafy Sp urge IX )< 

Usc D (Dumi nant). F (1-' I'el.llLetll ), lIf I ( Infreq uent], Usc I) (Domi nan t), F (Frequent), or I (lnlrel.luent ), 

I~tl l }'gon E\'a lu:lIion A " C \) " 
,.. 

w* Admin Us/! O"/~' ** 
Vcgclal ioll (% l ive) 

Erosion (BLM ~l:tJ rc: ) 

Undcsir/nuxiolls weeds 

Olher KIH:S Triggl'r 1t1'IIIS 

F *It.lcntiry trigger an'as (usiu:,: # ) (III air IIhulCl* 

3. Sil l' Ed:,:l's: Arc outc:r edges "flhe sill: 
signi Ik:ml ly di lTi,:l\:nl Ih:ll1 l'clllaindcr vI' the ~ih:'! 
y N ...,./'" lehec!.. app lic:lbk ilclIlS ) 

lillie rod.: barrier dCI)(Jsilion;l1 a n ' :! 

more wl'l'ds Slccpl' r s lnp(' 

inc rCllSl'd l'rusion Il'SS \ ' l'1!Clal iuli 

gu llies oltH'r 

Esl imate width of :l r rCCICll edge {in !i:cl l 

4. ":x pusctl Wasl{' M:lIc:ri:.I'! Y N ./' 
• Estima tcd pll 

• Appro,ximalc area (in St.lu 'II'c I,-:e t) 

• Number of areas with ex [)Used W:ls t ~' 

F 
5. Is there evidelK'e of: Y N ./' 

bulk soil f,.illln' I hllul s lumps 

I subsidence 

6, Barrell An'as: Y N v' 
• AI Lei)sl 75 n ~ • Not .. roek IIUll'roP 
• Less than IU % tulal cover (live & lilll'r) 
Number ufbarren al'l.:as --
Do bilrren areas cover over 25"" I)r any po l y~(jn'! 
y N -- --
7, G ullics (U7 in dl'pth ): 

Y N 
Are any gu llies actively enxling? Y N 
Number o f gull ies 



COIllIlll'nts , ____________________ _ Additiona l Vegetation : 

Species "n'Sl' lI t 
POI , \ ' (; ( )N 

A n C Il " F 

Usc D (Dominant). F (Frcqucnt). or I ( Infrcqucnl). 

h~ r nfG 



#66 - West R~ . 

BUTTe SILVER BOW 

a ._o::::==, ___ r:===~ __ IIIFeet 
W 0 20 40 60 80 
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SIINER!B0W 
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BRES FIELD FORM S;le 1D~~; le Name' ~ 
T cam Members (Ci rcle your name): ~1iLL-S n 

Number of Polygons: L Slope : __ 10__ Aspect 

Acea D",,;pl;un: l:ieo.d~-:J..rs D,,£r:. I .. G ,1. 

II s; I/O r-/~; ~1rfp Fkld Dale' 7- 8-c€ 
~tr · -,a , 9:!.I 
r~irclc all rclc\ ant) : N S \V E NW NE SW 5E 

~ 
Vt'),:I.'I:llioll: 'Y .. of "OU'GON 
ground cUVl'rt:d by: A n (' I) E F 

Erosion (BlM Fo rm) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 [ 

Live (Jc:.ir.lhk) !j:) :opeci..:) 
·Undcsir:.LblL- (\\ccJy) 16 1>1><:l.'il:s 

·Nuxillus Wl.'l"d~ I 
Liller . (0 
Rucks > 2" 

Surface Litter ..J 
Surface Rock r Movement 
Pedestall ing I" 
Flow Pattems 

'-' [{ ills Depth 

Uarc (iruUllli . ~ 

T OTA l . (above fl loC ilems ImlSI hl\:ll 100" .. ) 

Rill s FrcllliCIlCY 

Gu llies Depth 

ulIl l i!.!s Fn: llllcncy 
AD.IUSTEI) !.IV": "I .. 155 - 1.1\'': t 5~~U/1lkM r.l bh: 

Soi I Movcl1lelll 

·Up 10 sa .. ui"ulll.ksir:lbk spccil.'S .mJ U" " u rno)t lt)us TOTAL BLM Score: II 
weeds limy count low:lrd I\djUSh:d Li ve gu. BLM score: 
Vq;clm ion (" .. li\'o:) scmI.!' : 0-55 = M (Mon ilor) 
U-2U" .. - RI (lkdalll:Ltion lmpmvcmcnl) 56-100 - EV (En ·ineerin' Evaluation) 
21-3'.1 "0 - VI (Vcgclalioll hnph.'mcniatill ll ) 
40- IUU'} .. - M I Monitor) \ Vl'cds "n'Sl'n l: 

I·OL\,CON 
A Il C D E 

Species ,'n'SI'III: 
POI.YGON 

A n C Il E F 
Spolleu knapwecd H:. 

Sheep Ic:.clIl.' 1: 
l'r.:sh:d whc:llgmss Ig 
Slender wlle:lIgr:Ls:, 

D:llmalion loadllax X 
Cheal grass ~ 
B:lby's Im::llh IX 

Yellow sweet.:I""':f X 
A II:'Ll t:l ~ 

Jt>t:r<fA Ii".,.."" ~ 

Kochi:. 1)( 
'1l1islk :< 
Leafy Spurge V 

U::.c D (I)o1111n:l1Il1. F (Fn:~lucnO. ur I ( In fi'c4ucnl). 
Use D (DllIninanl). F(Frcquent). ur I (lnfrequelll). 

"uJYJ!on EVlllulllioll A " <: Il E F 
•• Adm;" U,\'l! 0"/,, *. 

Vegetatiun (% livc) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/nox ious weeds 

O tlll'r IUU :S Tri ).!~l·r IIl' lIIS 
F - Iden tify If i:,.::.:cr an'as (us in :; # )1111 air IlhulU* 

3. Sill' ": d:":l'S: An.! utlll..'f edges uflhc Sll ... 
SlgIIXllllllY di IT\.'n:nllhan n:m:umkr \,1' Ihl.' SLl .... ·! 
Y N (check ;'Ilplu:abh: Ih:III10 1 

linH' rock barril'r (1l'pusiliulial an'a 

ilion' needs stcl'pl'r slOI)l' 

inl"rc;,scd crosiull X Il'~ S "l'j.!l'I:lliun 

:,.:ullics o lh t'r 

E . .;l il11:1le widlh of alreCled euge (Ill Icel ) 

4. EXI)()Sl'd W~sl ... i\I~ll'd~r! Y N)( 
• ESlimaled pi I 

• Approximale are:1 (in Stillare tcel) 

• Number of area~ with e '~PtJsed W:ISle 

F 
5. Is there e\' iueno.:e or: Y N X 
I h ul k soil fai lon' la nd slumps 

subsidl' lICl' 

6. Uarrl' lI An'~s: Y ~_ , N 
• Al Leasl 75 n! • Nol a rllek oUh; l'u!l 
• Less limn 1O ~" 10Ia l ctJ 71'{Ii\'o: & II ller ) 
Number of barrt:1l ar.:as 
Do barrCIIXcas co\'er t)\'er 25"" or :my pOlyglltl'! 
Y N 

7. Cullil's (over (' '' in dcpth): 

Y NK 
Arc any gu l tes :ll'li\'d y erocJmg'.' Y N 
Numbt:r of gu ll k's 



Commcnts. 
< r" 

AddiliolUll VcgClation: 

~ s '" • 1/ - I 

SIH'cil'S "n:sl'nl I'UI .YGON 
A II C " E ,.. 

• .sc. - ~ 

• 0 

b -
-" • SO e 

r e aA' ; 
I r= 

Us": D (Dominam ). F ( FrcllllcIH ). or I (lnfrcI.ltlclll ). 



#67 - Silver h .. Du 

25 50 



BRES FI ELD FORM SHe 1U~'1~ .. N'meJ0~-r;;;9- Field 0 , .. :1 -~-O "0')'""" [va'u,l i"" 
~ p1 (I ** ;It/mill U.W! 01111' ** 

T 1!11111 Members (C irc k: your 1l:11l1C - - ~~twE;'wNi~i\\7s:E) I~~;;;;;~~~;i==I=]=]==[=[=I=] L ;~ Vcgclaliull (% live) 

II c J) F 

Numb!.;!' ur Polygon s: _ Slope: __ 10 __ Aspl.:cI (c ircle all relevant): N S W E NW NE S . SE 

flu _ _ J , " . Il ' L _ ( ~ J Erosion (BLM s\,:urc) An.:a Dcsn ipliulI: r:.ux>e.J1J1.a m ; nL)~q TY i:l ,' 0 L£.e S ;-t-t' ~::::::::::':::2:::::::.c_+_I--I-_+_+---+_-I 
j "<;;: Undcsir/nox ious weeds 

Vcgct~lioll: 'rIO or ,'OL YGON 
gro und l'On-H'd IJ}': A " C J) E ... 
Livl,: (I,k sirabk l 

i:J. s l CC lo.! S 

·U nl,h,:s ir:lbk (weedy ) 
0 S )C<.: I..: :> 

"'Nu . ..: iulis wc~'d s ~ Li ller 

Rucks :;;' 1" ,.; 
[lan: Ground T1' 
T OTA L tabove 6 

1/0( ilcms muSI lulal lUO'JI .. ) 
I\I>J USTI-: I> UV.~ "I .. ~ - Live I 5%Umk sirJblc 
-Up 10 5·~ .. of undesirable sped..:s and O'y., uf nQxit)us 
weeds I1l UY ":OUI1l luwal'd I\ djuslcd Li ve %. 
Vegetatioll (% live) score: 
0-20% - RI (Reclamat iun Improvement) 
21-39 % - VJ (Vq;ctatiun Irnplementatiull ) 
4U- IUO% M (Mun itur) 

Species Present : 
I'OLYGON 

" II C J) " F 

Sheep k scue I 
Crested whealg rass 

SlenJer wheatgr..l ss 

Yelluw sweetcluvcr 

A 11:,11:, r:; 

Usc D tDomin:l lll), F (Frequell ll , ur I ( In rre~luent) , 

POLYGON 
Erosion (BLM Form) 

A BCD E F 

Surface Liller 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestal ling 

Flow Pat terns 

Ri lls Depth 

Ril ls Fre~luency 

Gullies Depth 

Gtl ll ies Frequency 

Suil Mowmo:nt 

( 

, 

I (') 

TOTAL BLM Score: l... 

BLM score: 
0-55"" M (Monitor) 
56- 100 "" EV (En ·ineerin • Evaluation) 

Wl'eds Present: 

Sp\)lleJ knapweed 

Dalmat ion to;,Jtlax 

Che:ngrass 

U;,by's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

L\.'aly S jl urgo: 

1-
I 

'1 
IX' 
IX 
X 
l>< 

!'OL YGON 
B e l) E 

Usc D (Dumi nant ), F (FrO:'lllenl), ur I (InfreljuJ nt). 

F 

7 

Other mn:s Trigg,' r It,' II1 S 
*ldl'Ulify trigger ;an' ;as (using #) till ai r phutll* 

J . Site Ed:..:cs : Arc ;luler edge~ \l fllle ~ il ~' 

sig nilkantl y dillcrenl Ihan relllai nd~',· \ ) 1' the si l ... '! 
Y X N /check appl icabk it O: lIls ) 

lillll' rock halTil' r 

more wl'eds 

X tl l' l)Osit ional an' a 

sh 'l']ll' r sltllll' 

'y incn'asl'd l'rosiull 

gullies 

kss \'l'gl'I:, t iu., 
uIIH'r _____ _ 

Estim;!1e widlh ufa l1ct:led edge l ill Icd ) 

, 4. ExposcLl Wastl' !\'I:lll' ria!'! Y 
• Estimated pi I 
• Approxirn:lle are,l (ill square Ii.:d ) 

• Number ur areas with expused wast ... 

5. Is Ihere evidenCe \11': y)< N 

hulk soil failurc i. hind slulUps 

)t: suhsiLlcllct.' 

(I. Barn'lI Afl':ls: Y X N 
• At Leasl 75 Ii ' • Nllt a rod .. ulllU\lp 
• Less Ihan 10 % lutal ":O VCI' ( li ve &: liltcl') 
NlIlllbo:r u fbarren ar..:as q 
Do b"rre~ ',Ireas cover u vcr 25'}" uf :my pulygon'! 
Y __ Nj!~ 

7, Glllli~'s (r ..::r6"" in d~'plh ): 

Y N:X 
Arc any gullies aCliw ly ... rud il1g"! Y 
Number ur gullies 

N 



Additional Vegetation : 

SIH'til'S '· rl'sl' lIl 
"O I.\'( ;ON 

A " C 1) .: F 

~ , ac S::2 . c 010 ~ !!..lf' • I. , 
i: ' .~~+. Sed: . d"" ad, ,'-f.,; F> ~ 
-, .<li. . ~ ." I 

~ 

"" ['( J-/,~A J ? I -
1\ ro . , . ' . P / <;Y- , n 

y eo r - ..1. . r. • . ,I', A. > Is 
"' ;0"'; .j.;rr. ~· ~ e..l'd< . .+. c ' I.p 

.ltV", C "'~"'~ , 
~ ~=.o -1 / : •• ~ cJa M .V'1 I v ' , 

7:: 'I .... . .-1-- <:-..f .hri <- ) 
.../.1 ~ ... a .... I' J Usc D (Dominanl). F ( Fn:~I Ul'nl) . ur I (lnl'r.:qw.:nl). 

s'p, .J ;, • <; Lu ;+/.; r J,:c ,l, 
t'.... V r-> / - ;. [s<:vo 

I <....J 
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1171 
BRES FIELD FORM SilC 11) : Site Name: 

Vcgcla liulI : ':t .. or j'OLYGON 
gruu ll d ctn'cn·d by : " Il C Il E ,.. 
Li\·c (desirable) 

JS sn"cics I rs. I <if 
·Undcsi rahlctwccu YI 

[>,0 ).. snl.!cics 1.() 

*N uxiuus weeds ~ 

I I I t1 ... 
UtI": I' h 4 ).. 20 
Rocks > 2" h 

~ 
." 

B'll"!: Ground \ I :2 
TOTAl. (;11)0\' 1,;' (, 

IVO li,Y! i lcms I1lUSL lOla I 10U%) I ~N 
i\U.l USTEIl UVE ";'. 

:S~ 21 1m - Live t ,;""UnucsirJblc 
·Ur) 10 5% urulI~li.: sirabk spc.:ics and U'Y .. uf nl)xilJus 
weeds may CI'UIIl toward i\JjuSh::J Live '~ IJ . 

Vege lal iun (% li Ye) Sl:UI'C: 
0·20% '" RI (J{c.:i:II11al iul1 ImprovclIlcnl) 
21 -31) '}U - V I (Vcgcl:LllOl1 JmplCII1Crl l alio llJ 

40- IOU% M (Monilurj 

SPl'l'il'S 1't'l'Sl'lIl: 
POLYGON 

,\ Il C Il E ,.. 
Sheep fescue X .D X 
C rested whcalgras~ If) I\-- D 
Slender wheal grass T X- I 
Yel luw swccldoYl'r Ii Ix- I 
A l ra lHI I >< ~ 
£ w . .• L I Ix- Ix 
"l-L v ,L ,.il~ Iv F X 
I' ,I . ~L, X F- T 

11 I [ ,/ Q.l L.1- v \( T 
Usc D (DOlll i ll:lnl). F (Ff'I:~ IU ~' n l) , or I ( Infn,:qucnl). 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Utter III / I:l 
Surface Rock 

;1 I 
Movement :1. 
Pedestal ling 1"1 0 
Flow Pattems 1'1 0 ~3 
Rills I)l'pl h 1'-1 2- b 
Rill :; Frc llucncy 2 7 I 
Gu ll ics Dcplh 10 ICJ 10 
Gullics Frcquency 0 In In 
Sui I Muvt:rnc l11 11 3 1'1 
TOTAL BLM Score: 1<7 I> ~ O 
BLM score: 
0·55 = M (Monitor) 
56-1 00 = EV (En ·ineerin· Evaluation) 

\VCl'ds P'reSI'III: 
POLYGON 

U C I) E 

$ pOlleu knapwced 

Da ima tiu ll tuau lbx IF lD IF 
Chea l ~ rass 10 X 1>;::-

1-1: 1\ IJE 
KOl:hia Ix Iv Y 
Thist le XlviY 
Lea fy S)Jur~c Ix' xlv 

USl' D (lJornina n1), F (Frequen t), ur I ( I n fr~'lIUl'n t) , 

F 

F 

" c Il 

3, Sill' Ed):!!.'s: Arc ouler edgl.'s ,If thl.' sik 
signilk:mt ly diflcl'l'nl than renmimkr of thl ' sil l.''! 
Y X N (I.'hel.'k ;IJlp li l'ah k ilems) 

lilll(' ruck 11:Irril'r 

X lIIun' w('l'ds ( A I ( ) 

increas('d (' r osiull 

gullil's 

depusiliun:11 ;lre ;1 

Sll.'l')ll'r Slll)ll' 

kss \' l'~l'I;lIilln 

IIlhl'r _ _ ___ _ 

4, Esposl'd \VasIl' Mail'rial'! Y X N 

• I:slimah..'upll ~. ) CA) 
• Appmxil1la ll.' area (i n squarc ICc!) ~ ): 0 0 
• Number u f are:1S wi lh e:'\ posed wash.' (p 

:'i. I:; Ihere evidel\l.'e 11 1': Y 

hulk suil fail un' 

subsidl'nce 

land slum ps 

6, Uarrl'n An:)s : Y y N 
• 1\1 Least 75 n! • Nul a l'ol'k oUlerop 
• Less than I U '~ " 101:11 nlWf (Ii w 8.: !iller) 
Number llrb:11'Tl'n an;;!)' G 
1)0 b!1ffell "fl"aS 1.'(1\'er \IVI.'I" 25"" (I i' any Iwlygun'! 
Y N,)(' 

7. G ulli es (owr 6" in dept h): 

Y NK 
Arc allY glillies a~ l i "dy ~l'lIdi ng'! Y 
Number ll f gu ll ies 

N 



Cornmcnls.o _________________ ______ _ Additional Vegetation: 

• S Pl'l'il'S l'n'selll 
l'OI .YG( )i\' 

A " C Il E F 

v 
• 

Usc D ( DtJIllHl;nlll. F (Frclltlcn l). or I ( Inli·cllllcll1). 



BRES FIELD FORM s; :1 '\ri\ SH. Na J J'{'!OJ NYl,,' ' F;e1d ua,c,1111ICf6I ,-:;l ~·~~ t "lua';Un 
, I N'\ Th.J ~" rQY\ m "",Ul£ll. k'u " ," 0,,/1' ·· 

!,;) 1 N@ ® I V VC"cl:Hiol1 (% live) 
Team Members (Cirde your !lam 

Numb<.'r of Polygolls: -3 S lope: 

A II C " [ F 

~IO::::::Z:> ASPl!CI (ci rcle all relevan t): S W ~ NW NE SW SE ~ :> . 
ErosIOn (13LM score) 

An.:a Description: _____ _ 

Vcgl'lation: 'Y .. or 
ground co\'cn'd hy: 

1'0 
II 

' .YGON 
C 
-;: 
'f' 

Li Ve" (lio.:siral>I<.') 
s leCles 
·Undesirablc (weedy) c:=.... 

"""""'e,i"", ____________ ~~~~~--' 
*Nuxiulis weeds 

Li ue r 

Rucks > ~ .. 

Bare Gruund 

TOTAL (above 6 
il<.'l1ls lIIUS I 10i:ll I OO"~,) 

AI).JUSTIW UV .. ~ 'Y .. 
'" Li\'C + :;%U mJc~ir.lblc 

I 
-f 

;J 

(} 

'-f 

Il E F 

d 0% ofno.,,;ous ·Up 10 5% ofundcsirabl<.' sp<.'des:1I1 
wc<.'rJs lIlay cotlnl loward Adjusted L 
Vc~<.'latiul\ (0/" li'/o.:) scurl': 

;Vl' %. 

ll'nl) 0-20""u - RI (Red:llmlliun Improvl'11 
21-JlJ <to;. - VI (Ve1,;o.:l:tliun 11lI)1lel11el 
40-IOO'~" - M (Munilur) 

11:lIiol1) 

Sheep Icseul.' 

Creslo.:u whe;llgrass 

Sio.:mkr wh<.'algrass 

Yelluw swecldo'/er 

Al fall;1 

A 

I 

T 
I 

. LY(;ON PO 
II C IJ 

'l. 
i\ F 
Xy 

1-. 
l=' 

..L 

E 

Usc D (Dumin'1I11). F (Frl:queIU ). 01" I (Inrrelluenl). 

F 

Undcsirfnoxiolls weeds 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Olht'r UlU~S 'l'l"iggl'r Ill' IIIS 

A 8 C 0 E F *hknlify trigger an'llS (usin g Ii) 011 .Iir pholo* 

Surface Liller --0 (0 LO 
Surface Rock ? 'l I 

3. Sil(' Edgl's: Arc UlIt .... l· edges ui"lhc sill' 

Movement ,;."ilk,,,,"y 1"'"'' ,h" .. " .. ,,,i .. d,, uf' h, , i le'! 
Pedestal ling fQ C1 Cj Y N {!.;hcd ;Ipplic;\hlc il<.: I\lsl 

Flow Patterns I(;i. 0 'l-, lillll' rock 1;!!'Ticr ticlHlsi litlll:11 an'a 

(0 '3 (j) murl' w('cds stcl'pl'r SIUPl' 
Rills Depth 

in cn':\s('d l'rosilJlI It'SS \ 'c).!l'I ;lI ilJlI 

Rills frequency I I I gu lli t.'s olhH 

Gu llies Depth 0 0 1 
Gullies Frc'Ilicney 0 0 () ESlilllale wkllh uf"i1cclcu edge (ill 1i:~'I) 

Soil Movemelll 1'-\ II N 
4. E:q>oscd WaSil' Mall'ria!'! YeN 

TOTAL BlM Score: \ 01 Nt Wl • Eslimal<.'d pi I L\ 0 ~ S. ? 'w 
BlM score: • Approximale afea (in squar<.' ICc!) vOJ 
0-5 5 = M (Monitor) • Number ufarcas wilh expused waslc -=t-
56-100 = EV (En ·ineerin· Evaluation) 

POLYGON N'f Weeds l'" rcs{, l1l : 5. Is Ihere l'vilh;nec 0 1: y 
A B C I) E F 

Spolied knapw<.'ed I L 
hulk soil (;lilun' hUHI shull lis 
su hsidcnCl' 

l):lll1laliun lU:ldtlax r- Ip:' 
(:he:lI1,;r:lss D [> 6. Barrl' l\ An':ls : Y ~t.. N 
Baby's brealh r 1- • 1\1 l<.':LSI 75 n ~ • N~I a ruck oulerop 

Koch i:1 i-- 'f-. 
• L<.'ss th:m 10 % lulal cover (live & lil1er) 
NUl11b<.'r of barr ell al"<.':ls ~ 

Thisill.: "'- '/.. Do barrel1eas cuver o\'er ::!S"" of any pulygull '! 

Leafy Spurge f,. 'f- Y N 

I 'otl'''-,h } 7, Gum., (16" i" deplh) , 
f'/\ Uq(llirl I T Y N 

" ,u T , (f-tll(( T '1 Arc any gul l<.'s w':I1'/dy l'nxlmg'! Y N 
Us<.' D (Dul~in:\Il1). f (Frequenl). ur I (lnfre'luenl ). 

Number ur gull;<.'s 

I' 

I 



Cnllln~e~t,s . · .Ll['W l:il ! 1 Q!V\ Q J\ n ~ Additional Vegetation: 
IlllrY\ O. \/\ Kl ... t "-TO 1~ 

Us.: IJ (Duminan1). F ( FrcllUClll). or J ( Infrequent ). 
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r-l 
BRES FIELD FORM S;tr 1D,2!S;'o Name, ilo,elmc --r;",be( lA' 

T-~-o'6' ' icld Date: 

1.- K,l",e.r Team Members (Cin.;il: yo ur name): J lknt 
NlIlllb~r or Polygons: ~Slopc : R IO zov Aspcc I (ci rcle:lll rclcv:uu): N<S:@E NW NE SW SE 

At\;a D CSCI'ill liull : NvJ~j'!llL_h'£_'ut£r.~ Ne)',t ..fn ;"')GlII',P'\~ h'ClII 

VC:':Claliul1 : % or POLYCON 
ground co\-crcd b~· : A " C I) .; F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

~ 'ial n ,\1-,~,,.;,:, 

·U l1 rJcsir~lblc (weedy) 
\S 11l "~",,,:: 

· Noxious wceds L 7 
Liller l.0 ~ 
Rocks > T' c: 
Bare Grou nd in 1'1 

I:::(:'~~' I, '" I" 
, ,% 

33 1t.J2 I ~ ;-;;,,~ ~ ;,~ " , ; 

Surface Litter 19 lD 
Surface Rock S S Movemenl 
Pedestalling '1 {p 
Flow Pattems G 9 

,-
d-Rills Depth J 

Rills FrclluCllcy ;) ;:; 
Gu llies DeJlth d I 
Gullies Fn.:qucncy I ~ \ 
Soi l Muvement I t:) X 

· Up to 5'Yu or umlcsirablc species ami U% uf nu.>:.iUlIs TOTAL BLM Score: 1",\7 41 
","c..:\ls may l'UlIIH lowanl Adjusted Live % . BLM score: 
Vcgcl:HiulI ("~. li vc) Sl:t)I'C: 

0-2U%, - RI (Rcdal1l;!li ulllmprm'clllcllt) 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56- 100 = EV(Enl!ineerin' Evaluation) 

I ~il~JI) "{, '-_ ~ (Vcgclal iull J mpicllll'nla liull) 
I " I I \ \In'ds "r('SC llt : 

l'OtYCON 
A " C n E 

Spl-dl's 1·n.~Sl·1I1: 
POI.YGON 

A II C I) 0; F 
Spulled knapwecd \ I 

[ S h:c;t\:~cuc \ rP 
'I" . It::> I r.: 

Dalmat iun tu:tdllax \ I I 
Chealgrass I' r::: 

SknrJt.: r whc:l lgrass I' I' 
Ye lluw swc..:!o.:ltJvcr V IX' 

I AI",I", X I '" 
rv,:-;:;~ -V,:\:' \.of :x::: I' 

Uaby's bn:ath )( >< 
KI)chia 1- 1')( 
Th istle 1)( 1)( 
Le .. ry S()urgl.: I~ .;:. 
m '-lS j 6..r <L I 1 
50..1,,, F u I 1 

tv. ~C:U '"~, Ix '/ 

Usc l) (I)umin;ml). F ( , l. llr I ,r " 
Usc D (])I}m;nant). F (Frequent). ur [(lnl'rclluenl). 

PuIYl!OIl £ , 'alua liun A " C D £ .. 
** A dm;1I Us/! O,,/\' ** 

V\!!::clation (% li ve) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Umksir/nox iuus weeds 

O llll..'f IIR ES Trigge r It ellls 
F · (dl'lI!i!")' trigger :lrl':IS (using 1#) un :Iir ph"lu· 

J. Silt' £dgl'S: Arc <Juler cd!,;cs ut' the Si lo.:: 
signi!k:1Il11y lli fl 'cTcn l than rem'lind..:f uf the sill''! 
y N V (c heck apr1il'abk: il!:ms) 

lilli e ruck barril'f dl'posiliuual :In' ;! 

Illon' wCL'ds sll"l'lll'r slope 

illCfl'llSl'd erusio n (l'SS \'l':.!l' t:lliull 

gullies olla'r 

Eslimah.; width uLd'fcl'ICll ellg..: (ill fecI) 

-!. "~xpos('d Wasil.' MaIHi:.I'! Y A N P, 
• Estimated p ll _'t..J~ 
• Approximate area (in Stlu;u'e t~'et) "iCl..Y Lts 
• Numhl.:r uf are,lS wilh l.: xlkJsl.:d waSle y()../( L ts 

... s, Is Ihere evidence u f: Y \3 N A 
~ hulk soil faillln' I l:uld slumps 

suhsidl'fI('i,' 

6. IJarrcll Arl'as: Y / N 
• AI Least 75 n~ • Nul a rod uuterop 
• Less than [U % 100a[ l'uver (live & liller) 
Number of barren are:ls >1..0 
Do barrl.:1I7 as cuver over ::!5"" uf any polygon'! 
Y N · -- -

7. G ulli ('s (uver6" in lkplh): 

y ~t/N 
I\re :lIly guH ies aeliv:! .... roding'.1 Y f1 N !3 
Numbl.:!' uf gullies 



COllllllents., _____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

- MuCK. hli.rr ttn arIas 6z( (xoo(/,II warje 
I • 

SP(,cj (,S l'rl'S('1I 1 
"OLYGON 

A " C I) E F 

Usc D (Dmninalll). F (FrcqtlCIll). ur [ ( lnfrcqtlcnl). 
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BRES FIELD FORM S;'d;'1d;iI< Nallle: Ne~,,/ ~vJS~"\ Fil; 'ld Da": 7-1-fJJ ro'y"OO Eva '.an." 
r' p. ,I _ _ -~ , I ' _~'~'",~'d~'~"~i'~'~U~"~'c~O~"~/v'-':'=--+-_+_+_-+_--1i-_i---1 Team MClI1b!.!fS (C in; 1c your mllm:) : ~ our; rI I n r. LCI r 

1 ' J _ L Vegetation ( D/~ li ve) 

C II I) A 

Numbl.:f ur I'ulyguns: Slop!.!: __ ''' __ ASP!.!C1' cifde all n.:kvant) : I'i' S W E NW NE S\V~ 
~ I ,, ~ I.S<::/ Erosion ( BLM score) 

Area Dcsn irlion: .bl!-(;::t.W-~·V?; ce s....-J:z:q, e f-======="--l--jf-4-+-+-+--j 
r UndL'Sir/noxiolLs weeds 

Vc:,:ClaliuII ; %. ur l'OI .yeON 
g ruund co\'crl·d by: A II C OJ E ,. 
~~~:;:.:. 

, I i\5 
·UIH.lcsir;lbk: tweedy ) ,,;'.,.;,:; I~ 
• No:.. jou), wceds r 

L ilter lC 
I{\)cks " 1" -;-
Bare Ground :C; 
TOTAL ("bow" 

IN: ~: ~ _' i';:~~ :; ,: ".; 
• Up to S ·~ .. of uIIlh:sir:.,blc s)lI:dcs and 0% of noxiOllS 

weeds m:ly cuunlloward Adjusted Li ve " ... 
Vegetation (" u Iiw) SCllrC: 

u·20" ';, -- RI (Rcd:unal iun ll1lprow l1Ienl) 

~111~~;I(:", -_~ ( Veg~tation Impkll1enlilt ion) 

Species Pn'scnt: 
I'OL\'GON 

A " C I) I: F 

ISh,," ""'''' 
u ,,,,, , , 

Skm.kr whe:Jtgrass ~ 
Yellow sweelclow r 

I A 11,,11, 

I U" I) , ., ~ 

Er osion (BLM Form) 

Surface Liner 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

(jullies Depth 

Gu ll ies Frequency 

A 

8 
I 

Soil Movement ~ 
TOTAL BLM Scor e: h~ 
BLM score: 
0-55"" M (Monitor) 

POLYGON 
BCD E F 

56-100 = EV (Enl!ineerin ' Evaluation) 

\ Vl.'l.'ds I~ resen l: 
I'OLYCON 

II C n E ..-

Spotted k napweed 

Dalmatiu n toadflax 

Che;ugra ss 

Baby's breath y 
Kuehi .. 

Thistle 

Usc D (Dominant). F (Frequent). or [ (Infrequent). 

Olht'r IUU: S Tri}!}!H Ih'l1Is 
*Idl.'nlify lri}!}!l'r an':ls (using 1#) un :Iir [>hoto* 

3. Sill' Edgt's: Ar ... ou ter edgeJ<i of the s lle 
sig l~ l jcan t J y di ni:r ... nt than r"'lI1aimkr 01' the si te"! 
Y X N (dlCe~ applic;lhk items) 

lill1t, rOl'k barrit'r ':I. dl'l)Usiliol);11 an'a 

11I0rl' Wt' l'ds 

J<. increased ertls ion 

X gullit's 

Sln'pt' r SltlPt' 

It,SS \'t'}!l'I;lIiun 

othl'r· _____ _ 

Estimate widl h ofan;"c tcd edge [ inl;"et ) 

..I. ESl>OSt'd WasIl.' Mall' rial '! Y 
• Estimated pi I 
• Approxim;He afea (i n square fl.'cl) 
• Numbe !' of areas wi lh expo:-ed w a Sil' 

5. Is Ihere evidence o f: Y 

bulk soil failun' 

subsidcl1Cl' 

land sltllulJS 

6. Uarn' lI Areas: Y NX 
• At Least 75 If • Not a "oc~ 1!\Ilerllp 
• Less thall 10 "u 10t:1I Cliver (li ve & liller ) 
Number ufbarren arcas 
Do balTen areas ctJ\'er over 25" u o r :my po lygon'! 
Y N 

7. (( uJlies (uwr6" in depth): 

Y X N 
Arc any gullies aClivd y erodillg'! 
NUIlIb.:r u f gullies ::z. 

N 



Comments_ Addit ional Vegetation: 

• ( f"1~o\ o 71. 

;r?::~l£:?~~S;r; ; :£~mt~;. 

:j] :~:n &?;~v?$Z;~~~ 
:!f!j;Ztf:tLtywt;/ a ; n+ (1"+ 

Species ,'rt'Sl-ul 

" 
"OLYGOi\' 

" C " to: 

Usc D ( 00111;11:1111), F ( Fn:qlll'l\l ), or I ( 1IlIh:qllClll). 

F 



#72 - New EI ~ 1 & 2 - Downe 

o 100 200 300 



#72 - New Er 1& 2 - Down 
,..---"---,., 

:-_-==~:-___ ~=====,~ _____ Feet 

o 100 200 300 400 ~) CDM 



, 
• ... 
» ,"' 

fr..l:.' I , ' 
• 

{Y\ • ~ 't-<-,/ 
BRES FIELD FORM Site II):l~Sit, I '· 5~'iJ.".'" 11 ..... p_ Field Date: ]h~ "oIYJ!on Eva lu:lIiun 

J ** Admin Us/! 0 "/1' ·* 
T~:lm M~lllh.: l's (Cin:k your 11 :1111': ): _. ~ L .. ~o"" (;.h. .dl...'r- L....a.~~~ . .,.b __ 

" )) F 

Vt;~Clalion (% li ve) 
Numb!.!r ur Puly!~ons : _ S lup!.!: ....!2.......-tO.l..Olo AspcciTclrdc all rl.!kvant): N 5 \V r. NW I: SW 5 1: 

I .,. Erosion (I3LM :;eore) 
Area D!.!sl.! ripliuJI ; """'0"'1 ....... 6'!l-.S_t ~c c f.,;, """".{I,~ "'· .. :1 LL~1f ~.A-.!.J_ 

~ ___ ~ • ____________ -r ____________ O ________ ~U~"~d~C~'=;'={n=u=,=. iO=,=,,=. :":C:C:d:,::~::::::::::~::~::~::~ 
Vc:.,:Claliou: */. of POL\' COi\' 
:.:ruund ,·o\'t.'rcd by : A " C U E F 

Live (l.ksimhk) 
!>lJ\:Ch: :. lO 
·Ulllh.::.irabk (wo.:cdyl 
:.nccic:. If" 
*No'\it)tI :> wc<.:\b --;:: 
Li ller :l6 
Rocks :> 2" C 

Han.: GrulIllll ,S"" 
TUTAL (:lbo\c6 
items l11uSII\) la l 100",,) /06 
A()J USTt.;u I,IV": 'Yo. 

l ( '" LI"": ! 5" uUndo,:Slnlblc 
· Up 10 5" .. ofundcsir:.lbk: sped!::. ;uul U" .. \)fno.'( iuus 
weeds may cUulIlluwanlAdjuslcd L l v~' "", 
Vegetation (""live) sl,:orc: 
O':W" II - RI t l{edama. iun Imprt)\'cmo.:nli 
:!: 1-3<) U" _ V I (Vegetation Impk'IlH.:nl:II1UII ) 

·-'0- 100" .. ... M (Munilur) 

Spl'cil'S "n'Sl'lIl: 
"01.\'(;01\' 

A " C )) E F 

ShccJlIC:.cuc D 
('rl'sied Wheal!;r. lss j) 
.5I" nll'<'l' whealgr.I,~S X-
Yellow sweeldo\er T 
Ali il l1:1 j: 
~'7 

~ 1J·,.6.J} "[" 

:r I ' 
I , 

.,!, . 1 1" 
I ,"Ie 0][1 . ,-:J; .! 

Use D (DULLl ltlanl),/' (F"':qLLeLl!), or 1 (I nfrequent). 

Erosion (8LM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Liller I 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

, 
Pedestalling " Flow Paltems I 

Rills Depth 11 

Rills Frel,lueLlcy r:; 
(jullies Deplh n 
Gu llies Frequency 0 
Suil Mow mcnt ~ 
TOTAL BlM Score: 11 
BLM score: 
0·55'" M (Monitor) 
56-100 '" EVlEnl!ineerinl! Evaluation) 

W"'l'ds I'n'sl'nt : 
!·OI..\,(;ON 

A " C Il E 

Spoiled knapweed .r 
DalmatiLlI1 to;ldtlax T 
Chcatgr.ass n 
Baby's brcath T 
Kochia X 
Thisllc )< 
L..:afy Spurge X 
",.1.- J: 
fI'\ . " 1 , .1 ~ h: , 

Use D (Dominanl), F (Fre4uent). or I (In frelllLl' nl ). 

F 

F 

Othl'r IUU:S Tri).!).!l'r IIl'l1I'" 
* Idl'nlif~' Iri).!).!l'r arl';l.'> (usin:,: #) 1111 :Iir I'hulu* 

3. Sill' Ed).!l'S: Are ollter edg,':, I,f th" :.ite 
:.igni ticantly dini:fent than fe1H:ullder l,fth" :.IIc'! 
Y N X (dlee~ applkah1c ilelll:') 

lillll' rtll;k harrier 

ilion' \\Cl'ds 

incrl'asl'dl'rClsilln 

).! lIl1il'S 

dl'ptlsilillllal ;1(1::1 

:.ll'l'i>1:f slup.: 

Il'SS \''::'':;''I:l li llll 
IIlh.:I"" _____ _ 

4. ": .~plIscd WaSil' 1\I:11l'(i:LI'! Y !I(' N 
* Estimated pll 't .. S 

Allprox;m:ltc area (; n slluare feet) (d) ,ftl 
Number of areas with e:\r1o:,,'d waste 

• 
• 

5, Is Ihcre eV llh:nee III'; Y N X 
bu lk looil failun' land Shlllilb 

subsidl' lIl't· 

6. Ibrn'L\ An ';ls: Y N Y 
• Al Lealol 75 n' • Nljl a rue~ Ilull"rup 
• Less Ihall IU "u lulal CII Vl'1' Iliw & liltl'r ) 
Number urbanen :I!'eas 
Du barren areas ;,'\lVCr m'c!' 25"" Ill' any jll)lygun'! 
Y N 

7. Gu llil's (ovcr(," III d,,-Plhl : 

Y N )< 
Arc any gull i..-s aelively l'l'lId ing'! Y 
Number Ill' gullies 

N 



Cornrnents. _______________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

• SPl.'ri!."s "n's!."1I1 
"OLYC;ON 

A n c I) I: F 

• 

(,tf '1 .r ) ,,~ J' r l-~ 

Use D ( l:Anninanl). F (Fr.:quenl ). ur I (I nfrequenl!. 



_ IFeel 
o 6 12 18 24 30 



- • Feet 
o 6 12 18 24 30 COM 



I\' 
BRES FI ELD FORM S;IC 1I),'1:1S;le Na me ' 

Team Members (Ci n.: lc your 11(1111\.:): a. ~2P'c..l 
O• -Number or ['ol ygoll s: ..l..- Slope: __ toli..:: Aspect 

An::l Dl.:scriplion: DBLYN (;. s ...... aJt;)...yv 

7...- /-I III " . r=nn ,t.{ J( 

W 'i.1 r CrACr.,uN (JJfcld Oald)"tIt~loF 1>(11)':':(111 [ \'aluatiOIl A Il C I) " F 
" .... Admi" U.W! 0 "/,, .... 

(rvo? C.Ul \~i\",e.LQLl' "WHJ\"~r Vcgd:Llion (% liw) • I J 
(circle all rdcvam) : N S@)3. NWN ESW SE 

Erosion (B LM scure) 
~e 1>~ Lv..;} ('-"'1 ft,t 

- Undcsir/noxious wceds 
~(r~ ,;,/ 0<.) . 

Vl'gct :i1ioll : 'Y .. or ,'OLYGON 
ground C()\'l'rl'd by: A II C I> E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Ot hl'r IW.[S Triggl'r IklllS 
A B C 0 E F *Idl'n tiry trigger ;In'as (using #) 1111 ;lir p/WIn· . 

Live (d<.: s irahk) 

133 S ) CCICS 

· Undcsirabk (wco.:dYI 
~ s )er i!.:s 

*Nux iulLs weeds 4 
Lilh.:r \"1 
Rocks > 2" <-
Bare Ground Ir,i! 
TOTAl.. (above 6 

Surface liuer 1(" 
Surface Rock S' 

3. Sil l' Edgl'S: An.: Ullh:r edges u f the sik 

Movement 
. , signi lie:l1ltly dilrcTenl than rcma imlo:r uf th..: si te'! 

Pedeslalling \\ 
y Y. N (c heck appl icable itcms ) 

'I 1-- liUll' ruck ha rril'r " dl'l}Usi ti ullal ;In'a Flow Pallems 

~ 
I' Ullin' wl'eds jt stl' l'Jll'r SIIlJll' 

Rills Do.:::rth 
~ incrl'aSl'd ('rOSillll Y 11'SS Vl'j.tl't:llillil 

Rills Frequcncy L 'i- :,.:ullil's othl'r 

G ullies Depth (0 
items must IOlal J 00%) \" G ullies Frcqm::ncy <- Estimate width of ancl: ted edge ( in 1i.: l: t) 

AI>J USTE:I) LIVE % 
310. = U\'.: + 5U :'U Il\.ks il~Lblc 

- Up 10 5% o l'untksirabh: :ipeci ... s :Ind U% ufno.-.; iolls 
weeds may COllnt lowanJ J\(ljuslcd Live 'Yu . 
VcgCl:ll ion ('J {, li \' ..:- ) scm.:: 
0-20% - RJ (R..:dam:lliull Improvc1I1cnl) 

Soil Movement '> 
4. [x pIISl'd W"sll' 1\I;lIl'rbl'! Y X N 

TOTAL BLM Score: 5\ • Es timateu pJ 1 i 0 '/ S 
BlM score: • Approximatl' ;lrl:;1 {in s~lua re !l:d 1 
0-55'" M (Monitor) • N Ull1berorarea~ with e.'( ptl~ed wa~ t.: 
56-100'" EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

2 1-.W % - V I (Vcgcl!uiull Impklm:lIlation) 
~O- I O{)'X, - M (Monitor) Weeds Present: 

I'OLYGON 5. I:> therl: evkknce of: yo.( N 
A 1l C I> " ... 

Spt,cics I'n'scn l: 
"OI ,YGON 

A II C I> >: F 
SpOiled k llapwecd D 

P'b ulk so il failun' laud slumps 

su bsidcnCl' 

S heep fl.'se uc '0 
Crested Whc:Llgr:lss I ~ 
Skndcr whcalgr:lss i. 
Ydluw sweete luwr 1-
A I I ~I I IiI "' ~~~'Il t<.!\A6\~ '\ 

Dalmatiu n tuaullax 1: 
Che:lt~rass I ~ 6. Ilarn.'ll An'as: Y K N 
B .. by 's breath 1: • At Le;lsl 75 n ~ • Not :1 roek olllerop 

Kochia X 
• Les~ th:ln I O~" tota l cover (lh'e & Hlll'r) 
Number of b;u'ferl :lrea~ 7..-

Thistle 'i. Do barren arl':lS t:ow r UVl' r 25'~ " ,)Lmy jllllygOIl'! 

Lealy Spurge '/.. 
Y_N~ 

. 

50 n", I.. "- 1-
\>I"~O<..N "\ 

('\ M~\MIN'-l V ·,'f 1- 7. Gullil's (o ver 6" in depth) : 

1'\ '" I '( '" {I. '0 ~ y J( N 

vi Arc ;my gullies :Iettvd y eroJ ing'! N 

Usc IJ (Dominant), F ( Fre~luent) . or I (lnli·elluent). USI: D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequell t). 
Number uf gullies L 



• )o,,'CI' '-I.N £.()(. ~. CA l/ I.h.I-' (vf16 
N Ie. \.. -tl '> M PrS III Q" '\. V !). '\./l, 0 "<" IL S }\I 

• '<-f--POH; V A",!" l VI \..1.\ 0~) .s~"'1"'S~1.... 
&'t. {",H , I\l e OL'-> (~1Il "\ OJ '-iTL1' FI-\.~'t., 

• 5'1' bIU'Y'"\ '0 f"ry,l,J 1- N 5 ~ ~ 11,., ~1lCIf M.l'-') 
("jJ ~ t il.-'£, n (l'c_ l.\ V Cr U ) 

( ~ "'\" "'! c,.."t "' \>.1. '( IP Q\A(\) ,) 01 \"fl.R~S o \N i>rl ~ \ !\) (y\"~D I Sol'l<,c.."( 
• \lo\. \... V'" '\ '<.)'S~ '''' ~ .. .)cdl<.... r ~NOv.l1\-o 

o..t!lc,. "'>.1>} e,.,(b .. ~,N <>..!k'>t>.\ • 
.. 5,'l'"E f--O ' .. ~s .A-tlf- PIl'd'1.~t ~ ~4J~ ~O 

Addit ional Vegetation: 

SIH'cics l)rt'Sl'n l 
"OLYGON 

A Il C D .: F 

Usc [) (Domin:Lnt). F (Frclllu:nl). or J ( Jnfrcqllclll). 

, ~~b)\1 ~ Cvll-B ""I) G U,! to:.. ~1:""11l 5 
~[kVN" '5 rrt . 

; ~ Jl. n-l IYI p.. ( .J'if:,.,,,,,,, (t:;-

tl 511> /I. Vh "" D'i'M to "'i not.- S ~ !l u ~ tV ') I fh,o",:" 

~fIt'I~O Dn..-~~ ' 



West Gagnon Dump Site No. 74 
Quality Control Cover Frames 

7/15/2008 
live UWS Noxious 

207 66 4 
34% 11.00% 1.00% 

Ad·usted live 39% 

litter Rock Bare TOTAL HITS 
257 3 63 600 

43% 1.00% 10.00% 100% 



M4J~ I/a.. 
Juth 

, 

_ I Feet 
o 20 40 60 80 100 



- ,Feet 
o 20 40 60 80 100 CDM 



7;-
BRES FIELD FORM Sill' 10 : Sill' Naml' : ~J-."" .. ' [l,""l4 Field D:III.': ~Qfr )'uIYJ.:on E"ulu;ltion 

- ,--- '_c'c'"A"d"'""""C"U"",~O<'"'IOIC"C'C-+-__ ~ __ -e __ -+ __ -i ____ e-~ 
B c I) t: F A 

Team Mcmb..:rs (Circle yuur name) : Gro - ~ . Lt.",.,,, . . .!or " 
; 
~, Vcgclaliull (% live) 

Number of Polygons: -L Slope: ~Iu 30 iMSpCI:\ (cin.:lc all rckv<lnt): N SEW NE SW SI: 
Erosion (BLM score) 

Arc:! Description: w ... * ~ vY'.s""!""", ~t J.rc= .. fl, ~.f- 4(. c)r'o'l. A_{ 
U Undcsir/nu.'\iulis WCI.'US 

~~--~~--~==========~ Vcgl'l:lIion : "I .. of '·OI.VGON 
ground cU\'('rcd by: A 11 C " I: F 

Li"I ;;:';;:';- 1111 
1,,< 

"'U ruJcsirablc (wccuy) 
, I . "~" ,,, :; 

"'No:duus wcclls ~ 

Lilt!.'r ,+" 
Rm:ks > 2" ; 
Bare ( il'l)unu 'LI 

I 'j~:~~I~~ L (abuv~ ~11W l"I..\ 'n" 
ILlV!:"/. 

I ; j';;;~ ~(\ 
" 

, 
' " , 

·Up 10 5% of lIlltksirabk s!'R:cics :mu U% uf noxious 
weeds may COlin! toward AdjuSh:U Liw 'Yu. 
Vcgl'laliOlf(% li ve) seorl': 
U-20% - RI (Ikdam'llion Il11pruvemenl) 

I ~/1~3l) " /u -. ~ (Veget:!1ioll Imrll.."menlatiun) 
I I t r 

SPl'.:il-S I'n:sl'nt: 
POI.\' GON 

" - A 11 C I) t: F 

~fcselle .. -:r 
1 (,,,,,d , " , ;) 

Slender whealgnlss X 
Yellow s\~;eetelover :r 

1 All""" - - )( 

~., _ a: :z." iT -
<-

-Y' 
~ f-f 

0 

Us:D r , ; " ":Ti,, ~il , , 

-

POLYGON Erosion (BLM Form) 
A 8 C 0 E F 

Surface litLer 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills t-'rel[uency 

Gullies Depth 

Gu llies Frequem:y 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BlM score: .' 

I 
x 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV '(En ·ineerin ' Evalualion\ 

Wl.'l.'ds P rl.'s{'nl: 
POLYGON 

A " C I) 

Spoiled knapweed F-
Dalmatiull lo,ldtlax T -
Ch~,t1gr'lss - 0 
B'Lby's b re;Lth ,-r 
Kochia tx 
Thistle R 
leafy ~P~(go.: k" 
<-I .J: 

, 
I • 

'.~. 

t: 

USl' I) (Domina nt ), F (Frcllucnl). or I (Infrelluelll). 

F 

Ollu:r HIU:S Triggcr Il l' IIIS 
"' ldl' lIlify Iriggl"l" areas (usin g II) o n ;Iir ph ow'" 

3. Sil(' EdJ.!l's: Arc uuter ..:dg..:s .,1' Ih .. ' Silc 
signilkanlly dirrel"enllhall r":II1'1iml..:r oflh..: si l..:'! 
Y X N (check 'lpplieable ilems) 

X lilll l' rock b;lrricr 

ilion' wCl'd s 

dl.'posiliuual an'a 

sll-cIH' r SIUPl' 

X illcn';I.~l'd l"I"C1siulI 

:;ull il's 

Il-ss \'l'gl'latiulI 
ulhl·r _________ _ 

-I. Ex puscd WasIl.' Ma!!Jial"! Y X N 
• ESlimalcd pll (5 '! 

Approximate area (ill square Iccl ) Jr)O ft­
Number llf 'ITeas wilh eXllOsed waSle :;2.. 

• 
• 

5. Is there evidence or: Y 

hulk soil failure 

subsid{,II(,1.' 

I 1;l1Id s lulllps 

6. U:lrn'u Arl'as: Y X N 
• AI Leasl 75 li ~ • Nul a rock uulcrop 
• Less lhan 10 '1u lolal covel" (Iiw & hiler) 
NUllIber of barren ,1fI'::lS 
Do barren areas ct)vcr OWl" 25"" uf :my polygon"! 
Y N 

7. GUllil'S (over (I" in til'P1IL ): 

Y N;/ 
Arc :my gullies aClivdy el"LH.lillg'! Y 
Number uf gu llie~ 

N 



Commculs.-:-____________________ _ Addilional Vegelaliou : 

L, c s Spl'cil'S I' n 'sellt 
I'OI .W;ON 

A " C Il E ... 

• ,.l,) .. ..t: , 
g,.,. . y ' " n 

• • c"., .... 00 &ntt'l"'\ IJ(- . 

• 

• 
Usc D (Dulllinanl), F (Frcll tlCllI ), ur I (In lrcqucnt ). 

': -------------------------------

'. " 



#75 - Nationc. Jum 

I 

I ~ 

_ ·Feet 
o 10 20 30 40 50 <#!) COM 



BRES FIELD FORM Si'o ~~'C Nam" ~e r ,~ #).°Fi
6

Id 1)~1l': 7-q ... o~ r--;;,."o"',,.".o",'-, E"·'c:'a""o"a'C"C' .. ""--,-,:-' --,"II-r..,C,--r,",-,"'",,-;,"', . ..., 
T - /Po r -.- l ** Admin U.W! Oll/)' ** 

T~a11l M!;lllb~rs (C;I"I.:lc your 11:11111.: a:n. l v. , .... 1.. 

~ 
Vcgl.:lalion (% live) 

Number of Pol ygons: _ Slupe: __ '0 __ Aspect (l:i n.:lc all n:II':\1<111I): l\I S W E NW NE SW Sf: 
/J? -.L _ A J Erosion (ULM score ) 

An.:a DC!'L"riptio ll: _ U~t]:Ii::1..4.a:--...,L.J.....aLc~d",-,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,_~,~ __________ _ 

VC:':l' lalion: 'Y ... of "01.\'(;01"1 
ground COVl"rl'd h)' : " II C ~ E F 

Live (tlcsi rahk) 35 Ix sllccics 
·Umksirabk Iweedy) &0 115 snedcs 

·Nuxiulls wccds ~ IJ(1 
Liller h .- "; 

ROI.:ks > 2" it< 
Hare Gruu nd lQO 
TOTAL (;lhI.)VC 6 

10 OIQ) items 1I1lLSl IUla) IOU'y.,) 
l\[UUSTEL> I.IV .. : 'Y .. 40 1/3 - Live + 5'! ~Ul1lksir,Jbk 

· Up 10 5% or undcsir:'Lblc spedes ,111 1.1 0% of nuxiolls 
weeds may CUl l1l1 1uwan.! Adjuslcd Liw 'lI, •• 
Vegelalion (% li w) selll'e: 
0-20'% - Rl (Reelamalion Impl'uWmelll) 
2 1-31) ';tu - V J (Vq;c1:1lioll J mpio.:ll1entation) 
40-100% M ( Mlln ilur) 

SPl'l'il'S I'rl'Sl'lIl: 
J)O I. YCON 

A II C I) ..: F 

Sheep Icsl.'lu..' L. y 
Cresled Whe:llgr:1SS I- k 
Skm[er whe:llgrass 1- ' V 

Yellow s\\'eeleluvel' IX 
AII;I1[:1 ri:" 

Usc D (1)0Il1in:1I11 ), I' ( Fre~luel1l) , or I ( In li'elillenl), 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
A 

POLYGON 
BCD E F 

Surface Litter I r )? 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills 1)~'J1th 

Rills Fre(1l1eney ..] 

Gullies Deplh I;J., X 
Ciullies Fre([ucncy rv 
Sllil Movemenl Iii. 
TOTAL BLM Sco re : I f.t 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (En(Jineerin 

SpUllo:d kllapweed 

DalmaliUIl loadllax 

Che:l1grass 

Evaluation) 

POLYGON 
All e DE 

L 

Baby's breath IV 
Koch ia v 
Thi s lio.: v v 
Leafy Spurge 

Usc I) (Domi n:lIIl), F (Freqllenl). or I ( In I'n.:quenl). 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

011u'r UIolES Tri;.:gl'r Itl'lIl s 
... lth'nlify lriggl'r an'as (using # ) till :Iir phllto '" 

3, Site: Edgl'S: Arc OilIer edges 1)1' the site 
sigt.:.~ieanlly d itTi:rent than re111:linder Ill" lhe s il e'! 
Y j\ N (check upplil'abk itl: lI1s) 

)( lillll.' rCll'k harrier )I dl'jlositiunal an':1 

ilion' \\ I.'l'ds stl'l'ller slupl' 

\,0 inl'rl'ascd l'rusiull kss ngl'lation 

X " ullil'S • utla'!' 

Est imate wilhh \11" aficcled l:dge (in Icel l 

4, E:q)OSl'd W:IStl' .l',1 :lll'rial'! Y >( N 

• J:slimaleupJI'-! . . 
• i\pprOl':im;tl~· area (in square lcel) /0 
• Number of areas Wi lh e.~puse~[ W;ISle I 

5, Is lhere evideilce of: Y ){ N 

bulk sui! 1"ai lun 

suhsidence 

X [;lIltl slumps 

6. Barrl.'l1 i\rC:IS: Y X N 
• Al LeaSl 75 n1 • Nul a ruck lJu lerup 
• Less Ihan 10 u{, llllall:ovrr (liw & lil ler) 
Numbn of barren are:ls 

~o b;lr~1\ :')(s eov~·I· uwr 25'}" of any polygnn"! 

7, Ctil'S (owr6" ill deplh): 

Y N V 
Are :my gLillil:s :lcl~ly el"l.xJillg? ",,' 
Number HI' gullies .c..... 

N 



Commellls.:--------; _________ _ _ ____ _ 

Yld!i:j:/t2/,p,2!1t:lp Cc-yex= !';pcmoh. 

C{l~~e}tAd ;.t;a/1J~d al s=dJ,<=+ 

Add ilional Vegelation : 

Species r reSl'nt 
NJLY( ;ON 

A II C Il E F 

Us!." D (Domin:ml l. F (Fr!."l1l1!."1l1), or 1 ( lnfrclll1!." l1 tj. 



.. 

a .-== __ o:===-_~Feel Wo 2040 60 80 



l CAl "- ~V\~ \rl~rr.kld Da,o, o_j,(bj 
\\t'tM6i"~ "-;:';;'N' 1_". (~GHl 

BIU:S FIELD FORM Si'oJl)]:~ Si"N'''uo , 
'1'1:;1111 Ml:lllb...:rs {Cin .. :lc your l1amC):r~~"''';P~~~ 
Number of Po!yguns: _ \ _ Slope: ~to , 1§8 , 

I (t.:ircl!: all l\!kvan!): N S E NW NE SW SE 

Area Deseri]>,io" , ___ ---!\l.~D.k~~Pr(.:n.:;,>_Vll<L.l1]_"____ W i'I~ '<. 'N k P M '" S ~'-'fl!: il~ \1,1.<1~ sr, 

Vl':,!l'lalion: '1 .. tJf l'OI .YGON 
:!round c(I\'l'red hy: A " C " E ,.. Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Live (l/"; s i1~j b ll'l 

r.,3, S )l"o.: ics 

" Undesirable (weedy ) 
'l.. s l l'l"ics 

" Nuxiuus weeds 7 

Surfa.ce Liner & 
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 

Pedestlliling , 
Liller J( 
RUl'ks '> 2" \.. 
Bare GrOllnd I' TOTA L (above 6 

Flow Pallems 
" Rills Depth '-j 

Ril ls Frt:qllO.:nI.:Y L 
Gu ll ies Dcplh [p 

items Illusllulal 100%) I" Gullies Frequency , 
A DJ USTED LIVE "I .. 

'I~ - Live + 5'!"Undcsir:lhk 
Soi I Movcmenl ( 

· Up \0 5'Y" of lI lIdcs irabk spccics and U% oflloxiuliS TOTAL BLM Score: '18 
wccds Illay coullIlOward AdjllSlcU Li ve %. BLM score: 
Vcgct;\Iiun (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor) 
0-20% - Rt ( lh:dam<ll illll lmprowlllcnt) 56·1 00 = EV (Enl.!:ineerinl! Evaluation) 
2 1-39 'Y" - VJ (Vegetat ion ImpkmcllI:Hion) 
4U- IOO'Y .. -- M (Monitor) Weeds I' resellt: 

)'OLYCON 
A II C I) I: 

SPCdl'S J'n:Sl'nl: 
POLYCON 

A " C D [ F 
SpOiled knapweed 10 

ShCl'P t\:SCUI.' f 
Crcsku whc:llgr;lss 1\11 
Sk lllkr wh<':<llgmss L 
Y cllow sIVCCIl: IOVl;f T 

1):11111:1l io n lo:,d tb:-; h 
Chemgrass I~ 
Baby ' s breath 1-'( 
KOl.:hb 1. 

/\ 11:111:1 ~ 
Thislll.' 

Le:d'y Spurge 

Us.: D (Dominant), F t FI'~' lIl1Cll l J, ur I ( Inlh:qucll l). Usc D ( l)omin:lI11). F (Frequent), ur J (htl'rellLH.: nt), 

I'ol)').:on [,'aiualioll A II C Il E F 
** Admill u...,.! Oll/)' ** 

Vcgd:nion (% l ive) 

Erosion ( I3LM score ) 

Undcsir/noxious wccds 

O lh er IlH.ES Triggl'r Ill' IIIS 
F * hklllir~, triggl'r :lrl';IS (using #) on air phulu* 

J. Sill' Ed),!l's: /\ 1\: ouh:r \!dg\:s 0fl 111.: sih: 
sil:;ni Ikantly d i tk l'l'nl Ihan n:mail1lkr of Ihe sik'! 
y )( N (ch ... c~ appl icable ih:I11S) 

limc ruck b:lrril'r I (kl)Osi li on:11 :Irl'a 

ilion' wl'ctlS SICl'Ilcr shipe 

I incrcaSl'd ('ros iull Il'SS \'cgclaliull 

gUllil'S ulhl!r l .l }?ig.-
l:slil1l:1Ic widlh o r affecled edge (in feel) 

-I, .~xp()Sl'd WaSIl' {\'bkrial? Y 'f.. N 

• GSl imah:d pll --.!i 0 
• Approximate area (in squ:u'e t~el) 

• Number of areas wil h exposed waste 

F 
5, Is there evide l1 l'e ur: Y N '/.. 

hulk soi l failure land slulIlps 

subsidl'nl'l' 

6, Barn'l! Areas: Y i- N 
• Al Le:lst 75 n~ • Nol a ruck OI lll' l'IJP 
• Less Ihan 10 % 10lal cover t liw & lilll.' l') 
Numbl.'r of barren arl'as ~ 
Do barren areas Cllvel' tJvcr _:\'}" o f any plIlygo ll '! 
y Nj .. 

7. G ullies (o v..:r 6" in (.11.'1>1 h): 

y~ N 
Arc any gull ies 'll' livcly croding? Y i-. N 
Numbcr or gu il i..:s L 



• 

Com men ts., ____________ ________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

VI N 
Specks l)rCSl'lIl 

"OLY(;()N 
.- Il C J) E F 

\ ' 

.J 

. 
• c,,,,,~\,\ 'tl(\'~\ \ ~\C-t" f' \ , NjJ <." "I .... .... "\ -

"'''''' W\'- • oU\~~ , • ,\ , \. . Usc 0 (Dominant ). F ( l-"rc4ucnl). or I ( In frc\ IUcIU). 

• \''.1 ,"", , \I.'~ r,~ ..,~ t~ ( , ...... 
0;: ArC!d t' . 14 () 



#79 - Late Ac, .. isition 

; r I} . 
'01. ) .', 

_w';;IC;' ", ",., i, • 
I .. 'f"II"~IJJi[E SIINER BG.,W ' •. 

--• 

a . __ =:::::lIlllll ___ ~===~IIIIII __ ~Feet 
W 0 50 100 150 200 



fjU 
Wi pJ,y 

WF5 r .£f.e.,;",,; Held D"le, yJ;r/Oif' 
1:./.." di. "' 1"..,: . . ...... L ... "';' 1) ...... 

BRES FIELD FORM SHe m ,_S;le Name, 

Team Mcm bl.; l's (eirel!.: your Ilam!.; ) : _ S ea """"" L 
Number of Pol y gUll s: -l---- S iopc: £.lu......ML Aspcc 

An.:a Description: ~~,JI .. . 1" L.-r ..... _-. "V. I 
t (o.:irclc:lll relevant) : N S W E NW Nr:~ 
I,.~ [ ...... 1 "t $/; ... H,.i P • .).. . .., .. L. r 

~ r 

Vcgelalion: 'Yo, of POLYGON 
ground cOVl'n'd by: A Il C () " F 

Erosion (BlM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Live: {tk sirabk l 

" s l CC1CS 

·UIlU":Sir:lblc (weedy) 
~~ s )ed cs 

Surface Li ller ({ 
Surface Rock -Movement J 

-Nox ious weeds L 
Lilll.:r W 

Rucks > T J 
H:lrc Ground :l3 
TOTAL (above 6 

IffY) ilcms mus t IOlal IO(J"Iu) 

Pedestalling I. 
Flow Pallems ;, 
Rills Depth t'l 
Rills Fr..:quency 0 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 

AD.JUSTED LIVE 'Y .. 
"to - Llv!,: I S%Ul1lh:.~i ['"Jbk 

Soi I Moyel11cnl \( 

·Up lu 5% of undesirable spe!.:ics and 0% of nox ious TOTAL BLM Score: ?'f) 
weeds may CUUIlI low:mJ Adjusted Live %. BlM score: 
Vegetation (% li w ) scorl.': 
0-20'1., '" Rl (Rcclamalioll Improvcmcn1) 

0-55:: M (Monilor) 
56- 100 = EV (En 'ineerin' Evaluation) 

2 1-3tJ % =- VI (Vcgcl;!l ion r rnpicmcnlal ion ) 
40- 100% M (Monitor) \\'Cl'ds "rcscllt: 

POLYGON 
A " C )) E 

Sp{'l'i{'s ]'rCH'ul: 
]'OLYGON 

A " C () " F 
Spulled knapwccd I, 

Sheep f<.: scuc () Dalmalioll lo.ultlax J: 
Crested whcalgmss -r Che.!lgrass ,::. 

Skllll..:r whcalgr:Lss >: Baby'S brealh h-
Ydluw swcl.'ldowr y 
AII;!! !:l j.. 

Kochia )<" 

Th islle y 

~ '"" -i c " 1:-
I ii,,, l II , 

"L 

ll,.'afy S purgc Y 

V1\vl/~~ , 

U.s~' U (Ol) l11 imll1l). F (Fn:4lh;nl). or I ( lllth.:'l111o.!l1l) . Usc D ( Duminant). F (Frequent). or [(lnfrequenl). 

l>ol~' ~(Jn E\'aluatioll A " C " E F 
*. A dm;" U:.e 011/1' ** 

V..::gcl;lliul1 (% li ve) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Ulldesir/noxiotLs wCo.!us 

O tlll' r UlU:S Triggl'r ItCIIIS 

F * ldl'lIlify lriggl'r :lrl':IS (using # ) 011 air phlltll-

J. Sill' Edges : An: l)tlle r edges ur lhe ~ ilc 
s ignilicanlly din~n ... nl than rCllla inlkr uf thl: s ite'? 
V X N (clleck applicable ilclllS) 

lime rock harrier dl'posiliullal arl':1 

Y mort.' wl't'ds Sll'l' lli.'r s IUI)'" 

inCfl'asctl crusion k ss vcgcl:ltion 

gullies othl'r 

Estimate widlh ofatTccled cdge ( in tcel) 

4. E"poSl'd Wastl' l\1atl'rbl'! y~y N 
• Estim'lteu 1>11 ....::1-
• Approx imale ;Irc;! ( in slllwrc ketl /0' ...... ' 
• Number of areas with expused wasle "2. 

r 5. Is Ihere eyidenec o f: Y N JY 

hulk So il failun' land sl ulUJls 

suhsidl'lIce 

fl. Karrell An'as: Y N y 
• At least 75 ti" • Nol a ruck ouh; rop 
• less than IU '}o lOla I .. 'uyer ( li ve & liller ) 
NUlnbcr o fbarren areas 
Do b:lrrell areas coyer over 25" 0 or :my polygon'! 
y N 

7. Gullil's (ovcr6" in deplh): 
y N..L 
Arc any gullies <lel ivciy croding,! Y N 
Number of gu ll ies 



C Omml'IIIS, _______________________ _ Additional Vegelalioll: 

/I (I,.: 4 " .... 

r ',j 

Spl·cies )'resenl l'Ot YGOI" 
,\ " C I) >: F 

• 
, 

.: .. I s> <. f e - y n '= ( 

"" 
;,: , I, , 

• G .. tI, e ~.( , f- ,. 
, 

rJ ·' t l... ~ . J co? "r 
f~ ... ;N'! 

oJ.IL _ " .L @<-I " t, I .. L jJ .C, ~ , , • .o; • .r ~ 
• 

, r. /" 
Usc J) (Dom inanl ). F (FrO:4l1CI1I). or I ( Infrcqul·nl ). 

t" .V 

t! .j (. , I- r 



Mr\~\(e. I. 
BRES FIELD FORM Site 1U:!PSilc Name: 

v'r . 

Team Members (Cin.:11.: y OlI!" 11:11111.:): ~l~.~ 

Number or Polygons: _1_ Slope: ~to1!:t.... Aspect 

An:" Dcsnipliun: ~QJ.!f\."! ~"ltjW"\~; \ o.t\d 

WGl;:!: S±ew....J....kI:::.';j_ F;eld Oat.: 7 /lll/Df, 

l r 
(cin.:1c all rele vant): N S W E NW NE@SE 

0 : S ic:t Goth .• J ~ 

Vl'gCI:ll iun : % ur !'OI ,YGON 
ground cu\'cn'd h~' : " II C U E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Liw (desirable) 

bS s nl.'l.'il:S 

· U IllJo.:~ir..lbll.' (weedy) 
L !> )C.:iI:S 

"'Nuxious weeds 3 
Lillcl' OS 
Rocks :> T 5 

Surfac~ Liller 8 
Surface Rock 5 
Movement 

Pedestalling II 
Flow Patterns \0 
Rills Dcplh X 

Bar..: (jrolilul Lo 
TOTAl. (above (1 

100 items must lulal 1001> II) 

Rills Fn.:qucncy X 
Gulli.:s Depth )( 

Gullics Frequency -r.. 
AUJ USTEIJ LIVE ':.' .. :'7 - Live t 5%Umksimbk Slli1 Mllvcm.:nt \4-
·Up 10 5% ofumksirabk species :mu O'Y.. ufnuxiuus TOTAL BLM Score: 14-
weeds may cuunl luwanl !\Jjuslo.:d LiYe %, BlM score: 
Vcgdaliull ('Y. , li ve) scure: 
U·2U'Yu - R1lRc.:i:un:tliuli Jillpruvclllcnlj 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (Enp;neerin Evaluation) 

2 1-.19 % - VI (VcgCl:lliulI hnpkmcillal iun) 
-10- 100% - M (Mun itor) \\'el'c.ls I)resent: 

1'01 ,\'(;01\' 

" " C IJ E 

Spl'eil's PrCSI,>III: 
l'OI ,YGO N 

" " C OJ .; F 
Spoll.:d knapwel::d l) 

Sh~'cp !i:sClIl: D 1J:llmaliu ll lU:lullax F 
Cn:slcu whc:l1grass X Chcalgrass r 
Skndcr whc:ugrass r B:lby's b realh I. 
Vc)io\\, s\vc<!"lI: lovcr r , . . .. . . 
M!~If;,i 

. .. 
"I 

.. . - . .. . -
' ''. 

Kochi:! X 
Thisll<.l X 

. 
.- ";'. . .~. . ' . -.. , . '. ! 

)( L,<:,fy Spurge 
. . .. -. .. '. .. . " -' -. . ~ . . , . l. ... -. .. ' . . 

Usc J) (lJulllin:ln1), F (FrClIUo.!lll), or I (lnlrcqucllt). Usc D (Domin:1Il1), F (FrClIUO;!l1t). ur I (inlr.:qucnt). 

Polygon Eval uation " B <: OJ to F 
** A dmin U,\"I! O,,!), ** 

Vcgo.! lLllioll (% livc) 

Erusion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/nu,\(iuus wccds 

Olh('r BlU~S T riggl' r 11~' lII s 

F *ldl' lIliry Iril!)'!l'r an.'as (lisi nl! #) (HI air phulo* 

3, Sill' Edgl'S: An: ou .... ·r cllgcs of Ihc si ... : 
signilic:lnlly dirti:ro.!IlI1h:ln rClllaindcr orlhc sil.: '! 
y lC N Ich.:ek :Ipplicablc il.:II1S) 

limc ruck lJ:lrril'r lkpusiliullal an'a 

K. IIlUrc \\ ' ~'cdsSt (t1rloV SIl'l' Jl~' r SIUjll' 

ill c n.'as~·d l'rus iull k ss \' cg~,t:llion 

g ullil's )\othl'r Rts'1I1",d~l 
'Vv.Yl"\"""j 

1.:.."lill1al.: width ofatl<: .. 'lcd cdg .. , (in 1<:..:1) 

X 4. ES POSl'd \Vasil' !\'Ialeria!"! Y N 
• Estimalcd pll 4.0 -~.s 
• Approximate ar.:a (i ll squar.: li:.:l) 2.b 
• Numbcr or arcas wilh o;!xJlllsed wasl.: :!> 

.. 5, Is ,hcrc o;!vido.!nco;! Il l': Y N X 
b ul k soil fa ilun' land s lulilps 

suhsidcnn' 

6. Uarn'lI An':ls: Y N_ /\ 
• Al Least 75 n! • Nlll :1 rod uulen1p 
• l.:ss than 10 % lolal ctJvcr (live & !i ller) 
Number orbarrcll ar.:a:; 
1)0 b:II'fCIl :U'C;lS co\'er 1)\''':1' 25')1" ol';my polygull'! 
y N 

7. GUllil'S (ovcr 6" in depth ): 

y N r... 
Ar.: :lIly gulli.:s acli vd y ':Hlding'? Y N 
Number \)1' gull;"::; 



Additional Vegetafion: 

Spl'cil'S l'rCH'UI 
"OI .'\'GOI'\' 

" " C 1) E F 

' . 

' .. 
Usc D (Durnimllltj, F ( FrCljllclll). ur [(lnfn:qucnl). .. . . 

' . ~ . .... , 

-'", . 
. ' 

'. , ", "- ... 
" . .. , 

-- . ,.':" ..... :-.. 



#80 - West 8L 

a --c::::::J ..... -:=:::::::'!'-""'!' Feet Va 204060 ao @ CDM 



MI\ST£R 
#80 - West Sk ,.yard Park:1ii~.rj;-~~~ I'l/O'K 

a _:::=JI_-===-_Feet W 0 20 40 60 80 (l!> CDM 



BRES FI ELD FORM Sile II~Sile Name: ('J f' ·1 Field J)atl.': rr: ~-(Ji 
~ Ja'l J.¥ T(.:;L1ll M~l11bl.!rs «('in:!\: your name): ~~p 

Numb",!, of Polygons: L Slope: __ 10 _ _ Aspect 

Area Descri pt ion: fY2a.:".., a" d. }x;,.w ~ 
:~in.:k all rd eV:IIH): N S W E NW NE S\~ 

Vl'~l'l:ll i oll: Y. of "OLYCON 
gruund ('(In-n.'d b~' : A II C II I: F 

E rosion (8LM Form) 
POLYCON 

A7 B C 0 E 
Live (llcsir.lbk) "§: 
:.w.:cics 
"'Undcsirabk 1\\ ccdy) 

~ :-nl.'cic:. 

"'Noxious wceds t::; 

Surface Liller IT 
Surface Rock S Movement 

Pedestalling ~ 
Lilt..:!' IX 
Rm:ks > 2" 3 
Bar\.' Ground ~ 
TOT/\ 1. (abuw () 

(}J 111':I11S must lolal lOU"{d 

Flow Panems 
v 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frellucncy 

Gu llies Depth ~ 
Gu llies Frequency :1 

AI)J USTEIl I.IV.: % 
~ '" Live + 5v~UIH..lc:'lr.lbl..: 

·Up [U 5~u of undesirable species and O'l-g ufnuxiuus 

Soi I Movcmelll =ut 
TOTAL 8LM Scor e: 

weeds may l.!uUIIl II/ward AujuSh.:d Live '~ ". BLM score: 
Vegetatiun ( '}w live) score: 
0-20wiu"- Itl (Rc!;tull:tliun Improvement) 

0-55 = M (Monilor) 
56-100 = EV(Enl!'ineerinl.! Evaluation) 

21-31) "II - VI (Vcgcl:uiun Implementatiun) 
40- 100"u M (Monitur) \ \'{'l'ds )'reSl'nl: 

I'OLYC:ON 
A B C " E 

SIH.·d~'S "(l'Sl'nl : 
" OLYCON 

A II C () I: F 
SpOILed knapwced Iv 

Sheep fescue iV Dalmaliu n 10adn;l).: V 

Cr..::;h.:d whc.lIgrm.s :r. 
Sklllkr wh..:algr..ls~ 

Che:llgr:tss a;. 
ilaby's brealh Ix 

Yellow swcclduwr Kochia V 

AII;''':1 
Thisl]e >< 
Leafy Spurge ~. 

50 ~>, [..'" r-

/J1 U,,?, W 1= 

Usc D (Dumimllll). "'Wr":4uenlJ, ur I (In rre~luent). Usc D ( [)omin:UlI), F (Frelluel1l ). or I (Infrequent). 

l'oIYl!o n E\' ~l u :lIion A B C " .: F 
"'''' I,d",;" u.~1! Ol/Iv "'''' 

VCl,lClaliu l1 (U" live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcs ir/noxious wceds 

Olher UlU~S Tri~gl'r he ms 
F "' Ide nt ify triggl'r :In'as (using 1# ) 011 ;Iir JlhulU'" 

3, Sill.' Edl!l.'s : Arc uuter ellgl.·~ uf the site 
:.igniX,.:mtIY dill 'crell1than re ll1:l imk'r uf Ihe ~ite? 
Y N (dleck applil.·ablc items ) 

J( linll' rock b:lrril'r X dl' llUsitiulI:11 :In':1 

IIl1Jre wl.'l,ds Y stcc]ll'r SlllPl' 
)( illcl'l.' :.tscd l' rusiull Il'ss \·l'j.!l' t:lliu ll 

gu llies IItlll'r 

Est illl:lte width of afl'cctcd cllg ... ( in fe ... t) 

4, ": ~pusl.'d W:.ts te Maleria!'! Y .>( N 
• l:s tilllah;ll pi I 0 
• Approxim:lte ;L rea ( 11\ :'llu:!re ketl /0 
• Numlxr o f ar ... as wilh e.\poscd waSle / 

F 
5, Is Ihere evidence of: V)' N 

bulk suil failun' X lalld slulII))!> 

subsidl'lIct.' 

6. !Jarr!..'11 An'as: Y N ~ 
• AI Least 75 n~ • Nul a ruck uul~'r\lJl 
• Less than 10 % tOlal cover (l ive & lilkrl 
Number o f barrcil :Ircas 
Du b:lrrell are:ls cover owr 15"" of:lllY pulygun? 
V N 

7. G"IIi" I~ " .. i" "ep,hl: 
V N 
Arc :my gul ies lKli\'cly ~'roJil1g'! V N 
Number of gullies 



Additional Veget:ltion: 

SlIl'cics I'r('Scnl 
I'()J ,YGON 

A Il C " E ,.. 

.. 5 ~ , , 
c 

Usc 0 ( ])umimIl11). F (FrcqllCr11). or I ( Infrcllllcll1). 



#81 - Clear (. 

a .. -==:,~_~=~_~Feet W 0 50 100 150 200 



BRES FIELD FORM SHe 1I) : ~~Silc Name: tell.!l,<-b~~"'4' Field I)al<: 1-IO-O~ 
Team Mcmbl!rs ((,irc ll: your 11<11110.:): 1· !-\"MV\r t... 
Number of Pul ygon s: l Slope: ~1O 3 - \ Aspcc 

Area Dcsl;ript ion: j:.~LDf S+e~~~ 

. \,--" Me I' 
I (circl e all rclcvilllI) : NtIDW E NW NE SW SE 

Vcgclalioll : "I" of "OLYCON 
ground co\'crl'd hy : A " C Il E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 [ 

Livc (desi rable) 3S S l\.'cics 
'" Um.h:sirab l ... I wc<.'u y I 

IS S 1\:1:10.: 1> 

·NuxiullS w\.'cus 1... 
Lilh: r 40 
Rocks > 2" I 
Hare Ground 1-
TOTAL (:Ibo\'o.: 6 IIIV items must LOI:!! IOU%j 

Surface Litter 110 
Surface Rock 5 Movement 

Pedestalling II 
Flow Patterns 13 
Rills Dcpth 0 
Rills Frequency 0 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequenr.::y 0 

ADJ USTI-:D UVl: 'V .. 40 = l lv\.' t :"J"Umk sirJblo.: 
Soil Movement ~ 

"'U p 10 5% of tlm!..:s ira!>!..: speci..:s aml (J'Y" of nux ious TOTAL BLM Score : m 
wceds may ClIlllll loward Adjusted Live '\{,. BlM score: 
Vcgl!lal iull ("/" liv!.: ) :;con.:; 0-55'= M (Monitor) 
U-20% .=. Rl ( lh :d :ullaliun lmprov..:mcnl) 56- 100'= EV (Enl!ineerin' Evaluation) 
1 1-39 % - VI (Vcgo.:lalil)ll Implementat ion ) 
-IU- IUO'}-;' M (Mon itor ) \\leetls l~n'sc lIl: "OL\' GON 

" n c IJ " SPt.'cil'S "reSCIII: 
,'OI, YGON 

" " C Il E ... Spulted kn;lpweed I 
Sheep Icsl:uC r= D;l lmation loadl1:l. .. 

C rested whl'algl'''s:; F Che:llgr:Jss 

Skullcr whl':llgrass I 
Y d low s\\Icclduvcr I 

13:1by's brealh X 
Kuehia X 

Alra ll;l f 
Thi stle 

-V .1.1... lL6Ihl. .• I 
!r'A- .J: 1i:"\IA' J 

leafy Spurge 

I (A<: !,-,. I 
All "d~V''/- I 
V (, t ..... \" \~I.\(i I 

Usc D (Duminan!), F (Frequen!), ur I (Inrre~l\lent J. 
Usc D ( DOll~in:lIll ) . F (Frequent). ur I (Inrre~luenl) . 

1'0ly~on Evaluation " B C Il E F 
** Admill Us/! 0111)' ** 

Vegcl;JtioTl ('Yo live) 

Erosion (13lM score) 

Ulldesir/noxiuus weeds 

O thl'f ,mES Triggcr 't~'ms 
F *'dclllify Iriggcl' are:IS (usin:,: #) on ~Iil' I)holo* 

3. Sill' ": dj.!~'s : /I. ... : nutel' edgcs uf the site 
signi licantly {lit1i:rellt than remaimkr o f Ihe site'! 
Y / N (c heck applieahk ilems) 

lillll' rock barril'r deJlusiliunat ~ lr~ :1 

"""""-;non' \\'('t'{ls stl'l'lil'r Slt)jll' 

incrcased erosion /Il'ss vl'ge1:lliun 

gUllil'S /othl. r..i'f.p~ 
""r 

[slima!!; width \It' a rt<':ct ... d \.'dge (in Icel) 

4. EXPOSl'd W:lsh' l\'Ialcrbl'! V ,/ N 
• Es timated I'll 'I. 
• Arrro ... imak' :lre;1 (in SlIU;\1'l' Icet ) ~tiJ ft ~ 
• Number o [' :I\'eas with ",XIX)scd w:lste 2-

F 
5. 1 ~ tlll.:rc evidenr.::e uf: V N ./ 
I hulk soil r:li lun' land slumps 

subsidence 

(I. U:lrn'n Areas: Y / N 
• At l east 75 n! • Not a ftle k o utel'llp 
• l css than 10 % 1\)1011 r.::tJ ver (live & Ii lieI') 
Number ut' barren afeas 3 
Do barren ;Ireas cliver liver 25"" uf: IIlY pulygon'! 
V N V-

7. Cullil's (IIv ... r 6" in depth): 

V N'; 
/l. re :llIy gullies al' livc:i y emding'! Y N 
NUll1ber u r gu ll k s 



Com menls. __________________ _ 

s W UlY,,,,, of- n'/-<. har c.ur 1nL6ea< LQ'~ 

- S'k lS Ylu: r rnf&1 t,c c nJ mowed : 

-kcass (OIAd 

Additional Vcgct<1tion : 

Spt.'l·il'S J'n'selll 
J'OI .Yf;ON 

A " C " E ,.. 

Ust: [) (Dom inant ). F (Fr<.:qucnl). or I (Jnl'rcyucn l). 



BRES FIELD FORM Site '~~IC Name' 
Team M!.!ll,lbcrs (Cin:1i: you r name): -?;a:~ 
NUllIbl:r 01 Polygons: __ Slope: __ '''__ Aspect 

c;tyr1)t ';! t d Uate,r JO-O, 
be. ShQ4~lt 

(dn.:lc all n:lc\,<ln l); ' S W E NW NE SW SE 

_ d~wa'1ca:1:ll~ ,"",,(~ ; a\ An::! DcscriPliOll :~I",.ovr.dla3 -I-he. hJ~ 
,..~; ( . 

Vt,'gclat iun: "!.. uf l< "OI ,YGON 
, cO\'crcd by: 1\ C Il E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E 
u;;;:- l. I Ii , n,·,·;,·, 

, , , 
I r~ ,,;::,,:; 

*Nux lOus weed:; } 

Surface Liller 1< 
Surface Rock i Movement 

Pedestal ling rq 
Liller 

;;:; Flow Palterns 

Rucks > T -J 
Ban: Grou llu It;.? 

Rill s DC[Jth 

Rills fr..:qu..:ncy f7 

~' V.-r i 'I ' : I I' " 

,u, ,',_, : % fI'I I ;l'",:~ , ,. 

Gu ll ics Depth 

Gullics Fr..:quency 

Soi l Movement 

*Uptu5'J.~ I ,. , speCies' uf r . , TOTAL BLM Scor e: 
wccds may cUUll llowaru Adjusted Live " •• , BlM score: 
VC!;Clalioll ("" live) ~ur\.': 
O':W"~ .= RI (Rcci:lInal ion hllprovclIll.:nl) 

0-55:: M (Monitor) 
56-100:: EV (En -ineerim.!: Evaluation) 

2 1.31) u. -. ~ (Vcgc,1lI1lun Implementation) 
\\'Cl'ds ' "rCSt'lll : 

"OtYGON 

" B C Il E 

Spl'des " r CSl' lI l : 
l'OtYGON 

A 1\ C Il E ,.. Spolted knapweed X 
I Shcc~-lcscU\: re:- D:lltn;lliuTlloadlbx 1: 

t; . 1£ Ch..:algf:l.'is ') 

Slender whcalgrass ~ Haby's bre:tth 

Y d luw swcdcluvcr rx- Kuchla 

I A''''''', I fl Thistle 

Lcaly SI)Urgc 'v 
I "'V7 1,< ;.[.. 

.,J 

iu"i) , , ~ , ~ , . Usc D (Duminant), F (i-'re4uenl). or I (lnfrc4uentJ. 

I'oly:!oll Eval uatio n A II C Il E F 
** Admi" U.\'I! Dill" ** 

Vcgcl:.llioll (~II liv..:) 

Erosion (llLM scor..:) 

Unucsir/mj,,<ious wc..:ds 

Ot h~' .. lJIU~S Tri::.:,:~, .. l ll'IUS 
F · ldl' lI lir~, Iri:':;':l'r an';t ... ( lI sin:,: # ) 1111 ai .. "hulu· 

J, Si ll' Edgl's: Ar..: tlllh;!' ~'dg..:l'o 01'111..: silc 
l'ol:;nitkantly ~lill~!'~'ntth~ln r..:nmilllkr {Iflh..: :.11..:'.' 
y N (..:hwl.. arrlkahk il..:ms) 

lill l{' rtll'k h;trril'r dl'l)Usil iullal ;I rca 

lIIun' Wl'l'd s S I ~'l'''cr sIUI)(' 

in cn'aSl'd l' rllsiull Il'SS \'l':':l.'la tiu n 

:,:ull ics ulla'r 

ESlimate wi~hh urarfo.:cte~1 edge (i ll Ico.:l) 

~. t: xposcd Wash' 1\"I;lIcrial"! Y N 
• ESlim:llcu pi I 

• Approximatc arca (ill squarc (i:cll 

• Number ol";lr..:as \\ ilh c.'<pol'oeu wasle 

F 
5. Is there eviuelll'c of: Y N 

bu lk sui I ra il un' land l'olulIIllS 

sullsidl'IICl' 

6, 1J:lrrCI1 An'as: Y N 
• At Least 75 n ~ • NUl ;1 rI)ck uutcrop 
• Le.'is Ih:m 10 "" ttl l:tll'tJ\'cr(live & lil''':I") 
Number ufbarrclI areas 
Du barren arcas eovcl" Ilv..:r 25"" lIr:my Jlolygun"! 
y N 

7, G ull il's (uvcr6" ill depth ): 
y N 
Arl' :Iny gull ics aClively cruding'! Y N 
Numlxr of gu llies 



COlllnlcnts.,-______________ _ 

• ) to 1. 1 ~:S0Yl. 

·f!~£i;ii'l!!C~ijk'i-~ -~5;;;; / 

· ;§~:Yr~~h '~;~~/~i~~ t ~ 

· - , 

- 15 0 
I e.. 
. Y 

Addi tional Vcgeta tion : 

S PI'l'i ('S J'n'Sl'n l 
J'OI ,Y(;ON 

A " C J) E F 

USC' l) (Dollli nalll ). F (FrC'll liC'Il I). or 1 (1 Il frC' llul·nl) . 



;VI A-S" z. ,!2.. 
#82 - Cellar L... l Dum 

a _-==-__ ===-__ Feet 

~ 0 50 100 150 200 @ CDM 



#82 - Cellar L .. L Dum 

'. 

~ .. oc=o ...... =====-..... Feet 
~ 0 50 100 150 200 



BRES 1'1 ELI) FORM SilO 1I) :~SilO Nallle : J1.«NiMJ~t&~ Fiold Ihle: 1-1((2 
L -.ttlM~'-Tl.:'am MCl\lb!.TS (Ci rcle your n.IIII1:): ;J. &lJllr~,---_ 

Numbl.;'f or Ilolygolls: J_ Slup\! : _~Il)L Aspcc.: I (circle all relevan t): N<SXV E NW NE SW Sf: 

An:;1 Dl.:sniplioll: South () &~ tJ<. F "LWJjJ2L11.1/lJ-SkeeL 

VCgl.'llll iuu : '1 .. IIf I'ol .yeoi\' 
~rllullt.l ro \'cn'd hy: " II C IJ E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Live (I.kslrablc) 40 S'II.:cics 
'" Ul1lk~Ir.lblc (Wl:L'tiy) 

I(JI 
sncci~'s 

"'NoxIOus \Iceds .3 
Liller 2(1 

Rods ,2" I 
li.ln: Ground m 
TOTAL (ubo\"!.: fl If!{) 
items 1I111sllOiai IOU" .. ) 

AI1JUSTEl> I.IV.: % 16 - 1.,1 .. j 5~~Und':~lr.sbl.: 

Surface Littt:r l iP 
Surface Rock d-Movement 

Pedestalling (p 
Flow Pauems lo 

0 Rills Depth 

Rills FrClIUCJU:Y 0 
Gu llies Depth ('1 

Gullks Fr~'queney n 
Soi I Movement C; 

·Up III 5" .. III' ul1llcsl1~lbk SPCI.:ICS :1Ilt! U" .. of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 1..5 
Ilceds may 1.:0I1I1I10w:II"I.I Adjusted Live " ... BLM score: 
Vcgclalillil (" .. lin:) SI.:O'\:: 0-55'" M (Monitor) 
0-2U'~ ,, - RI (R..::cbmaliolli lllpruVCI11CI1I ) 56- 100 "" EV (Enl!: ineerin' Evaluation) 
2 1-39 "" - V I ( Vegetatiull l l11plclllClll lll iUIl ) 
-to-lOU'}" - M (Mullitur) \\'ccds I-rescllt : 

I' OLY(;ON 
A 1\ C Il E 

Spl'dh I'n'sl' l1l: 
I'O I.YGON 

A II C I) E F 
Spollcd knapwecu ?' 

Sheep Ii:scll~' I Dallll,ll l\,IlI 1O:ldl1a~ 1-
Crc:.lcd whealgr;!ss IF-
Slender whcalJ,;r.bs I 
Yelluw swcl.:1I.: luvo.:r )( 

l'hc:lI~rass I 
UOIby':, brealh 0 
Kl.IChia 

AI I;dt:l F 
Thisl1c 

f- il. t<. < Ih 1 
rJ7;~ ; _. 

RI" 1 
7 

Leafy SI)urge ~ 

ImnfJ..., I 
~J« ~, J I 

.1- , (I ,I+u~ I 
Usc D (Dol1\l1\:m\). F ( Fr~\IUcl1l). ur I t lnth:qu..:nl ). Usc I) (IJb'm inanl ). F (Fre4ucIlI), ur I ( Infrcllllcnl), 

Poly;,:u ll ["alu:llion A " C " E F 
** Admi" U .. w 0 11 /1' ** 

Vcgd:llion ("" l ive) 

Erosiun (BLM score) 

Undcsir/no.-: iuus weeds 

OC/H'r B1U:S Tri~J!\'I' l ll' III S 

F "' hknliry Ir i:.::.:cr an'as (u sing. II JIIII :Ii r plwln· 

3. Si l l' Ed)!l's: Arc \luh:r ..:dg":!1 ol'lh.; ~Ih; 
~igniticallLly J iftcfL'lIllhan l"l.'l1I:umkr uflh!;' Sill:',' 

Y N V (I.:h..:..:1.. applicable ilo:lI1:') 

lill1l' fUck Il:Irril' r dl' I)U:.iliunal :II'COI 

mon' \\l'l,th :.h.' l'I'l'r slul'l' 

i ll cn':ISl'd l'rusion I(':,s \' l')!l'I:l l iulI 

gU lli l'S ul h ", .. 

Estimat<: width or an<':ekd edge (ill l<':e1) 

-I. E'I;IIt1Sl'd WaSil' I\ l a ll'rial'.' Y N ,../ 
• I:,Slimaleu pi I 

• Appro1(;m,ne area (in :-quare kel) 

• Number o f areas with expu:-ell wa:-le -
F 

5_ Is Ihere evidcnce uf: Y N ../ 
hul k suil fai lur e 1:lIId SlulUl)S 

subsidencc 

6, 11:lrrl'u Areas: Y N ../ 
• Al LeaSI 75 n~ • Nut a rod, outcrop 
• Le:-s than 10" u 10\;11 ell\ er ( 11\ e "-~ lil ler) 
Nwnix'r ul'barren are:ls 
Do barrell areas cover U\ er 15"" of ,ufy p'llyg'!ll'! 
y N 

7. Gullies (uVl'r"" in depth): 

Y N / 
Arc any gull ies aCliwly eroding'! Y N 
Number Ill' gullies 



Co rnnu.'uts. Addi tiunal Vcgt'ta lion: 

S p l'dl'S I'n'Sl.' lI 1 
I'U I ,YGUN 

" " C Il E ... 

Usc D (Dominant). r (Fr':4ucnt). ur I ( Infrc(luClll). 

- Mon I toy-



f/1 /TS T f 12-

#84 - Mandar, ark PI Area 
~~~----~~rr.~r-~~~~ 

... O:::::~_-:==~_ .. Feet 
o 25 50 75 100 ~) CDM 



'- iG BRES FI ELD FORM S; .. II) , SiLe.!>l.ame, , ) 
Team Me mbers (C irclc ... >j0ur nam!!): ~ .. \ 

Numbcrofllolygons: .:..\ S[opc :~(o...Lt: Aspect 

Arc" Dcm;p,;on: ~\( Ir( \\K'ICr:, C, 

Vc:grtO!tinn: 0/ .. of 
g rou nd coven'd b)': 

·Ulllk.sirablc (weedy) 

· Nox ious weeds 

Li ller 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare G round 

; , 
· Up 10 5% of Ulllksii..Lb lc spedes :Lnu 
weeds may count luward AdjuSh':U Li ve %. 
Vcgcl<Lliull ('Y .. li vc) scu re : 
u-20% - Rl (Rcdamatiun Improvcment) 
21-3Y % - VI (Vcgct:lliun Implementation ) 

F 

Spccirs I'res!:nl: 
e Dt: F 

Usc D (Domin:Lnt). orl I 

~ ~~.'~\\.. ~)ld'\ \Pr. ; e l~~"e , :r!lli! ch 
.p1,·IIT> Icl\ l"\ ~( V L'" 

(circle illfrCTcvant ): N S W E NW N~~SE 

rhr:lr ljn Cl \ ~I-cl 
'1 

Erosion (BLM f orm) IX- ""POLYGON 
)J C 0 E 

Surface li tter \ ~ 
Surface Rock 8' ?i Movement 

Pedestall ing ~ ~ 
Flow Patterns (n ' n 
Rills Dcpth L\ ) 
Ri lls Frequency T 
liu11ies Dcplh "' 
Gu ll il.::s Frequency I I ii 
Soil Movl'll1cnt 0 I 
TOTAL BlM Sco re: 121 ) -:). 
BLM score: ! 
0-55 '" M (Monitor) 
56-100 '" EV (Em!ineeri~ EvalL:ation) 

\Vl.>cds I>rescnt: y. "y'OLYGON 

- I"-C Il E 
Spotted knapwccd f\ 
Dalmation toad"a.\; "!-... 'X 
Che;lIgr:tss - I 
Baby's breath 1-... )( 
Koehia >< 
Thistle 'i.. X. 
Lealy Spurge I'f-

I M\ .K~ ' I V 1 I 

Usc D (Duminant). F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent ). 

'·oIYJ.:0n Eval ua tion A II C D I: F 
** A dmin Us/! O,,/j, ** 

Vegetat ion (% live) 

Erosion ( BLM score) 

Undcs ir/noxiuus weeds 

Ol her BitES Trigge r III' IIIS 
F * I ~l' n l i ry I rigger a reas (usin g #I) un ai r pholu* 

3. Sitl' Etlgl.>s: Arc l)uh:r edgcs of th \,.· site 
S ign~:mt lY Ji fti.:renllhan rClllainlkr uf the site'! 
Y N (chcl'k apillicahic ih.:ms) 

limt' rock barrier deposit ion al arl.>:1 

ilion' weeds Slt·t·pl·r slOIH' 

inl' r easl'd e rosiu n il'ss \'eget;tliu ll 

gUllil'S uthl'r rYfkf. ve~ ( 
-':'I( \{ 

Estill1:tle width lIfalli.:eted edge (in ti.:d ) 

Ny 4. EXl)Osed \V;lste Maler ia!'! Y 
• ESlimated pi 1 __ . 
• Approx imatc ;ll'e:t (in Stillare Icct ) 

• Number of ;ll'eaS with e.\poM:d waste 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y Ny 
I bulk suil fa ilun ' la nd slum ps 

I subsidence 
_V 

6. Ka r rell Areas: Y -.:1~1 N ' 
• At Least 75 n~ • N ot ;\ rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 '~ .. tolal COl(l i\~ & litter) 
Numberof barrenareas l et -on E 
00$"'" ",.,," cove, ove,· _5"" of 1.?,. polyg"'''' 
~=-. .N_ 

7. ~li l.>S (U~r 6" in lkpth ): 
Y N NX Arc :lny gull ies ;tetjy enxl ing'! Y 
Number of gulliI.':; 



C Ollllllents, • ,)" r t .' dc i 'I- '1'\ (V ()'l I 
,~, Ie Gil, l,\.\, IL \' 

( ,(P .' ( \1 dr ',eN, h~ I '(( <-;,(1(','1' h/'l f(,l.\ f (I i) 
, , , • I h '<'4- Ch', \ \(/ Ir II ',rr, I( ( \ (.\'\_ 

' If'. ' ) ' 

Additional Vegetation: 
, .. 
, 

SIH!cics ,'rCSl'nt 
I'UI .VCUN 

A II C J) E ... 
" 

, 

" 
, 
, . 
, , , 
, 

,US\! D (Dominam). F (Frequenl ). ur I ( I nrrc~lucnl) . 



#90 - Waste 0 

I Feet 
20 40 60 80 100 

MA"<r~g. ~ 
T/III/O~ 



~ 
BRES FIELD FORM Silo IIIlODi"" :.,,\S.iIJ~.!!!Jj 1?~~'lb¥'Ll·~.j.UY\'=~J-, lii\"rr-O.'" i-/I5IC'!!"'l'""" ( .. Ioali"" 

;e ;-+. .. ~ f~ ~ ~ ~ 1-- -,.:. -;..,. ---'-, _ I _·:·~A~d~"~"~·"!.!eU~.'~'!O~'~'/~I'~·:·~I-_+-_+_+_-l_--1_--1 
TC;Ull Members (Ci rcle your lla11lc'\.:~~~~~:;; V'I fl. £\1\. MV1! n Of 1lv) ~ r 

A " c E ... I> 

. ~~ ,;0. Vegetation ('Yo li ve) 
Number 01" Polygons: L Slope: __ '0 __ Aspect (eire c all re levant): N S W E NW Nt; SW SE 1-'c~==.'-C~~----1f---+--+-+-+--+---1 

fh /". A Erosion (BLM score) 
Arca Dcserip"o,, : a C1,?~ JY1ITrYl r{');1.K l/YI 0 If I-I ltYlh fA-/: fC======"-----+-+-I-+-+--+---1 W\Jll.,..A-.-- U - ~ Undcsir/nox ious weeds 

Vl'gct:ltion: "I .. of POLYGON 
ground CDVl'fl'd by : A " C I) >: F 

Liv .. • (lksiI1Ibk) !l s )ccics 
"Und.:sirabh.: (weedy) ? snccics 

,. Nux iOIl:; w l.:cds 

Liller 

Rod s > 2'" I 
[lare Ground s: 
TOTAL (above 6 \( items mUSll0lai 100'1..) 
AI>.JUSTI-:I) !,IVE "I .. L:fo = Livl,: i 5" .. Umksu .. ..tblo: 
·Up 10 5% ofundesir.LI)le sJ)edes anu tJ'Vu ufnm:ious 
weeds Ill;L)' eOlLnll0waru AJj LLSI~'U live %. 
Veget;Llion ('X, live) score: 
0-20% -- RI (Reclamadon ImprovelLlcLlI) 
2 1-31) 'Vu - V I l Vegel;11 ion Implemenlalion) 
40- 100% M (Monill)r) 

Speci('s I'n'senl: 
I·OI..YGON 

,\ 11 C I> E ... 
Sheep t\:SClLC I 
Cresled wheal grass ~ 
Slender whealgl'ass 

Yellow sweeldover 1: 
All~Llfa 1"1 

I""'flo 1 n A .j- I 
Ff) - 12/" ,IT 

USC D (OullLinant), F (Frequent), or I (Intrel.jllen1). 

Erosion (BlM Form) 

Surface Liller 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

RiUs Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gu ll ies Deplh 

Gullies Frequency 

Suil Muveillenl 

TOTAL BlM Score: 
BlM score: 
0-55 :: M (Monitor) 

POLYGON 
A BCD E F 

( 0 

o 
I'" 

56-100 - EV (Enl!ineerinl! Evaluation) 

\ Veeds Present: 

Spullcd kn;Lpweed 

Da)lnaliun luadfl:Lx 

Baby's brea th 

Koehia 

Thistle 

I)OtYGON 
All e !)EF 

L 

1" 

Leaf), Spurge 'f... 

Use D (DuLlIin;m l), F (Frequenl ). or I (Infn.:qul:!nl). 

Olhl'r BH.ES Tri .... l'r Itl' IIIS 
"'''' *lu('LLlify tril,:l,:l'r an'as (using /I) UII ai r phulU* 

J, Sill" Edges : Arc uuler ~'dges ufl he si lo.: 
s ignilk:lILll )' ~ipcfell l l hull l'ellL;L illdcr Ilf Ihe ~ill:!"! 

Y N '" (dleL'k app licable i l ~'llIs) 

liml' ruck h;lrrier dl'jlosilional an';1 

I nHJrc wl'l'ds slecpl'r slupc 

I incl"l.'asl'd ('rositlll 

gullics 

I Il'SS vegcl ation 
olhcr _____ _ 

4. Expuscd Wastl' Mall'ria!'! Y 
• ESli11lal.:d pi 1 
• Approximate arl:! 'l (in sqLlare ti:et) 
• NUl1lb.:r o fare:Ls with eXI)Os.:d wastl:! 

5. Is thcre ev idl.'llcc o f: Y N X 
I hulk soil failun' I I:lIld slulllps 

I subsidcncc 

6. IJarrcll Ar{'as: Y N J 
• At Least 75 1\1 • Nol a rock oulcrop 
• Less lhan 10 % IIHal etlVl:! 1" ( Iiv.: &:. litter) 
Number of bam:n '1l\:as 
Du barren areas cover ovcr 2S"~, oj" any polygon? 
Y_ N __ 

7. Gullies (O~r6" in depth): 

Y N 
Are any gu lli s acti vd y I:!ruding"! Y N 
Number of gullics 



#91 - Robert Emmett Dumps 
• 

a _-==-__ ===-__ ==1 Feel 
~ 0 m ~ M M 100 



A .... :a Dcs<.:riplion: --'bl.A.J.X..Ll..Jll.A. 

Vl'~l'tatiun: "j" ur POl. YGON 
~roulld cO\'Hed b~': i\ U C I) E 
~~~~~~~~~ 

Live (desirable) 
s )edeS 
·Unde~irabk (weedy) 
~ eCles 

·Noxious weeds 

Liller 

Bare (i l'ounu 

TOTAL (aDove 6 
ile ms must IOlal 100%) 
AIl,IUSTEI> LIV E % 
'" Live I S'iuUlldesir.lbh.: 

F 

·Up In 5% of undesimble species :IIlU O'Yu ornuxiuus 
weClls Illay cou nt low;!ru Adjusted Live %. 
Vegel:!tioll (0/.. li vc\ scure : 
0-211% - RI (lkcl:unatioll Impruvement ) 
21-31) % - VI (Vcgelaliull Illiplemo..:ntation) 
-IO- IOU% - M (Munitur) 

Species I' resellt: I'OLYCON 
AH C I) E 

~---------b~~~ 
Sheep Ji.:sctle 

Cresled whe;llgr.lss 

Skmk r whealgrass 

Yellow sweeldovef 

Usc D (Domin:IIII), F (,",r..:quelll), or I (InfreqUent). 

F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 

Surface Liner 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Pallems 

Rills Depth 

Rill s Fr~quenl.:y 

Gullies Deplh 

Gullies Frequency 

Sui I Muvemenl 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

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

POLYGON 
A BCD E 

a 1 

31 
(0 0 
LoO 

10 
so 
1 0 

Nl f 

56-100'" EV (Enl!ineerinl.!: Evaluation) 

\"ecds I'rescnt: 

SpOiled knapweed 

Dalmalion loadll:t.x 

Chealgra:o>s 

Uaby's breath 

Kudia 

Thislk 

A 
POLYCON 

B C I)"~ 

TT: 

.LI 
1)( 
IX 

Usc D (Duminalll). F (Frequenl). or I (InfreqllcllI). 

F 
Other BRES Trigg('r Itl' lIls 

*Idl'nlif)' trigger :Ireas (llsillg #) on .. il· phlltll* 

3. Site Edges: Arc I)ut<.'r o..:dg<.'s oflhe sill: 
signi lic;mlly ~1li:r~'lIt Ihan rl'm;lilllkr uf tho..: si l<.'".' 
Y N (check arplicable ilellls) 

I liml.' rOl.'k b .. rril'r ti('pusitional :11"1.':1 

ilion' weeds 

I inl.'H' ased erosion 

gullit,S 

stce(ll'r slupl.' 

I('ss \,cgctaliull 

uUH'r _____ _ 

ESlim;lle width nf alli:ct<.'u edge (in Ji:cI) 

-t Expused WlIstc Matg ial"! Y X N 
* Estimated pi I ".:2::L.u 
• Arpro.x imate area (in sllu:lre Icel) \O.tW-
• Nu mber "rolfea:; with e,xllO:;<.'d wasle ::;, 

5. Is there evidence ur: Y 

t hulk su il l"ailul"l.' 

subsidence 

huul slulllps 

(,. IJarrclI Areas : Y V N 
• At Le;lsl 75 n~ • N~l a mcl.: UUllTOjl 
• Less lhan 10 % lolal CUV~{liVC 8.: liller) 
Number ()rbarren ar<.'a:; 
Duf;lrrell areas covcr ovo.:r 25'Vu of allY pulygulI "! 
V f'. N __ 

7. C ullies (ovcr6'· in depth): 

V-'/.. N_. _ . . 
Ato.! any gu llies actively efodmg? 
Numba or gullies I 



Comments. _______________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

5 he .. .... Slll'cies '·rCS{,111 
POL\'CON 

A II C J) " F 

I I j 

/, I, e ~a " er! ~,.I 

Usc 0 (Dumi nant). F (Frt:lluenl). or I (Infrequent). 



#93 - Soudan - Gold Hill 

0:HERN TIM 

iluartz Sf 

. 
L RES0DYN)PR0PERTIES I!C€ 

a --C::::,!","~~=:~~~:::::::!' Feet W 0' 20 40 60 80 100 



BRES FIELD FORM Site 1I):CN.itc ~aU\" Q , nIl- n Ill.Lmf!); 'd"?,,,c:lIl:1lo 
Team Members (eire!!..: your I l:IIllC):~ 1 J -Ph 0 J~ M tf\ k' (y 1( (;, 

Number or Polygons: \ Slopc: .D.::.t~ Aspect (ci rcle all rCfcv:" lf): N~®N\v NE~ gw-SE 

Arc" Dcscr: I~;O~l~~~ J" ~Rftp. lID tno em j fid.Qj qy 
Vcgl'I:llion: 'V .. of 
ground covl'n,'d by: 

Liw (tk sirabk:) 
sncc ics 

"'Undesirable {w!;cuyl 
s )ccics 

·NuxiolLS weeds 

Liller 

Ruck:- > 2" 

Bare G round 

TOTAL (;Lblwc () 
items must lolal I UO%) 
AL)JUSTE[) UV £ 'V .. 
= Live + 5'}'~UnJcs imbk 

I)OL\'GON 
,\ n C J} ..: F 

I?f' 
"Up to 5'Y" ofuntlcsimblc spc!; ics alld (J 'X, of noxious 
weeds may tuum luw;u'd AdjuSh.:d Live.' %. 
Vq;CI:.llion ('Yo. live) score: 
0-20% -= R! (Reclamati on Impwvclllet1l) 
11-JI) % -'- VI (Ve!;elal ion Impio.!lllet1l:uioll) 
4U·100% M (MonilOr) 

Species I'n's('III: 
A 

CreSh:u whe:llgmss ~ 

Sknuer whe:llgr:lss V 
Yellow sweele10ver s;? 

POl.YGO N 
H C DI~ F 

Use D (Dom inant ). F (Frequenl). or I ( 1I1Ir':l.lueI11). 

Erosion (BL.M Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D [ 

Surface Litter II 
Surface Rock II Movement 

Pedestalling a 
Flow Patterns (, 
Rills Depth n 
Rills Frequency 0 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gu llies Frequency 0 
Soil Move1llenl ~ 
TOTAL BLM Score : "'-jl' 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monhor) 
56- 100 - EV (Enl!ineerinl! Evaluation) 

\Vl'cds l)reSl' nl: 
j'OLYCON 

A II C Il E 

SpOiled k napweeu r::: 
D:llmalion loaunax I 
Chea l!;raSS 

Baby's I>re:lth X 
Kochia IX: 
Th islle Ix' 
Leafy Srurg.: X 

1< QQ.",h I 
nt <;tn '" T 

nr I 
Usc D (Dom~,ant .11i. 1~qu':ll l) . or I ( llllr.:quenl). 

F 

F 

"(1),1::011 [ " alu:ltioll 
.. Admin U:~e 01111' ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/noxiuus weeds 

A B c I> 

Olh('r BRl:S Trigger Itellls 

F 

*Idclllify Irig.gl'r are:ls (using. # ) un air pho\t)* 

J. Sile Edg('s : Arc uuter edges of llll' Sile 
si~ificanl1y dilTo:r':nl thall remainder of tile :-:il':'! 
Y t-- N __ (.:heck :lpplicabio.! items) 

lillll' ruck harrier d('pusitiunal :I rca 

llIun' we('ds 

incrc:lsl'd l'rosiull 

/!ullics 

sleeper s lOI)l' 

Il'SS ngel:ll iull 

ut her WQ.Afn 

4. Exposed Waste i\;laH'rial'! Y Y N 
• ESlilllal.:d pll~ 
• Aprro:<imalL' are:1 (in :;~lu'II'~·li:el) Z0 
• NUlIlberoi':lreas wil h e.'l:poseu waSle I 

5. ISlherecvidcl1l'l'uf: Y __ NX 
bulk soil railun' 

subside nce 

lall tl slulIlps 

6. lSarrell Arl':ls; Y N ( 
• At Le.ls t 75 n~ • NUl a mcil~llcroP 
• Less Ihall IU 'Yu lul.1I covcr (liw & liller) 
Number orb.men areas 
Do barren ;)T.:as cowr over 25% of .IllY polygon? 
Y _ _ N_ 

7. Gullies (over(," ill depth ): 

Y N,J 
Arc :111)' gu ll ies aclively eroding? Y N 
Nu mber of gulli.:s 



Addilional VegCfation: 

Species l'rt.'Sl'n I 
"OLYCOi'/ 

A " C )) E F 

v 
~Pi..,t t.r? I . 

k Vt q t"l 
(,). 5 t t;fe ': 

Usc D (Dumi n.ml). F (Fn:qllcllll, or I (Infreq\lcnt). 



#94 - Rialto Dum 

• 

BunE SILVER 

DUNMIRE TERRY & 

O'HERN TIM -... 

6 --=="""--O:===:,!,, __ "':===~1 Feet 
~ 0 20 40 60 80 100 



% 
BRES FIEL D FORM SHclD: 

L_~~_'_&_~_V ___ '_~_O_D_~ __ ~J 

Team Members (C irdc your name): ~J.o.",,,,,~-'-~ 

Number or Polygons: L Slope: ~( '::l!&~A~s£}c~'c~" 

Area Description: N - oJ ~ C 'f,r- I'YIdi"", t 

Vcgcl:llion: % or I'()LYCON 
ground ctlw .. ' r cd hy: A B C Il C F 

Li ve (desi rable) 
<() SI)Cc1CS 

·Undcsi rabk: (weedy) 
r<: snccics 

· Nox ious weeds ( 

L ilh;r D 
Rvcks > 2" ~ 

..> 
B;lrc Ground , 0 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must lola I 100% ) 10' 
Al>.)USTEU UV E ''!.. k "" Li w ! 5%Umksirabh: 
·Up to 5% ofundcs irabk species and 0% of noxious 
wceds may count IowaI'd AdjuSh:U Li\l\.' %. 
Vegetation (% live) scml! : 
0-20% = RI (Rcd;unalion [lllpruvcmt:l1l) 
2 1-39 % = VI (Vcgcl:!liull Irnplcrm:ntaliun) 
40-100% - M i"Monitor) 

Species Pn'sl'nl : l'OtYGON 
A 1\ C Il E F 

Sheep Ics(uc >< 
Crc:;lcd whcalgmss 10 
Slender whcalgr.Jss .r 
Yelluw swccll; luvcr X 
Ailltlllt )( 

Usc J) (Dominant), F IFrc1.jUCnll, ur I ( Inrn:4uc: nl). 

~_ <..lCJ 4.... (\ Field Date: 
-, ,r/

06 
- rl j , / v A .i

t Ccidlc all rc lcvulll): ~ ~ NE~E 
A t:~ k:e N l,-/- Q v. (;',,,.-6 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Litter 04-
Surface Rock 
Movement ~ 
Pedestalling h 
Flow Patterns b 
Rills Dep th 3 
Rills Frccqllcncy J.. 
Gullies Depth ,I'-~ 
Gullies Frt:qucm:y "3 
Sui! Movement <. 
TOTAL BLM Score : q( 
BLM score : 
0-55 : M (Monitor) 
56- 100 - EV (Enpineerin Evaluation) 

\ Vccd s Present; 
POLYC ON 

A II C Il I: 

Spuiled knapweed :r 
Da lmatio nloadllax >< 
Chealgl".tss [\ 
Baby·s b rea th X 
Kochi:t l\c 
Thistle I-x 
Leafy Spurge Ix 
JY'\ v< 1-0"" J -r 

Usc D (Dol1iinatll ). F (Frequent). or I (ln rreq uen\l , 

I'o lygo n [valu:lI ion A II C " • F 
** Admill u.~1! 0 "/,, ** 

Vcgcl:Jlion (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/nox iuus weeds 

O lher KRES T r i):!:':l' f ltl' llIS 

F *ldl.'lIl iry trigger a reas (using ## ) UII ai r photo· 

3. Sill' [dgcs: Arc ouh;r cdgcs of Ih..: sile 
signi iil:anl ly Jitli; l'.;nl than r":ln:lim.kr of Ihe si le'! 
y X N (dl<.'ck :Ipplicablo.: items) --
I ]illll' rock barriN' d cposiliollli l :I n ';j 

Ie mure weeds Sll'l'l'i.' r SIOPl' 

I increased efosion )( Il'SS \l l'~ {' I;lIio n 

I gu llies ol her ci d 5 

I.:s ti l1 1<1t..: wi r.hh ofat1eo.:h,:d ..:dl:\o.: ( iniee'l ) 

yx 4. Exposed W:tslt' Mall'ri:! !? N 
• Esti mated pll_if,/) 

• Approximate ;Ire;! ( in Stlu:lrl' ket) <{OO f/- .... 
• Number ofar..:as wit h exposC'!.1 waste I 

F 
5. Is thai: i:videno.:C' uf: V N 

I bu lk soil f:l ilun ' lan d slum ps 

I subside l1ce N.+ ,.J .. ' -t ~ 
<c. ," ..., o! " .J. 

6. 8arrt.' 11 Areas: Y N ';L 
• AI Le:tst 75 n~ --• Not a rock uuh:rop 
• Less than 10% tOlal covt:r (Ji ve & liller) 
Number ofbarr~n :1ft!:tS --
Du barren llrC',l$ cuver ovcr :1:5'1., o r any pu lygun'! 
y N 

7. Cu ll ies (UVC'T 6" in deplh): 

V X N 
V y. 

--
Arc any g ullies ac tively eroo ing'! N 
NumbC'r of gul l ies _.,;, 



COrnI11ents. _____________________ _ Additiona l Vegetation: 

SIlCcil'S "rescnt "OLYGON 
A n C IJ " F 

• w _ ,.J-. "".J.. ~ . I 
.. ".I rrH . . re 1:· ..... " ..... + 

Q 

IN'\,,.l fe ..... 1 .. I 

S-,k 
US\! [) (Domin:m\). F (Fr~qucn t) . or I (Infrcqu\!nl). 

• r;:-" " . J J " .. 
i 

, . r"!"' r , ..... J..., .... 



#96 - Washoe Dum 

a .-===---:==,!""_~=::JI Feet W 0 20 40 60 80 100 CONI 



.M ~A:r ')..6() 8' 
B RES "I E L D "0 R M S i, c 11>. '. grrf <; hot! c;,1l -; 16flA Field Il. Ie: _7J9/Ij..~,or-':;:'07' Y""~O:-:"",I:'--'"-" u"C."', iu-n-'""'A:-r-::,,:-r"'C-'-;"1) "","-: --r;F" 

. /,1 I I /I 1L f-' v U l id",;" U.'ie Oll/r ** 
TCillll Ml.:lllbcfS (Circle your n.tllle . ~ ..t':til~ Al;>IIT I-~=='-"=="-'---+--+--+--+--+--+--I 

C\ Vcgcl:Ltion (~u live) 
Number of I·olygons: ~_ Slop\! : 1£.10 'to Aspect (circle aUq:c lcva nl ): N~V E NW NE!§W\sE 

.-~- Erosion (ULM scon:) 
Area Dcs(Tiplion: 

VC~CI:.ltiulI : "J. ur I'OI.YGON 
ground HI"crcd by: A " C I) I: ,. 
I ;~~i;:· "j.1 I 

'30 II; I?~ 
I """i" 

11' 2-I (iJ 
*N\,Ixious weeds 10 
Liller '1: l(J 
Rucks > 2" /5 

Lbrc Ground '1 
TOTAL '"b<"~ (, 

I?i 
1/01'7 

l i""'~' /UC !UV 
.. :% 

'7~ /7 ftO I·,.,w " -_ ..• , 
I ·Up 10 5"t1l uf " : ~~~dcs aud O'~ .. uf no.'l: iuus 

weeds nmy CUUll! Iowan] Adjusted Live '~ ... 
Vcg<.' l:Ltiun ( .... livc) M:orc: 
0-20P/M - I{] (RcdalTlalion Improvcment) 
21·3') "{, - VI (Vcg\!\,lIion Implementation) 
40-'OO' . = M •• 

SIH:cies I' n'senl : 
POI .YGON 

A 1\ C )) I: F 

I Sheep Ii:sc(ll: 11: 
y 

Slender whCal!;faSS .:::t: >< f 
Ycllow sWl,'etelo\'l,'r 'f' X. .:e: 

1 Allh ll '. f- 3- ll-
t , Gr.bT -:r: >< 
~.I'. 'ldU,C. ~ Y 

C; t\,~. r 
Us..: D I. F • ). lIr I r 

Erosion (BLM form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Liller 11./ 'lJ 16 
Surface Rock 3 lif I Movement 

Pedestalling N a 
Flow Patterns i~ , 
Rill s Dl:pth 0 1 0 
Rills Frequency D 7 r!J 
Gullies Depth 0 0 0 
Gu llieS Fre~llIerl!.:y 0 0 
Soil Movement /4 (5 
TOTAL BLM Score: '3/ 9a IS-
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV (Enl!:ineerin Evaluation) 

Wceds I'resclll : 
POLYGON 

A " C )) E 

Spoucd knapweed f >< T 
Dalmalio n lo:tdl1ax 

Che:tlgrass 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurg..: 

r rL V", 

Usc D (001l1in:II1I), F (Frc4ucnl), or I (lnfrcllucnt), 

F 

F 

Undcsirlnoxious weeds 

Olher lUt ES Trigg.l'r Il l' lII11 
*ldt'lIl ify Iri::::er areas (using # ) till :.Iir pIWIII'" 

3. S ilt' Ed::t'S : Arc Oilier edges III' the Silc 
sigllj tiylll lly diili:rent th:1I1 rem:llmkr o f thc Sl1e"! 
Y X N (chcd, apl,i1cahk itclllS) 

lilllt, rock b:lrril'r 

I/ lllure wl'l'dSC 

incn':.Iscd l'rusitlll 

I gu llies 

dcpoSilill ll:.l1 ;tn':! 

Sh't'pl'r slofll' 

Il'SS \'cgel:.llioll 
olher _ ____ _ 

ESlimalc widlh I)(:lfi'ccled edge (in l'cel) 

-I, Expllsed W:.Isle "hleri:II"! Y X N 
• Eslirnalcd pll t!f ' 
• Arproxirn:lle ;;;'ea (i ll squarc Ii:el) ~If 
• Number oi"areas wilh eXl)l)sed waSle 

5, Is Iherc evidem:e or: Y N x: 
bulk suil failure 

suhsidellcc 

6, B:.I rrclI Are:ls: Y 

1:.IlItl lo IUIlII)S 

• 1\1 Lcas1 75 n~ • Nol:I ruck outl'mp 
• Lcss lhall 10 % tolal cuver ( Ii\'c &. li llcr) 
Number ufbarre l1 :u'eas 
Du barren areas cuvcr \)\'er 2';"" 1)( :lny f1I)lyglJn'! 
Y __ N_ 

7, G ullies (uwr 6"' in dep1h): 

Y N )<. 
Arc any gullies :IClivdy enxling'! Y N 
Number 1)1' gu llies 



Comments,- lh ",e po 1466r1s 
G k-.," " j - 4'/, fJ,,:rt. 

Addil ional Vegetation: 

• C s~A. c, s,{, :j ,-/: (70 

, , (ot- o.f. s 'lJL ~ -.:k J.>.oL 
GOA~ '~.. N/JJ 

s ;',1,(,'1. 
Spt·t ics "rescnl I'OLYCON 

A Il C Il E F 

CivnnlA 11 
~!lIiJk '"'/. :r: 

1 111m; mM! Vtnf J-

USc D (Dominant ). F (FrclIUl:nl). or 1 (Infn.:quo.'nl). 
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100 . " I A, ll ~ 7',.r/O ff BRES FIELD FORM Sill' ll): Site Name: ( "'fl' (f1cx..: J).! "'L Field l);alc: _r'__ Polygon [Vlllu;lIioll 
r-F ~ . 1 J-=- *'" A d"';'J V .W! Dill" .. 

I) 1\ A F 

Team Mctnbcrs ((' in.:l!.: your namc): ~" "-( l-4 "'1'fO "',. {"..)"'I. ll r /· I,. W , .. n.J. A ~ v 
- 1 VC);cI;u ion (% li vc:) 

Numbcr of I'olygons: J_ S10I)e: -'L-IO~ Aspec t (circle :111 rc!t.:van l): N S W E NW NE SW S E 
Erosion (BLM SL"O rc) 

Arca Descriptioll : -AI....l6L-.' U'{" K "" AV" r- ~_jl.vr. __ ,/.lcG~'''·'"'~''''L·LI .;e:.... ___________ _ 
Undes ir/noxiolLS weeds 

s'" - ell .,.,.. ...... d 

Vl'gl'tation : -I .. of "OLYCON 
ground coycr{'d by: A " C " E ... 
Livo,: (rJcsi mblc ) 
S llCo.:1CS 

·UIlt.h;SJr.Lbh: (weedy! 
snc.'dcs 

"'No.~ iuus w!,;!,;rJs 

Li ller 

ROI: ks ~ 2" 

13an: G round 

TOTAl. (above 6 
ilcll1S llluSllotal lOU'h.) 
ADJ USTED UV,,: % 
"" Livo.: 1 5" "Ulllk~ir:lbk 
·Up to 5 '~ .. of undcsir..Lbk sped es and O'~" of noxious 
weeds may euwU tuward Adjus .... ·d Live u ... 

Vq;eta tiun ("u live) :.cure: 
0-2(}'1" - I{I ( l{edanmliullllllpro\·e tnenl) 
2 1 -39~" - VI (Vegetu tiun IlIIr lcmellt:ttiun) 
40·1W~ .. M (Munitur) 

Sp{'des l'n'sent : 
l'OtYG O N 

A 1\ C I) [ F 

She ... p fescue Ix' 
Crested wh ... all;faSS IX 
Slcnder wh ... a tl; r. lss IX 
V ... lluw sw ...... td uver X' 
1\ 1I ~ 11 ~1 IX 

Usc D (Dumi nant ). F (Fr ... lltlenl). ur I (l 1II'r"'4uenl). 

~ ~~~~.~( -----,--------~~==============~ POLYGON Erosion (BLM form) 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Dep th 

Rills Fr"'(ju ... ney 

Gulli ... s Depth 

Gu lli ... s Frequency 

Sui l Mo" ... m ... nt 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score : 

A BCD E F 

0-55 :: M (Monitor) 
56·1 00 - EV(Enl!: ineerin Evaluation) 

Spoiled knapweed 

Dalmalion luadlla .'( 

Ch ... a tgrass 

Uaby's bre:Llh 

Koc hia 

This tlc 

L ... a(y Sp urg ... 

,\ 

I'OLYGON 
B e l>": ,,-

Usc 0 ( Duminant ). F (Fn':4u ... nl). ur I ( Infreq uent). 

Othl'r IUU:S Trig~er Itl'lIIS 
*ldl' l1lify Iri:';':;l'r arl':lS (using # ) lin air phlllll* 

3. Sil l' [ d g{'s : Ar ... out ... r ... dg ... s uf lhl' si te 
s igni fi l.'anlly rJ illi: renttha n fl.'l1laimkr ufl h ... !'o Il ... ·! 
V N (ch ... ck applkabk items) 

lillie ruck harrier 

lIIurl' weeds 

dl'pusiliunal :lfe:1 

Sll'l'PCf SIUPl' 

I inCfl'asl'd Cfosion 

gulli l's 

kss \'egl' talioll 
olll\'f _____ _ 

4. ":x])(Jsed Wasil' M:lterial'! V N 
• E. .. tilllat ... d pi I 
* Appro.'dillate :l fe:l ( in SljU:lr ... tCl' l ) 

* Nu mhl:r ofar ... as w ith ",xJlOsl!d wastl' 

5. Is there evitknce uf: V 

bulk soil railun' 

subsidl' lIC~' 

N 

land SIUlllPS 

6. Barrell Areas: Y N 
• A t Leas t 75 n~ • Nol a roek lluIl!nlp 
• L ... ss Ihan 10 '} .. Iola l ... ov ... r t li ...... & li ll <.: f) 
Number uf b;lrrcn ;t1\:;LS 

Dn b:lff<.:l1 al'eas cil ...... r o ...... r 2;"" u f any pulygun'! 
Y N 

7. GUllil'S (o ver 6" ill depth): 

Y N 
AI\: :my gu lli ... s :ll· tl ...... ly erod ing'! Y 
Number of gti llies 

N 



Comments. _______________________ _ Additional Vegelalion : 

o p" k . . 10+ SII{'des I'n's('nl 
POI.YGON 

A II C Il to: I' 

Us..: D (Duminalll ). F (Fr":ljllt::n1l. or I (Inlrcqucnt ). 



rV't \-.. ", )..u 0 Ii' 
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BRES FIELD FORM 
;. ') 

Site lD: 1 itc Name: 
-~0.MI}L... Team Members (Circle your name): 

Number of Polygons: -\- Slope: ~t~-1.l' Aspect 

Area Description: .>1.N c. . )~ 

13\..I.It S'" ""',{f;eld Dat., 0) ,~,. Polygon Evalu ation A " C D E F 

0,,1-. S( ,,?(lw (..Cl.()D")· .. Admin Use Onlr ** 

Vegetation (% li ve) 
(circle all rciCvant):~- S W E NW NE SW SE 

Erosion (BlM score) ,. ~ • . .- 'tit.,... 
Undcsir/noxious weeds 

Vcgclalion : % (If POLYGON 
ground co\'crcd by: A " C 0 1<: .. E rosion (BLM Form) 

POLYGON Olher BRES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F *Idenli fy trigger a reas (using # ) 011 air photo* 

Live (desirable) 
.\ soccics 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
snecics 

-Noxious weeds 

Liuer , 
Rocks > T .3 
B3re Ground \\ 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) v 

Surface Liner 10 

Surface Rock 
<:;' 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly diITcrent than remainder of the si te'! 

Pedestalling 3 
Y __ N~ {check applicable itClllS} 

Flow Panems C> U lime rock barrier [J depositional area 

1 more weeds U steeper slope 
Rills Depth 

II increased erosion fl less vegeta tion 
Rills Frequency \ " gullies [1 other 

Gullies Depth 1(') 
Gullies Frequency ) Estimate width ofaffeCled edge (in feet) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % , 
'" Live + S·I.Undesirablc ~ 

·Up to s'ra of undesirable species <lTld 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
O·2()O/o '" RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement '" 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N-X 
TOTAL BLM Score: 7~ • Estimated pH __ 
BLM: score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with cxpoS(."<i waste __ 
56· 100" EV(Ene.ineerin2 Evaluation) 

21·39 % VI (Vegetation Illlph.:mcmalion) 
40-100% : M (Monitor Weeds I'resent : 

I'OLYCON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N It 
A " C Il E F 

Species !'reselll : rOLYGON 
A " C D E F 

SpOiled knapweed I \ I 
l] bulk soil failure o land slumps 

n subsidcncc 

Shct."p fescue ~ Dalmation toadnax '" Crested whcalgrass l.l 
Slender whcatgrass 1-
Yellow swcciclovcr 1-
Alfa lfa -

Chealgrass '- 6. Barren Areas: Y 2- N __ 
Baby's brealh X • At Least 75 112 

• Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia l-
• Less than 10 % total cover (Jive & liller) 
Number of barren areas "L ---

Thistle X Do barren areas cover ovcr 25% of any polygon? 

Lcafy Spurge ;; Y_ N---1{ 

<:;;'c.. \ <. , -:~ '-" 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

" ., \"\ ~+.{o/ Y __ N-y 
Arc any gullies activcly eroding? Y- N __ 

Usc D (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (Infn.:qucnt). Usc I) (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I ( Infrequcllt). 
Number of gullies ___ 



Comments. _ Additional Vegetation: 
• \,\-:\ \...... Vf ~ : \~ \ _("~' <..... /,-Cl.).,j-

(,,\ <;. (\ A 6. ~..t V'\ .. t· (. .. '- 1",1 J-C, 
, ~ <.. '<' \- (f.-.,., cy< ~). ( .Il;, ~ ~ 
• "",,,,.0-,, (' .. ,,,~ n',,", ~ l .. f.r<",,~ 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E F 

~ ~ ) C \ '" .\ <;:. (I)",-"" \.- 0 It ""' " 
C ~ Qf\)~" ~'" -) "- \~ !.. Il(r~ 

v 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or J (Infrequent). 



#101 - Blue 

\ 

a _= __ == __ ==, Feet 

W 0 20 40 60 80 100 



l-[A - Er 

BRES FIELD FORM 
.~ 

Site 10: I Site Name: 

Team Members (C ircle your IWIl1t,.!): ~,.,. '( ,'--

E YVI. ~V'll' ... ~"rf \ Field D:tfe: 7 (I ~ .; 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: ~IO~ Aspcc 

Arl.!:l Description: pf'.( \f -Ito. .. ,:;:.«\:} ... f ,10 

rflp'C1\!, i/..;,~O !1J _, -. _ : -

t (ci rcle il ll relevan t): N,,®W E NW NE S W SE 

d: , , - 12'!:: "", , +""l2lH , 

V{'gcla lion : % of "OLYGON 
ground l'ov{'red by: A " C 0 E F 

E rosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Live l(ksir.lblc) Surface Litter 
snl.!cics 

·Undcsir:lbk (weedy) 
s 1ccics 

· N~)xious wccrJs 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Liller 
Flow Pallems 

ROI.:ks > 2" 
Rills Deplh 

Bare Ground 
Rills Fre(]uency 

TOT/\t (Olbovc 6 G ullio.::s Do.::plh 

items must 101011 100%) Gull ies F requency 
ADJUSTED UVE "I .. 
- Liw + 5%Undc~irJblo: Soi l Movement 

·Up 10 5% of undcsi mblc spcd cs and 0% of noxiuus TOTAL BLM Score: 
weeds may counl toward I\djUSh.:d Live %. BlM score: 
Vegetation (% li ve) score: 
0·20% = RI (Reclamatiun Improvement) 

0-55;: M (Monitor) 
56- 100:: EV (Eneineerin2 Evaluation) 

21·39 'JI .. -'" V I (Vegetation J mplcll1cnt:llion) 
40· IUO% = M (Monitor) Weeds 1~l""csc"l: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Species Present: "OLYGON 
A " C 0 [ F 

SpOiled knupweed 

Sh..:cp icsclic DalmaliOll load l1ax 

C rested whcalgr.lss Che:Ltgr:tss 

Slender Whc'llgrass 
Baby's brc:!th 

Yellow swccldovcr Kochia 

Al lll ll:1 This tle 

leafy Spurge 

Usc D (Dominant ). F (Frequent ). or I ( lnfr.:quent). Usc 0 (Dominan!). F (Frequ<.!llt). or J ( Infrcqu<.!lII ). 

I'ulygon E"alualion A B C OJ [ F 
*"" Admill u.~t! 01111' ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesi r/noxious wCl.!ds 

011H~r lUtES Triggl'l"" Itellls 
F *Idt'lltify tTigger an.-as (usillg #) 011 ;Ii l"" 1)11010* 

3. Sit{' .: dg{'s: Arc uuter edges of the s ite 
signi ficantly ditlcrent tlKII1 remainder of the site? 
y N )( (!.:heck applic:lbk it~'ms) 

I lillie l"Oek barl""iel"" depositional an'a 

I 11101""1,' w{'cds Slt'cpcl"" sloJl(' 

I increased Cl"Osioll less \'ege1:llion 

I gulli{'s olhl'r 

Estimate wid th of at1ce ted ed~e (i n Icd ) __ 

4. EXl)oSl'd Waslt~ MateTial '! Y N f. 
• Estimated 1'11 __ 

• Approximato.:: :Irea (i n square Icel) 

• NUl11bcrof:!n: as wi th e.'(posed waste 

5. Is tho.::r<.! evidence uf: Y N~ 
F --

I bulk su il r:.lilun' land slumps 

I subsidenn' 

6. lJarn'n Areas: Y __ N )( 

• At least 75 ft ~ • Not :1 rock outerup 
• less than 10% tol:ti cover (live & tiller) 
Number o f barrell areas ---
Do barren arc:ls cover over 15% o f any pulygon"! 
y N -- --

7. G ulli{'s (o ver 6";n depth): 

y NL 
Arc :lIly gu llies :u..:tivcly eroding'! Y N 
Number of gullies ___ 



Commcnls, ____________________ _ 
~ C ('..\ , , • r"'-~l'l.;"A .", ~! ,-1 t:(1" ". 

Additional Vegetation: 

, 
"- ((,cc.J.rr\ l.\t"\ r\.. <; f ' V y, -· < , .,.~t'J'V ¥ 

[(ll'r ,. C Co, ,p 6 f!~ ("O'f" .." n, A ... f .... ..-"1 1"""11,1 }.,: ·"I'rI. 

, ~ ~ t' 
" 

A I'Ir(r " ."., 
~ , 

Species Prescnl I'OLYGON 
A B C Il E F 

· rJo ~ 

'''.\-IIrt' (J..,.,-~ ~r <: r n:.. ..... ,..... , ,.- C <" ,U-( C ~,,~,.1r 

· I\)r ...J...\ 'r, " U """ h" , d 

Use D (J)ornin:ml). F (Frequent). or [ ( Infrequent ). 



#114 - Emma Shaft 200t, 

No -m.HAc...b1l ,t6"'" S 
l?orp.t1y:r;y; St • 

-

a "~-O:==~~O:===,1 Feet W 0 20 40 60 80 100 (~ CDM 



* \\'5 
BRES FIELD FORM Site 10: Site N"ttte : 

Tl.!'am Mcmbl:rs (Circle your name): SHAN! (,,1-fT J 
. 2. • Number 01 !lolygons: _ Slope: ~to '2. S' Aspect 

Arc;\ Description: Mf:.JS"'t" "TO 1"ttE. mAc. 

iI'r1hIE:VII &.I6.'''rlO Field D"IC: 7/, 111'1>. I'ol }'~on EvalualitHl " II C 0 " F 
... Ad", j" U.\'t! D" Ia,·· 

Ljf.ftll3t !!f.M l B,,,l>P cL 
Vegetation (% liv\! ) 

(circle all rc lcv:llu): N®W E NW NE SW SE 
Erosion ( Bl M score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Vl'~l'tal ion : lOt. or I'OLYGON 
:;ru und cun: r;:d b) : ,\ Il C 0 " F 

Erosion (BlM Form) 
POLYGON Ol hl'r IUU :S Tri~:,:cr lIe Ul l> 

A B C 0 E F · Idl' nliry Iri:'::':l' r area l> (usin:,! 1#) UII air p lHJlu· 

;';':;1::" I 5~ 
,,,,.,.1,.; (weedy) 5S 
·Nuxious wcct.ls ""L 

Liller S J; 
Rocks ;:. 1" 1"2.. Q. 

Bare Ground lol. '" 

Surface liner 2- ~ 
Surface Rock 5 5 

3. Sile Edgl'S: Arc OUll'T edges url he site 
Moveme nt signitieanlly d illerenl than n:lllalllUer ur the site"! 

Pedestal ling q I Y~ N (c heck appl icable items) 

Flow Patterns 1'1- In lillie rock barrier tll'positional ;In'a 

7-
lIIore wel'ds Sll'Clle r slupc 

Rills Dept h 1.- incn'ased erusiull Il'ss \'c:,:ctatillll 
Ril ls Frelluency '1 7- :,:ullics )( ut lll'r 

~l 1\0:> \0" 
, J' I 

:' ~I:~~ " I : t" 110 1\" 
~, I . 1~,,,,uU",ul 

wccds m:ly count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vl:gclalion ('h. live) score: 
U·2(}~ .. - RI ( Ih .-c lamal ioll Improvcment ) 

Gullies Depth 0 I 
Gu ll ies Fn.:quency 0 2- Es timate width ora tTeeted edge (in fect) 

Soi l MO\ICJllent t 3 
'2,-,{ \..\c, 4. ": xposcd Wast e Mat eria!'! Y X N 

TOTAL BLM Score: 
• ES l ima ted pt l~M"f , 

BlM score: M 1'\ • Approximate are:t (in Slju:tre tcel) 
0-55 '" M (Monitor) _ - • Number ur"n:as wilh expu:.ed w:lsle 
56-100 '" EV (EnlYineerin Evaluation) 

2 1 ·J9~" -.~: (Vcgclalion Implementation) l'O tYCON 
7 

Wl'eds Present : 5. Is Ihcre ev idcnec of: Y X 'N 

" 8 C " t: F 

SlIl·,oil'S ,' rl,' Sl'I1 I: 
" OLVCON 

" II C 0 E F 

, Shl.'cP Ii:sclic \") 

""'"" , , -I. 1"\ 
Slender whc:L lgr..l~s X ~ 
Ydlow swcclr.:!ovcr 1: ~ 

I AI" " ", X 

Spoiled kn"pwced F D ~ bu lk soi l failun' lalld slulllps 

subsidl' IlC{, "( ,~N>.<.. 
D:lhna liun lOadflax 1) F N''-,,",, S\I~ 

Chemgmss >( 1"1 6. !Ja r r ell An 'as: Y ~ N 
B:lby's b reath Y- ~ • AI least 75 n~ • Nol :1 roek uutcrop 

Kochi" 'f.. 
• less than 10 ~II 11Iia i cover ~e & li ller) 

y. Number uf b:trrell "Teas ~ 
111isllc >C. I-. Do barT~n ar~"s CUveT Ilver 25"" Ilfany pt)lygull'! 

lc;,fy Spurge ')( ~ 
Y--LN ~.\.ac:.. 1\l f>r 

I(,,\ ~ v )' l- 7. C ullil's (uver(," ill llcl)th): 

Y....f..... N 
Arc ally gu ll ies ;Ietivc!y eruding,! yx, N 

1 U~.:o '" I ~u,' , ., Use D (Dominant ). F lFrcquclll ). ur J (Infrequent). 
Number uf gu llies "L 



Commcnts o, __________________ _ 

tio p, ' \1" ON Ch.IN 6Ifo ,'" -t-ttJ r kZ m ' 

.. Cvc!lMi ON y{C,lTf<" E" B~."O'rVe.. tJtlP.(rl~(>yJ) 
\rft' ,Ul- • "f oF' I2CJf1o lbiT i! £>( rr H , '" I ~ , 

• :i o~," ~",\,- U)(,. "'"'0 ........ "" ·~'JLol 
~ \)","'fI~ '-'l. c...\'\'c IL ""-C ,~ "r...\\. N 

"'" ""~) <L~,~ \.\'1- ~\"'t,.1)1'\ \l, ''-!I'''! .. I-()\,.)_J 
~ 

Additional Vegetation: 

SPl"ciloS I'rl"sl"nl l'OtVGON 
,\ " C 1) I: F 

U~C 0 (Oolllinanl ). F (Frc~lU\!n t). or 1 (1nfrcllucn l). 



#115 - Butte New E 



Vt'gl.'lalion: -;" of ~ 
gr ound cO\'en'd by : t\ 

POl.YGON 
IJCI)EF 

Live (desir-Lble) 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
snccies 

*No,'i iuus weeds 

Liller 

Rm:ks > 2" 

Bare Grou nd 

TOTA l. (above 6 
hems musllUlal 100%) 
ADJ UST ED U VE "/" 

OlD 

- Liv\.! + 5~ "Unueslr.Lbll.! :::,J 
*Up 10 5'}" of undesirable sredes and 0% of noxious 
weeds may etlUnI loward Adjusled Live %. 
Vegl.!l:Ll itlll (% live) score: 
0-20~' .. - RI (Redullalion Improvetnelll) 
.2 1 -)9 "" - VI (VI.!£el:IILoli Impletnl.!llIaliollJ 
40-1 OO'J .. - M (Monilur) 

Spl'cil'S IJn'sen l: 
IJO t YGON 

AHC B E 

Sheep ti:s~' ue rt\iPf .l-

Slender wheal~r:tss Nt\. 1: 
Yellow sweelelover N""'A~ 

o 
Use D (Dominan!). t: (helluenl), or I (Infrequent). 

[roslon (BLM Fo rm) 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

POLYGON 
A 8 C 0 E 

NA 

Flow Paltems flt U 
Rills Deplh '5 
Rills frellw.:nc y N---;-
Gullies Deplh N 1-
Gullies Frequency N-:r 
Soi l Movellleni NP 
TOTAL BLM Score: ...... 

BlM score: 
0-55 '" M (Monitor) 
56- 100 '" EV(Enl!.ineerinc: Evaluation) 

\ Vt't'ds P r esenl : " OLYCON 
A n C U E 

Spotted knapwl.!l.!d '( F" 
D:llln;lI;ulI 10adO;lx '/....L 
Che:Llgrass F 
B;Lby's brealh I 
Kochi" X I 
Thisllc r'l 'X 
Leafy Spurge " )( 

Usc I) (I)ominalll). F (Frl.!qul.!lll), Of I (Infrequl.!lll). 

-

PolYl!on Evalualiun 
** A dmill u."C,' Olllv ** 

Vegelalion (% liw) 

A II c I) t: F 

J:rosion (BLM score) 

tJil<J!"'~ir/(lo:(ivus weeds , 

F 

- , l A e h 

O lh er HR ES T rigge r lI ems 
*Iuen lify Irig:;l'r a r eas (using #) 11 11 air phow* 

3. Silt' Ed;':l's: Arc OlHer edge:. urlhe sill.! 
sig~ificanlly din"crl.!l1llhan rl.!L1l:Linua urlhe sile'! 
Y }- N Ichel.!k arplieable ilems ) 

lime rock ba rri er d l'pusitionai a r ea 

~ 
ilion' weeds 

increaSl'd erosio n 

:;u llies 

Sil'l'pe r shllll' 

less \'l'gelatioll 
IIlhc r" ___ __ _ 

ESlimal1.! widlh uf atTcl.!led edgl.! (ill feel) 

4. Exposed WaSle Malcri:ll"! Y.'6 N 

• ESlimateu pll 'l . .s 
• Approximale area (in squar\.! 1i.:1.!t)\K1 A , ~ " 

• Number of arC;LS wilh cXJlOsed waSle La 

5. Is Illerl.! evidence of: Y 

hul k soil fa ilon' 

subsidl' l1 n' 

land !'o lulllps 

6. Harrell Arl'as: Y N X 
• AI Leasl 75 n! • Nul a rock oulcrop 
• Less Ih'lI1 10 '} .. 101;11 CO\'l.!f (Ii\'\! & liller) 
Numbl.!r of b;uTen areas 
Do barfl.!l1 arl.!:ts covl.!r uver 25"" of :Llly PtJlygon? 
Y N __ 



CommCl1ts.o _________________ _ 

• r " 

Add itional Vegetation: 

Sp{'cies Prcsc nl POLYGON 
ABCUEF 

Usc D (Dominanl). F (Fro:quc11l ). or I (Infrcqucnt). 



#116 - Belmont Mine Yard 
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BRES FIELD FORM S lIC . I~f~~:\D~· · ~;.~()~I ~~. f'~~~ O/\1I1~'·CJ ay~~~' ~1c1~( ~' ",~ .. : ~tyI1\0~'I~( ~~I'~OI~yg§.on~E~va~lu~at~lon~~Af'~' fC~D~~E fF~ , ( "- _c. "" , N\ -~~, .. M min U" On/, " 
1\::1111 M~lIIb~ rs (Cin: k: your 1I,lIud: 1/11\ (J I' l' \ J",. I U ( ~ (JI/J . 

n- ( . I Vegcl aliun (% live) 
Num1x:r of Polygons: l Slope: .t..,.,LIO~ ASf}l:CI (c ircle al l re levani'": N S W E NW NE SW' SE 

~ ","{' IIJ 1 Lh rrv\I -/ . r. t Erosion (BLM score) Arca Dc,;""lp,lon: J1' l\ulj ,r, Or ) )/ L QN p"""o. IW\..VYV lA,N,!;Y 

r-_______________ r-____ O ____ \1 __ " ______ -, r-__________ J(~~~~~~' ~Y\J~J~,, ________ ~U~n~d~e~si="=nO='=10=U='=w=c=C=d='======================~ 
POLYGON Vegetation: % of 

ground covercd by : 

Live (desir'lb!.:) 
S Joel'l":!> 

" Ul1(k~irablc (weed yl 
, ' ~' i~'!> 

*Nox inus weed:-

l.illo.:l' 

Rll{.'ks> :r-
Barc GfOUll(1 

TOTAL (al>tlVc (, 
items musl lO[al 11M )'h ) 

A 
POLYGON 

B C I>E F 

All)USTE I> LIVE % 

= Li w + 5'A ul1lksimh,"c·,.,l~I~I,.,l~--1~",l---1-,..l-_I 
Ij! Up III 5('11 of ulick sirahk sPCI:il.:s and 0 % of nox ious 
weeds may ~"OUI1l Illward Adjusted I.ivc ~" 
VegCtatilIJl (11k li ve ) sl:ore : 
O·2()% = Rl (l{cclal1l:t t illl1 lmpnl vemcnI ) 
2 J':W % = VI IVegctalion IlI1plcll1cntation) 
4()· IIK)!} = M ( Mtln~l'~"~"':"-_________ --1 

Species I'rescnt: 
A 

" O LYGON 
UCDEF 

~hcep rl'S~"UC r 
-E-.J--.J---l---I--I---I 

C rested whealgras~ I 
-~.J--.J---l---I--I---I 

Slender whe:llgI":LS1> T 
---I-.!...t----l---t---l-.J----i 

Yellow sweetdovcr ~ 
-~.J--.J---l---I--I---I 

Alra]f" 

Usc t Dtllllinanl), I: (I;rcqucnl)" III" 1 ( Infrequl~nt ), 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
A B C 0 E 

Surface Liller I 
Surface Rock I Movement 

Pedestalling 3 
Flow Patterns I 
Rills Depth I 
Rills Fre(IUeIK'Y I 
Gullies Ot.~plh T 
Gullics Frcquenl'Y I 
Soil Muvcnlenl l'-l 
TOTAL BLM Score: 7J. 
BLM score: 
0·55 = M (Monitor) 
56· 100 - EV (Enl!ineerin ' Evalualion) 

Weeds Present: 
A 

Spoiled knapwecd T 
DalmaliIIl1I1J:ldna "~ 

Chl!algrass I 
Baby's brl!ath 

Koc:h ia 

Th blll! 

Leafy Spurge I \t 

I'OLYGON 
Bell E 

USI! D (Dllll1inanC), F (Freque nl)" or I (lnfrcqul."'nI)" 

F 

F 

Other HRES Trigger hems 
· Identil"y trigger areas (using # ) 1)11 ai r photo· 

3, Site Edges: Arc outer I!dgl!~ Il l" the :.itt' 
s ignilil"amly difkrel1l Ihall rern;Limler I1f Ihl! :.it!;"! 
y ____ N+ (dll!ck applit"ahle items). 

limt' rock harrier 

I mon' weeds 

deposi tional llrell 

steeper slOllC 

I increased el'OsiOIi 

I gullies 
I k'SS vegetation 

olher _____ _ 

blimiLle width 11]' ark'l'tl!d I!dgl! ( ill fel!l l __ _ 

4, Exposed Was te Mat~ilil'! Y L N __ __ 

• Estimated pH L.t.U 
• Appro~ iL11all! al"l!a (in square ft!e t) .. ~Lz. ..... ;yt.o 
• Numbel" of arl'as wilh e~ I)t lse(1 W;L),ll' __ __ 

5, Is Ihl!rc evidenu.: Ill': Y ____ Nl 
bu lk soil failure 

suhsidence 

I land s lumps 

6, Itllrren A:c:I~ : Y l N __ __ 
• AI Leasl 7':! II ~ • NOla md: UUIL:fllp 
• Less than 10 "'Q IOt;ll L:I1Vy _t ivc <;1:.: lilll!r) 
Number of barren afl!iLS '&1\.0 
4:~n il fcas l'lIvcr oVl!r 2S'",v, III' any po lygon"! 

7, Gullies (IIvcr 6"' in dl!])lh): 

yl N_ 
Arc any gullies aC'iVCe I!mdillg'! 
Numl>o.!r lit" gullies 



Commcntso ____________ _________ _ Additional Vc~ctalion : 

-,iE:!~:;~~70=2Lj:-h"~ 
"" 

Species Present 

'" 
POL YGON 

.K 1\ C Il I~ F 

&KLo---=root I' I. 

Usc D (Dom inant ). F (Frc(ll1cm). \Ir 1 ( Inrrcquen1). 



# 117 - Anderson Shaft 

a o .--=2:115-O:=~"" Feet W 50 75 100 



r • 1/1 GF 

BRES FIELD FORM Sile Il):_ Sile Name: !J 0 J", rS<l ,J 
S • 7/.lr108 Field Dutc: 

Te;'IllM~mbl.!rs ( Cjn:kyou rnall1l.!): # " .1 (1 ..... 4 
Numhcr of Polyguns: _1_ Slope: ~to..1.Q....'t.Aspcc ( 

y /hv c..S", -it ... L-".,-,st), .... _ A"1i 
(cin:k all n:Il'v:lru): N S W E NW Nt@E 

Arr.::t Dl.:sc riplioll : Sc....tL "3: ... h ).v o f- rfI.J;" ,.; I (,,,I, • ..1 

Vcg4:tal ion: ("It! (If POLYGON 
ground con·red by: A 1\ C Il Ii F 

Erosion (BLM Fonn) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable ) 
7 SI)C(ir.:S 

"' Undcsirabk (wcc{ly) 
.') :i '>cc ic:. 

"'Noxiolls weeds IS' 
Lilli.:!' ;-

Surface Liner 1'/ 
Surface Rock 

1'1 Movement 

Pedestal ling ." 
Flow Patterns I (). 

Ru\.:k:- > 2" ").0 

Ibn.: Ground ICo 
1 Rills Depth 

Rills Fre<luency I.. 
TOTAL (;Ibll\'c 6 Gullies lXpth 7 
items mu.'>' [olal I 1I0% ) IOC Gullies Fre(IUeney 0 
AUJUSTEL> LIVE % 

110 Live + 5'J, UIllJc s il~ lhl c 
So il Mo vement 

" *Up III 5% ,,1' undcsirabk: species ;LIIU ()% uf nll}(iou .~ TOTAL BLM Score: I .. , 
weeds m;IY \':OUIII [llw;u'd Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetatiu n (l'A live ) S\:(JfC : O-55 = M (Monilor) 
0-20% = HI (Rcdalll:JlilJll l mprnvcmcllt) 56-1 00 - EV (Engineering EValuation) 
2 1-39 % = VI (Vcgct:Jtillll Implementation) 
-W- IOO% M (Munitor) Weeds Present : 

POLYGON 
A " C Il E 

S ]K't.'iL'S I'resenl: 
POLYGON 

A 1\ C Il E F 
Spoiled knaj)wl'ed 0 

Sh..:cp fc 1:>\.' uC 1= Dalm:uillil tnacltlax F 

Cn:sh:d wlu:algnlss )( 
Sknder whc:ugr:J .~ ~ D 

Cheal grass T 
Baby's bre.llh X 

Ydh,w swcl'ldllvcr y 
A I fal 1':, , 
i . (" . 1I~ G, T 

KI)r.:hia )( 

Thistle ;<' 
Leafy Spurge y 

USIo: J) (Dominanl). F (Fn.:quclll). or I (lnfrl!(llICIll). Usc 0 (Domi nanl ). F (FrequeJ1l ). lIr I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C I) E F 
•• Admitl Use Olll~ .* 

Vegclatio n (% live) 

Erosion (B LM SCOT!! ) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 
. 

Other BR ES Triggcl,ltl'l1IS 
F *Idcll tiry trigger :lrCliS (using # I (III :Iir photo ' 

3. Sill' Edgt.'s: An: lIute.' !' ,-,dgel> \11' the :o ilc 
signifjc:Jlllly di tlcro.:nl than remainder \ 11' the site? 
y ~ N~ (~.: hc~·k applil':lbk il\!I11S) 

I lime rock harrier dCI)Os ilion:11 :l rC:1 

L morc weeds SIt.'t'll('r s lopt.-

~ increased erosion less vegetation 

I gullies other 

E:-.limate width of affected ed~l' (in fed ) __ 

4. Exposed W:lsle Maleria!"? V_2L- N __ 

• Estimated pH~ 
• Appnlximate .u'ea (in square feel ) ~()l <1 S-
• Number of areas wilh e.~po~ed wa~ le __ 

" 
5. b lhl're evidelll'e of: Y NL --

bulk soil railure land slulllps 

I subsidence 

6. narren Arcils : Y X N --
• 1\1 Leasl 75 n! • Not a rock Ollt('rop 
• Less lha~l 10 % lowl cowr ( I iv~ & litter) rl 
Numbcr lltbarrenarea~ ~\)~' - $. ..... \:..-

DIl barren areas cliver OWl' :b% 0 1 ,Illy jX ltygon'! 
V.)'-N_ o .... > . .\-

7. Gull ies (OWl' 6" in dl.'[llh ): 

Y-X-
N __ 

VXN_ Arc any gullil.'s 'll'livl.'ly eroding'! 
Numbl.'!" o f gullies ~ 



Commcllls., ____ _________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

• Species I)rcscnt 
IlOLYGON 

A Il C J) E I' 

f 

• .£4, ...... 

• 
Use D {Dominant J. F (Frequent). or I ( Infrc(lucllrl. 



#117E - Anderson Shaft NE 
• 

~ .i 

a .. -=~ .... r:=~ ___ Feet 
~ 0 25 50 75 100 



1).0 

.13..0-,,-~ .• BRES FIELD FORM s;" 10, S;" Nam" 

TC'111l M Clllbcrs (Ci rc le YOllr name): -:::re .... .. !'I.s L 
Number or Polygons: _ Slope: -'.;I_ to--11L" Aspcc 

Arc:! Description: :r ... ~c ... s.-.J , .I ..... el i ;; A' cc{S) 't .....-

Ovr;o.p. Field Dale: 7/;'/0" 
4""J'~ c.l .. ... I:c: 1. .. .. '4>o.J. AII,.J1"._ 

1 (c irdl! all r..:lcvant): N S W E@l~E.("~ 
, .l.,r - 1>: " ~ +cCo ~ ! J 

Vl'gl'I:llioll: % of POLYGON 
ground cO\' l'rl'lJ hy: " II ,.. C Il .; F 

[roslon (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Live (dcsirabh: ) r 7 \; 1 4~ sncl' ics 
"'U ndes irable (weedy ) 

'" ) J.. s )ee ics 

"'Noxiuus weeds if h I, 
Li ller 2> )() ~) 
Rucks > 2" iC 30 J.-
Ban: G ruund ~O '1 ,e 
TOTAl. (above 6 

100 items must tOlal 100% ) 16D ,W 

Surface Litter 2- 2. ($ 
Surface Rock 
Movemenl ~ 2- J.. 
Pedestalling 0 3 3 
Flow Patterns b b ::;, 

</ Rills Ol!pth "3 I, 
Rills Fr<.:qm:ney "3 :2. 2-

Gull ies Depth !, ., I,) 
Gullies Fnulucm:y 2- I 0 

AI>JUSTEI> UV E ''I.. 
11- » ~l - Liw I 5'~ "UndcsirJbh: 

·Up 10 5% uf IInucsirabk spccics and 0%, ofnox iolLs 

Soil Movement - 3 , 0 

3> :>.9 2) TOTAL BLM Score : 
weeds may count iowaI'd AtijuSh!d Li ve %. BLM score : 
Vegetation (% liw) scorr.!' : 
0·20% -" Rl ( Reclamation JmproVO: llh:nl ) 

0-55 '" M (Monilor) 
56-100 = EV (En1!ineering Evaluation) 

2 1·31) '!/u "" V I ( Vegetation Imrio.:mcnl<lliUIl I 
40·JUO% - M (Monitor ) \Vl'eds .'rl'St'II I: 

POLYGON 
A Il C Il E 

Sllcl"i('S I'r{'sl'lIl: "OLYGON 

" " C Il .; F Spulled knapweed f) If) D 
Sheep fCSClil' ~ () J 
C r,,:slcd whc:lIgrass -r :r: J) 

Daln1:1l ion loadfl:lx y X ;,< 
Cheatgr~lss -r X J: 

Slender wheatgnlss X :L I 
Yellow sWeell,:lover 0- I T 
A IIi.L1th 'ox- Y >< 

Baby's breath r: r- .I 
Kuchia X )I. 1:>< 
This tle ;x- X Iv 

R,ll.., O.lf). I-, .t l -c T :J: 

" - R- ,:;,,, I-t T G( 
Leaty Spurge ;X -X Y 
tY\J,A,,) IL ::r: Iy 
L\ (' .. " . .............. 0""", ' ) -r I" 1'( ,, ~ , J , -\f 

Usc [) (Duminant ), F (Frelluent ), ur t ( Infrelluentj , Usc D (OulIlinant ), F (Frequell1 ), or I (Infrelluent), 

Poly~on [\'ll lu:Hioll " Il C Il I: F 
..... Adm;n u. .. c 0111" ..... 

Vcgd:ttiun (% li ve) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/noxiOIiS weeds 

O lh er BIU:S Trig:,:e r HCllls 
F · Idenlify Iri:,::,:l'r :Ireas (usin:,: /I) un air phow .... 

3, Sill' Edg.es : An: uliler cd3es o r the Si ll' 
signilieantly dinc rcnt thall remaimkr o r Ihe s ite? 
y Y N (check appli"::lhk items) 

.!>( lillie rock b :lrril'r dcpnsilion :tI a rC:1 

X more weeds Sl l'l'pl'r Shl jJl' JIIIt. 

incrl':Jsed erosion less Vl'gl'I:lliu li 
. I 

:,:ullil's ulill'r J~~;r Ue 
.I<:~"' ~ l~ t' tI ""~ >. 

<I .... . , 

Eslim:lle width o f al'li:cted edge I in Ii:..: t) 

4, Exposl'd Wasil.' I\lall' rial'! yx N 
• E:;tim:iled pll 4.0 
• Approx imate :II'ea ti n square keq 'J oo.f(l. 
• Number of :lr..:as wilh expusl'd waSle S 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: y NX 

b ulk soil railure I I:llld slulUl)S 

suhsidl'lIcl' 

6, Uarrl'1I Areas: Y Y N 
• Al Leasl 75 n ~ • Nul .. rock uliinop 
• Less 111:111 10 % to lalwver ( Ii w 8.: 1i11..:r) 
NUlllberofbarren ar..:as 1- (C , !) 
DI) b:lfI"Cll areas ..:uwr o v..: r 2S ' ~ " of :lily po)ygun'! 
y N -- -

7, G ullies (ow r 6" in depth ): 

:>L Y N 
AI''': :lIIy gullies a": livcly ..: ruding,! y X' N 
Numb..:r o r gullies ) 



-

CO lllmcnIS., _____________________ _ Additional Vegetalion: 

Spl'cil'S l)n'Sl'nl 
I'OLYGON 

" II C Il t: F 

• ore q 

• 
"...., " ., I ( .\, C '"+ ) p ........ 

tl~ ... \ ~ .~ 

'r., Y'" P 

• 
e .K .......... t Usc D (Dominant). F (Fn:qucn1), or I (Infrcqllcn1). 

• . ... . ,. , ... J 

• ~ .,. .ff .. ~t OW 

• 



L (Y1 "5\" ~60/:l ) 

#120 - Bonanza Dum 

• 
SCHOOL 015T U 1 
I 1/ M 

1/ 1/ 

_= __ ==-_-==:::J1 Feel 
50 100 150 200 250 



rY1Qb.~ 
BRES fiELD FORM S;IC ll~''''''''''"'''~ nn I"" A)Ll>idil . ," 1I11n(1\9 Polygoo E",lo";on A U .. ,r~ _ .-....j • ...f' .... ,. J /\\. - "'" ._ ')"~/)r~ **Atim;I1 U.'>eO"fv "" 

Il c F 

Toalll MClllbors (C;"'£,OU,""'IllC. I<IlIY't J J I-: I H Ill'>. I Y K.llUu,Cl, r-- 1--"'===<=--1--1-+---+-+---+---1 n Vcgcl:Llio n (% liw) 
Number or I)OlygOUrlS~: S'[O'fiPriC: -~IOVY ) Aspect (circle all fClcv:& ): N S~ E NW N~SW b:.fuSE 

;..... A_ -_~~ ~ • ....J I ~,.... .. A. \. I . .... ' . I •• _ 1'1 Erosion (BLM s\,:urc) 
Ar" Dcser,,,,;on: . Je In\llY \0 Jl lL~ rw ~J '\ <11 <V'\rlIJY'U- e==-,=-=::..:..::.::c..:.:_-+-+-+-I--+-+--j 

1JlO,J..Jt}Y\CL -1\ CJ./'(Y\..!;, vy\ .,I , I,/r'\ r.:LO-P JI J- U Undesir/noxiolLs weeds 

Vegetalion : -I .. of "OI.YGON 
ground c:o", .. r{"d b}': A B C I) E F 

Liw (desirable) 

~ '"" sfJ1.ocics .v 

· Unucsimbk (wl.'<.'dYI 5 ~ 

SIX"cics t 
·Noxious weeds l L\ 
Lilh:r [,,\ f'I , 

"I 

Rucks > T' IC IS 
Hare Ground )I' df. 
TOTAL (above (, .1) Ia: il':llls Illusllulill ll)U~ .. ) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % ~ (fJ = Li,'c + 5'l ~UTllksirJblc 

·Up 10 5~'" or uml..:sir:lbk spec ies ;tnd O'}-.. of nox ious 
w..:..:ds may eounlloward Adjusted live %. 
Vcg..: tation (% iiw) score: 
0·20"1v - RI (Reclamat ion lillprowillent ) 
21·39 ~ .. - VI (V..:g..: tat ioll llIlpklllent,lIion) 
40· 1 OO'~ .. - M (Monitor) 

Sheep fescue 

Cr..:sted wh..:mgmss 

Sknder wh..:atgrass 

Y..:llow swcctc lover 

POLYCON 
AHC))[F 

D r 
II 
IT 
I T 

-,- IT 

Us..: D (I)Qrnina nt ), F (Fr..:qllent), or I (Infrequen t), 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Liller \ ¥ 
Surface Rock 

\ II Movement 

Pedestalling "J- 1'-1 
Flow Patterns I q 
Rills Depth 0 n 
Rills Fro,:qUl:ney 0 ( 
Gu llies Depth ) -t 
Gu ll ies fr..:quency 0 I 
Soil Movement I~ II 
TOTAL BLM Score: I), to I 
BlM score: 
0·55:: M (Monitor) 
56-100 "" EV (Em~ineerin Evaluation) 

\ Veeds I'resent : 
I'OLYCON 

" B C Il E 

Spoiled knapwced F F 
Dahlliuion loadllax X '/.. 
Cheatgr.Lss L 1. 
Bilby's breath I I 
Kochi il X X 
Thistk X X 
leafy Spurge I )( 

/'IIU">tOJrj .L I 
<;'f)j<,\'; LI ~ 1:: 

" 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequelll), or I (Infrequent), 

F 

F 

Oilier Im[S TriJ.!gcr 11l'IIIS 
*Identify IriJ.tl,!l'r arl':ls (using # ) UII air plUJlu* 

J. Sill.' [ dgl'S: Arc outer ..:dge:. or the site 
significantly dini:r..:ntlhan r..:nmind..:r orth..: sit..:'! 
Y + N (ch..:ck arplicabk it..:ms) 

.\ lillie rod. barricr 

1,:.. more wl'eds 

dl'pusitional :U'l':1 

stl'cl)cr SIOpl' 

I increllsed erosioll 

gullics 

Il'SS vegcta tiull 
I uthl'r r }. )", ,,+, • 

Estimate width ofanect..:d ..:tlg..: (in I'o.:..:t) 

4, "~xposed Wastl' /\I alerial'! Y ~ N 
• ESl imated p1l 4.5 
• Approxil1l:ue ar..::! (in square tCel) (}l::f;) 
• Numbl.'r of aT"::lS with ,,:x(lOscd waste \ 

5, Is tho.:rc evidcnce of: Y N 'i 
bulk sui l failu re 

subsidence 

land slomps 

6. Harrell Areas: Y N " 
• Al least 75 n~ • Nul a n)C/~utcfl)(1 
• less than III % 10Iall'\)V..:r (IiVI.' & lill o.:r) 
Numb..:rofb:lrr":tl ill'l:aS 
Do b:lrre tl areas cover ovcr 25"" or any polygon? 
Y_ N_ 

7. lIics (ovcT6" in depth): 

Y N 
Arc any gu llies actively eroding'! y 'I.. N 

I ~~,.'~bc, o''.e;!!'k< j , .. , ,J Iml'fi'" n ; th)fy~r Y' ] CU vWllOl 
J J 



CommcnlS . • r,Ul.rI Oft· f( 91--, 0 ( yYJ J tY" J Additional Vegelalion: 
Gln '1 p.y "hr! ("'/1 V 1\!~'<!Jl1 , r:L I:m I! ) C M 
N'l1Irb. .... Qf)'H If'( (\ Species PreSl'1I1 

I)OL\'GON 
A B C I) .: F 

IllYY\n r hi i 'In'l 1011 v. ( 
• i n I ri ,/10 IVY\ P - !/Y\/'..( fJJ... u\ 

Usc D (Dmninarll ), j-: (Frequent), or I ( Inih::(lllcnt j . 



- Travol . . Dum 

" • . . . 
:', 

9 Feet 
0 100 200 300 400 

MAS1tR 
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, 
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0 +' . , j ldof( 
\"::'l f} D ..... ~"'Ip Fu:ld O:U(.': BRES FIELD FORM SHe 1O,_ SHe Na me, 

TC'Lln Members (Circk your "'Llne),,:;r~.: ::~ 
Nu mber of Polygons: L Slope: U 'iii"--~ !>pcrr(""cirt 

;--. <-h.....(." L.._ . tUy 
I (circle a ll n:kvo:lIu): N S W E NW NE S~ 
""..; St' - b-.. L..r..L..d.".tr:: t;; 

-r-..... ""W ..... G'"' I .... 

An:~1 Di!scriplion : At):.« e .... )~ .... "'.Q .I f -r 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Vl.'l!l.' laliulI: "/. of l'Ol.YCON 
ground covl'red by: A " C I) E F 

Surface Liller .8 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

" Pedes18l1ing 0 
Flow Pallems I;., 

0 Rill s Depth 

Rill s Frcllw.:ncy 6 
Gu llies Depth '2 
Gullies Frequency "l-

Live (desirable) 
;l... snecies 

·UmlesirJblc (weedy) 
1-s }Ccie:; 

·Noxious \weds JI'l 
Lilll:r II~ 
Rocks > 2" 'tD 
Bare Grou nd I '" I 
TOTAL (above 6 
ilems lIluSllol:11 100%) /00 

Soi l MOWlllenl I I/ 
L(' TOTAL BLM Score: 

AI)J USTlW LI VE: "I .. 14 - Live t 5~~Undesir.Jblc 

·Up 10 5~ .. uf um.ksimble species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may I:ounlloward Adju:;led Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation ('I .. live) scure: 
0·20%""" RI (Keclamation Improvement ) 

0· 55"" M (Monilor) 
56-.100 "'" EV-(Enl.!ineerin2 Evalualion) 

\Veeds '-n'senl: 
POl.YGON 

A " C I) E 

21·31) "t. - VI (Vegetat ion iml)lcillemalion) 
40·IOO~ .. - M (Munilor) 

Spoiled knapweed I f) SPl'"C il'S I'ren'nl: 
I'OLYCON 

A II C I) .: F 

Sheep fescue r:n Dahnaliun 1 ~ldt1ax :t 
Cheatgmss T 
Baby's breath 

Crested whc:lIgr:tss :r:. 
Slender whealgmss I-c 
yt:lluw sweell: luver fv Kochia 

Thisl h: Ix 
Lea ly SI)Urge fv 

AI /hill! 1\.-
. 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or t (Infrequenl). Usc D (oominanl ). F (Frequenl), or I (Infrequent). 

Poly~on Evaluation A 8 C I) C F 
.. Admin U.W1 OI1/it •• 

Vcgcl<llion (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

Oth~r URES Tri~;!.cr Itellls 
F * Idcliliry Iril-!;!.H arcas (us in:,: # ) UII air p holtl* 

.~. Site Edgl'S: Arc Ollier edges of the si1l.: 
signilic;mtly dini:rcn11h:m rem:lim'!.:r of the site'! 
y ..k'" (check applk:tblc ilI:IlIS) 

lilll (> rock barrier dCI)(Jsilional an':l 

I mure w~'cds Sh~l'pl'r s lulll' 

k illcn 'ascd l'n)siull less Vl'gl't:lt iol1 

I "ullies IIlher MO~ ~.C<!~ it-o 
ovt ,:J.,. ~ : ~~ ~O"...I i" 

Estimate width of "t1'c:eh:d edge (in ti.:cI) 

4, t:xpoSl'd Wasl,' Makriat'! Y X' N 
• ESlim:lled pll--=t. 0 ",,~.I~ 
• Approxim:lll: an.:a (in s'luare recl) - ,:f, 
• Number of areas wi lh expo:-ed w:lsk 

F 
5, Is Ihere evir.h:nce of: Y NY 

bulk soil (aitun' land slumps 

subsidence 

6. Barrell /\re:ls: Y ~ N 
• AI Least 75 n! • Not a wl:k uulnop 
• Less than 10 % 101,11 cover (live & liller) 
Number orbarrel! areas 
Do barren areas I:uver over 25'~ u of any polygon'! 

Y KN '" ~-<... rf\ ~ '" 

7. Cu llies (uver6" in deplh ); 

Y X- N 
Arc any gullies actively eroding'! Y YN 
Number of gu ll ies ?-



Comments. ____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species I'resent 
POLYGON 

A " C I) [ F 

• "r.... . LL.. :VC.l "",,-,,,", .- (Ill-. 'r .0 

• S;l~ l:iL.,) ~~tl 
Je Ly= ', 

• Usc 0 (Dom inant), F (FrcqucnI). or I (lnfrc(lucll1 ). 

• 

• 

• 



'Y) asl", :J, a 0 s--
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MAStE l!... 
BRES FIELD FORM 

IV> 
Sil (' I D:_ SilL' Name: CiA;ld tlQ,fQld Field Dale: 7 /1iJ:/OB 

,oLi (,m,\o;r. Team Members (e ife l!.:: your l1:11nc): \-=\OM'tJ\ t v 
Numb\!r of Polygons: _1_ Slope: L[o_5~ A sp!.!c 

An:;] Descript ion: A({().. ~OI.J,',p.., of (12' ;\ (O~ 

tl.,\ ,.,~\( 

I (circle all re!cvant) : N @ W E NW N E S W S E 

Q(...\-\"'" Qf 'K.oW', lli!..o..... ~Ill£. 

Vcgcl;lIioll: % of POLYCON 
g round cu \'crl.'d by: A Il C Il I: F Erosion (BLM Form) 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Live (dcsir.tb lc) 
IS species 

.. Ul1lk sil~lblo.: (weedy) 25 s lcdcs 

·No .... iuus weeds 2.0 

Surface Litter 2-
Surface Rock I Movement 

Pedestalling \ 

Li ller IS 
Rocks > 2" 7. 
Bare G round ~ 
TOTAl . (ahovc 6 

10O ih.:ms mUSllutaJ lUO'J!u) 

Flow Pattems "!> 

? Rill s Oc:plh 

Rill s Fn:quLncy \ 
G lIlli..:s Depth 0 
Gull ies Frequency 0 

AD.lUSTED LIVE % to - Live t 5%U ndcsirJhlc 
Suil Movell1!;'nt 2-

·Up 10 5% oi" um.lcsirabic spl.!cics ;lIld U% uf noxiuus TOTAL BLM Score: 15 
wccds may COUlll toward Adjtls tc~J Live '1 ... BlM score: 
Vcgct,u iull ("~ liv..:) score: 0-55'" M (Monitor) 
0-20% .=.. Rl (Rcc!;unati onl mprovcmcnl ) 56- \ 00 '" EV (EnJ!ineerinJ! Evalualion) 
2 1-31) % - V I (Vegetat iun J I11plcll1o.:l1I;uioll) 
-IU-1 UO'Y .. - M (Monitor) \ \'l'eds l'reH'nt: 

I'OLYGON 
A " C OJ E 

S PCCil'S l)rCSl' lIl: 
IlOLYGON 

A Il C 0 I: F 
SpOiled knapwe!.:d F 

Sheep resc ue I Dalmati ull IU;ldlla.'( D 

('rcSh.:u whcalgmss 1) 
C h..:algnlss 1= 

Slender WhC:Llgmss X 
Yel low swcclc lover I 

Uaby's b r!.::llh I 
Kuchia I 

Al 1:11 1:1 I 
This l]!.: X 
Leaty S purge 

. ''I.. 
S·I ... L I. 
Fn)< t.-; \ 1= 

Us!.: D (Dumi n:LIII) . r (Fr!.:~l tl e nl J. or I (In fr..:qu!.:nl). Usc D ( Dominant). F ( Fr":~llI!.:tl1 ), or ] ( In fr!.:q u!.:11I ). 

Poly:.:on Evaluation A II C D I: F 
"'''' Adm;1I Use Olllv ....... 

Vq;dulion (% Ji ve) 

Erosion (ULM sLore) 

Undcsir/noxiotls wc..:us 

Olh~r lUtES Trigger 11~L1LS 
F "' Idenlif~' Irigg~r ;In'as ( llsillg #) 1111 air phulu"" 

3, Sill' Edges : Arc OlLlLr edgLs ur llll' s ile 
s ignilkallll y dinc r..:lll lha n rema inder Ilr liLL si lL'! 
Y N X (Lhed : appl kab lL ilems) 

lillll' rock b:lrri~r til'pusitional ;In'a 

mo re wl'eds s teeper s lope 

1 illcn'aSl'd l'rosiOIl k ss \'cgcl:lti(ln 

1 gullies IIlhe r 

ESlim:ll..: width u fat1cLled edg!.: ( in k et) 

4, E xposed \Vasll' Mall·ria!'! Y N K 
• ESlimaled pll 

• Approximal": are:l (i n squar..: kd) 

• Number o f :L1"!.: :tS with exposed wash: 

F 
5, t~ Iher!.: evidcLlc!.: of; Y N )( 

bulk soil failure I;wd s lulIIJls 

su bsidellce 

6, Barrell An'as: Y X N 
• AI Leasl 7S n! • NOI a ruck \)lLlo.: ro p 
• Less lh;m 10 'X, IlIla l ~uv .. :r ( live & liller ) 
Number of barr ell areas 2--
Do b;lrren areas cover over 2S% o f any pu lygun? 
Y_ N..')L 

7. Gu llies (over 6" in dt'plh): 

Y N_ 'I.. --
Arc :my gull ks :u.:li vd y !.: l\)(.I ing'! \' N 
Number o f gullies 



Additional Vcgelation: 

Species "resl.'nl 
I'OL\'(;ON 

A " C " .. : ... 

Usc D (Dom inan!). F (Frc4LU..'nl l . or I ( Inlh=quC11l ). 



#125 - Child Harold - 2 Dum 

a _=-_-== __ Feet 
W 0 25 50 75 100 



BRES FIELD FORM Site 11)\"). ~itC Nallle: j::.,~~" ~~aIC: --lul'lf Polygon Eval.,,';on 
-'=- --.. 1 r l" Admin Use Oll/~ •• 

c B 1> E A F 

TC'Il11 M cmbcrs (C ircle your n:l1llc): 4' ;:[ .... 9 ~ l!I,e ~~JtlJ:=".,.....,. ) ( b .. Y= I ~ ( L.,.".,,,,- f)gv,J ~ hl '\ 

~ ) kti: I Vegetatio n (% live ) 
Number of Polygol1 s: --L Slope: -'l....to-L Aspect (e ire e an n:h:varH ): N S W E NW NE SW~ I-""-==-'-"'-"--"-- -I---l--+- +-+-+---l 

Erosion (BLM Sl.:ore) Area DI;:'~rip l ion : _______________________________ _ 

VCgct:llioll: fyo of POLYGON 
ground cOl'crcd by: A 11 C D E F 

Li ve (dcsirablt-) 
3() sncl:ir.: :. 

"U ndc~ ir<J b lc (weedy) 
g s~I,: ic :. 

"' Noxious weed:. ~ 
I. iller .30 
RI~ks > 2" '2. 

Ban: Ground JS-
TOTAL (above (i 

i tems musl lo!a[ 100% ) 00 
ADJUST ED UV E % 

3( = Live + 5';; Umksir:lhh: 
" Up 10 5% of undcs irabk spc!"' i!.:s and 0% of ntlxiou~ 
weeds lI1:.1 y count [ow;l l'{ l AdjuSIl!d Livo.! %. 
V cgclal il ll1\ !/(. li vc) :'1.:111'1.': 

()·2W,t = R[ (lkd:Jm:uillll lmpI'II VemC IlI ) 
2 1-:W % = V I (Vcgel,u in n Implo.:mcllI;! lio l1 1 
4()- I( KI"',{ - M (Monitur) 

Spedl'S l~ rl'SC n l : 
I'(}LYGON 

A II C D E I' 

Sheep !i:Sl.:ue f'" 
Cre~led whea!gr;!~~ !) 
Slender wheil l g r'L~ ~ I\.. 
Yello w ~weeld() wr I" 
Alr;!!/"a 1 
5 . ! -----;: r 0 'In ~ f-r:: 

Use D ())tH11inam ). ,: (I:requenl ). I U' I ( InfrequcnI). 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Liner 3 
Surface Rock 
Movement 2 
Pedestal ling ~ 

Flow Patterns -. 
Rills Oo.:pl h 0 

Kills Fro.:qu!t l1cy 0 
Gull ies Depth In 
Gul!i!ts Frequc l1t."y 0 
So il Mowrnenl 3 
TOTAL BLM Score: I J<I 
BLM sco re: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56· 100 - EV (Enl"lineerinl"l Evalulltion) 

Weeds Prcscnl: 

SpOiled kniLpweed 

Dal lllatilH11oad O:lx 

Chealgr:lss 

B<Lby"s breath 

Kochi;! 

Th islle 

Le:lfy Spurge 

rII""l.,,9 
5 -1 " l 

G 

I'OLYGON 
AB C lJE 

I" 
-r 

I" 
11-
IT 
~ 
X 
~ 

r=r 
U~e 0 (J)ominalll ), F (Frequel1l ). 1\1" I ( InfrequcLlI ). 

F 

I' 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Triggel' Iteltls 
"' Identiry trigger areas (tlsing #) 1111 ilir pho tu" 

3. S ite Edgt.'S: An: utller edges of Ihe silc 
~igni1kal1lly d ifti.:renl Ihan ro.: l1lai nlk r Il l" Iho.: s il l' "! 
Y __ N_X (dll'd: app liGLb!c ilcmsl 

I lill1l' rm'k barrier I dCllOsitiOll'll il re,L 

I more weeds steeper sloJle 

I inc rellsed eros ion I less \' eget~l i oli 

I gullies olher 

ESlimmc wid lh of affe ... ·led edge ( ill li.:el) __ 

.0, 1.- 1 
4. EXJlosed Waste !\1'll crial"! Y.k.... N __ '" _ ~ 
• E~ l illla l cd pH __ 
• Apprux in1:lIC are:1 nn S{IIWfo.: li.:ell __ 
• Nu mbcr of :Ircas wil h eX I:X I.~ed wa:. le __ 

5. [s Iho.: ro.: eviden .... e of: y __ N~ 

! bu lk soil failure I land slumps 

I subsidence 

_ c",L v../. 
6. Harren Area!;: Y ~ N __ - - ~ [ 
• AI Le:ISI 75 ti ~ • Nut a ro .... k mucro]) r) ~ U ~v 
• Less lha rt 10 % 101:l1 .... ov .... r (live & lilll"r) 
Number o f bafre n aro.:a .~ __ _ 
Do barrcn :lfe:l:. cuvcr o ver 25'11 o f arty polygon? 
Y_ N_ 

7. Gullies lover (1" in deplh ); 

Y __ N X 
Aro.: :lIly gu ll ie .~ :Ll'li vdy erodi ng"! Y __ N __ 
Number o f gu lli L!~ __ _ 



COll1ll1cnts. ____________________ _ _ 

• 

• 

• 

, 

• 

, 

• 

M .. ' wc 
) 

'" "" . I f-, 
.s, ~~ ;.5 

cJve is 

....... : ;. 1... 
s., J., 

L ..... d t lO C ,.. 

; '" .:pvaL... 
; ... ) ........ ~I r 

r ~ 

dH,I, ]) ....... ........, ..... A}r .f , 
51 

, ~ 

P" .... 

l, h ( 

, "..,.., d 6" , .. JI --f 
I 

::''3 ..,o.t~ 
t ·.p 

Additional Vegetation: 

Spc<.:ics l~rl-:;cnt POLYGON 
A II C J) E F 

U~c 0 (Dominam L F ( r rcqllcnt), \11' I (lnfrc<lucntl, 



# 12 7 - Tensi on D u m~p;..-______ ---,,-:-----,-,::-;--_--, 

a _-===-_~==~~Feet W 0 50 100 150 200 



1).'1 
BRES FIELD FORM Sile 11): Site Name: 0 ..... ...,,:0-- Field I):He: :J..W..l.Y 
Team Members (C ircle your name): :;,. ... _ • 

f/«. , 
cJ.. ... ...-/ I .. L ..... ,SI...." /)I(v.l si, .. " L-A'rJD "", , , 

Number' of l'olygol1s: _l_ S lope: _V_ to 1..() Aspect 

Area Descriptio n: t; C.oIY !I __ J.,, !, j L I ( }1 
S "C" -e , .. l.J 

Vl'gCI:lIioll: "/ .. of I'OI .YGON 
ground CO\'cn'd by: A II C Il I: F 

Li ve (dcsirabk:) 
sl>co.:ics 
· Und..:sirabk ( wcc~JY J 

:mccics 

*Noxiuus wccds 

Liller 

Rucks > :r-
Oarc Ground 

TOTAL (:!buw 6 
items llltlSllUlal "lUO% ) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
'" Live + 5" .. Ulldc~imhl l! 

·Up 10 5% uf IIlllk:sirablc species :11111 0% llf nm: illlls 
wccus may COllnt luw:mJ Adjusted Live 'y". 

Vcgd:!lion (0/" li ve) score : 
0·20% - I{l ( Reclamation Impruvement) 
21·39 % - VI (Vcgclalkm Implementation) 
-10- 100% M (MonillJr ) 

Species "n'SCIII: 
POLYGON 

,\ II C Il I: F 

She..:p fesclle 

(' rcstco wlu.::ugrass 

Skndcr wIH~algr.LSS 

Yellow swcL'lclo" l,:l' 

A II:II I:I 

Usc D (Dominalll ). F (Fn,:qUl':II!).vr [ ( lnrre~[llenlJ . 

(circle a ll rdc v;IIlt) : N S W E NW NE SW SE 

:..J'y. • r~/ 
i" ."'" ;til,<k.. 

Erosion (BlM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 [ 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Pal1ems 

Rills Dl.'plh 

Rills Frl.'qul.'llcy 

Gul!i~s Depth 

Gtlllies Freqtlency 

So il Mvvcmcnl 

TOTAL 8lM Score: 

BlM score: 
0-55:: M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (Enl!ineerin' Evaluation) 

\Veeds Present: 
POtYGON 

A n C I) .. : 
Spotteu knapwceu 

Dalm:Ltion toadl1:lx 

Cllo.':tlgrass 

L3aby 's brc:lIlt 

Kochia 
" 

Thislle 

Leafy Spurge 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frl.'lIl1enl). or I ( tnfrl.'quent). 

Polygon [valuation A Il C () 0: F 
** Adm;" U.,'e Dill., ** 

. Vegetation (% Jive) 

Erosion (BLM :-;eorc) 

Undcsi r/noxiOllS weeds 

Ol hcr BlH~S T rigger Ih'lIIs 
F *Idcllliry Irig~er :lrC:IS (using /I) 011 :Iir phtllu* 

3. Sill' Edgl'S: Arc Iluter edges o f Ihe s i1c 
signi tic:mlJy dit1'erent than remainder or thc si te'! 
y N (check ap[ltil~ ;lblc items ) 

I li ll ll' rock h:lrril' r dci)usilion:11 an'a 

I ilion' w('cds slt't.'pcr slo[ll.' 

I incrc:ls('d ('rusiUII I less \'cgcl:llioll 

I ~ullics I othl'r 

Estimate width IlraJlcell.'d crJge (inlCet ) 

4. Exposed WaSil' /\'I:lteri:I!'! Y N 
• Esti11l:Jl~d p t I 

• Approxim:Lte ;lre;l (ill square tCl·t) 

• Number of areas wilh cxposed w:ls te 

F 
5, Is 111<.'rl.' evidence llt': Y N 

bulk sui I railun' l;Jlld slumps 

I subsidencc 

6. U;Jrrell An'as: Y N 
• AI Least 75 n ~ • Nol a ruck I)ulerup 
• Less than 10 % lolal cover (live & titter) 
Number of barren areas 
Do b:men areas Cllver uver 25'% ur any polygon'! 
y N 
-~ -~ 

7. G ull ies (uver 6" in ucpllt ): 
y N -- -
Arc :til )' gullies :1I:li vcly crmling? Y N 
Number of gullies _ _ ~ 



COlllllu'n ls. _______________________ _ I\ddilional Vegetal ion : 

). 0 
Speci{·s Present POLYGON 

A II C Il E ... 
J;t.1. 

\ "'"' 4 '!'C • 
I 

• 
f ·r .. ,-s 

USe D (Dominant). F (Freljuenl ). or I (Infrequent). 



#129 - Hea'''''''' 

BUTIe SILVER BOW 

n _O:::::=-_-===-_-==::::J' Feet W 0 20 40 60 80 100 (~ CDM 



.. 

\'-'. 
BRES FIELD FOI~M' Sitl· II)3..--.:.'5ilc Na me: E; -. ..... If QV-W'f Field Da le : 2Iul-~_s 
Team Members (Ci n.: lc your name ): h~~~ c..hCl ... t t o L-'2, t b 4',.} 

Number of Polygons: -'- SIOPC:J)_lo~o." Aspect (c in.: lc all relevant ); N S W E@~@ 
Area Dcsl.:,-iplion : _______________________________ _ 

VC;!l'I:uion: "I .. of '·OLYGON 
;.:round CU \ 'l'n'd h~' : A II C I) ~ F 

Er osion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Live fdcsirabkl .. :C Slll;!cics 3J 
"U ndesirable (weedy) 

~ ~'if s lcdcs 

·Noxious weeds it> -;;j> ).0 

Liller 'IJ ~> 

Rocks > 2'" , U 

l3:m: Ground 3 r 
TOTAl . ,ahove (I ~l 
ikms must 101:1i 100% I ' " 100 
ADJUSTED LIVE % ~ 

10 - Liv..: + 5% UmlcsirJblc 

·Up 105% of ul1lksirJblc spec ies :md O'X, of noxious 

Surface Liner /1 /I 
Surface Rock 
Movement 2 2 
Pedestalling q '1 
Flow Pauems ----;: ~ 
Rill s Dl!pth "). '3 
Rills Frl.::qu.:ncy :l- (" 

Gull ies Depth I () n 
Gu llies Frequ.:ncy 0 . A 

So il Movcm.:nl S- l 
TOTAL BLM S,.,,, ;s-=; ~ 

weed:,> Illay cuunt luwou'd AdjuSh.:U Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% li ve) scon: : 
0-10% = RI (Rcd:un:l tion Im[lrowlllcn1) 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56- 100 - EV (Eni!ineerin Evaluation) 

21-39 % -' VI (Vegetation Illlpkm.:nt;llion) 
40- IUO% M (Monitur) \ Vt.'eds ')r CSl'n l: 

,)OtVGON 
A R COEF 

Spceies ')rCSl'nl : 
POI.YCON 

" II C I) ~ F 
SpOiled knapw~~d 

Sh.:cp Icscuc F 6 
Cresled wh.:atgr:lss In Ir\ 

I)alm;tlion toadtlax 

Chealgrass In F 
SI.:nl.kr whe:ltgmss :I- f) 
Ydlow sw.:etclov.:r I- f) 

Allhll:l F 0 
I< G ..... 1; 

( " .. 

Baby's br':;llh 

Kochia 

Thislk 

IX. y. 

I=I 

r .., 

Us.: D (Dominant), F (Fn:l]lI!.:nt), or I (Inrr.:qu..:nl ), Us.: 0 Dominanl). f' (Fr.:!,!u.:nl), or I ( Inrn:qu.:nl), 

I)oly:,.:on Eva lu a tion 
""* Adm;n Use O"Ir ** 

Vcgd,llion (% live) 

Erosion (I3LM score) 

Undcs ir/noxious we.:ds 

II c o 

Ol her ntu:S Triggl'r IIl'lUS 

F 

* Idcnlir~, tri gger a n'as (usi ng # ) till air phuto* 

J. Sit I.' Ed:!l.'s : Ar.: oul.:r .:dg.:s ur lhe site 
signilk;Ul lly dil"ferenllha ll r..:maimkr ufi lle s il<.'"! 
Y X N Ich.:ek applil'abk i1<.:l11s) 

lim e r uck ba r rier 

K mu re Wl'l'ds 

dl'pusitiu na l :In'a 

stecpl'r sIUII!.' 

I incn'a sed l' ros ion 

I :,:u ll ics 

"X Il'SS \'l'gCt:l t iUIl 
othcr ____ _ 

E:.;timal.: widlh ol"alket.:d .:dge (in fed I 

4. £ xposcd Wa sil' """,IHia!"! Y Y N 
• ESlimaled pI! t-.( 
• Approxi rnah.' ar..:" (i n squ"re feet ) ) U 
• Number ofare:lS wilh ,:xJ1Us.:d wasl.: ( 

5, Is lh.:r.: evilklln' of: Y N X-
bulk soil f:lil u rt, 

subsidcllcc 

6. Il:I rrell Arc:ls: Y X N 
• 1\1 Lcast 75 n~ • Nol a ruck oull'rop 
• Less than 10 % lolall'ovcr (li ve 8.: Jiu<.'r) 
Number or barrl'n ure:lS _ 1_ 
Do b;lrrcn ar..:us eovc l' IIvcr 25% orallY polygoll"! 
Y~ N.x 

7. G ulli l.'s (ovcr 6" in depth): 

Y N){ 
I\~ gulli..:s aClivdy eroding? Y N 
Numb.:r lol l' gu lli.:s 



C UIllIllCUtS. _ ____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

• Spccil'S ')rCH'111 
I'OI.YCON 

A Il C I) I: F 

• 
e..!!< .... .zt fu V' $Q.,;. l f 4, " 1 

• :g. ( o·.."cj , h u..f. 

• 

• P" i-o ~ 60 Use [) (Dornin:ml). F (Freqllenl). ur I (ln frequenl ) . 

. " :'-/ 1 ,.., i .... 

::: 

• 



#132 - Emma Dump 

-==--.=:=P.~~=:;; Feet o 50 100 200 250 
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BRES FIELD FO RM Sile~\1;i,;:1Js' iJ'~~" 
T cam Ml:l1lbl:fS (eire l!.: your Ilame:·) ~. §j,jdl,l.~=id'; 

Number or Polygons: Slop\:: 

An.:;1 Descript ion: _~!..!~\~~;.-..:I~~ ____ -+"-\.. 

, 
J , 1 )~OIY;!On l1\ulua lioll 

, 
Fil..'ld Date: " " C Il E F " . 

'.I'~T'--A;rn "~ T " i 
,i(' ** )Id,ilill ".~I!..Olllr ** . co' ~egct<llio~ ~;.. live) 

~ (t~~~~ ~c~rn\) P E NW NE SW SE Erosion (ULM SCOI\:) 

Undesir/nox ious weeds 

V{'l,!(' la lion : "/ .. (I f ,'OLYCON 
gr ound cOVl'r l'd by : " " C Il E F 

Erosion (BlM Form) POLYGON Olhe r UH.ES T ri:,:gl'r II (' IIIS 
A B C 0 E F *Idclllif~' Iri:;:.:rr a n 'as (usiu:; # ) till air phol o* 

~ . , ;;C ,,,c.';;" 
·UI1I.li.:simblc (wl!\.!dy) 'p 
·Nuxiuus wl.'cds -;; 
li ller i() 
Rucks > 2" t7-, 
!Jar..: Ground t)..\ 

Surface Liller C 
Surface Rock 'b 3. S ill' Ed:,:cs: Arc Ollier ellge:. tlf lhc :.i le 
Movement Sign1 :LI1I IY d illi:rclllt han rCl1la imler url hc sil.:'! 

Pedesla ll ing ( Y N (chcd, applil'ab1c ilems ) 

Flow Pallems l lill ll' rock barril' r~ , dl'l)Osilioli a l an'a 

Ri lls Deplh V 
r/. mure \\'l'l'ds N'C> _ slel'pl'r SIUPl' -I in creaSl'd erosion Il'ss \' l'~ l' I ;l lio ll 

Rills Frequency V , gu llil's othtr ~(l~1't. 

I ;~:~LA ' , (aoovl' (, Iii 
I "';~ ~ I ': j'".:; ;;' " , 

·Up 10 5'). .. or " species mll.l U·~ .. uf noxious 
weeds m:ly l:uunl towan.ll\djusk:O Live ", ... 
Vegetation (" .. lh'c) score: 
O·2U'h. - RI (Rcl: lall1;tlion Improv..:m..:nt ) 

Gull ies Depth J 

Gullies Frequency U ESlimate width o r ., f1i:e leu edge (in li.:ell 

Suil Muvelllcllt ":> y'f 
~ 

4, t::<posed Waslc Mall'ria!'! N 
TOTAL BlM Sco re: 

• Estirnalcd pll y...o ~ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (ill sq uare Ii.:cl) 5 
0-55 = M (Mon ilor) • Number o f areas with ex puscd wa:.!e a 
56- 100 =' EV -,En(Jineerinl.! Evaluation) 

I ~111~J9~ .. -. ~ ~~q;Cla liun lmplcmclllllliorl) 
I " I I ' \" eeds l'reSl'ul : 

POLYGON 5. Is there evidence u l': Y Nt-A " C Il E F 

Spl'ci('s Pn'scnl : " OLYCON 

" 
n c " E F 

Spotted knapwced 
bulk soil failure land slumps 

~ 
subsidence 

I· 5il'C";; Ii:scm: ') 

L«",,' l 
Skndcr whc:LI !::r.tss rr 
Yel low swede lover 

Dalmatio n lo,uJf1 ax L. 
Che:Llgr.lsS r\ 6, Bar rclI An'as: Y 1 N 
Baby's bre:llh • Al Leas! 75 n ~ • Nol a n,)I.:k uulCfIlp 

Kochia ,.. • Less Ihan 10 "u 1U1:,1 ct)vy (live & litk!') 
Number of barren areas 

I A'"d'1. 
Il7I 7 .ITct F. i-

Us..: D ' ,~ ~ r , , 

This!lc f... Du b;\rn:l eas cover o\'cr 25"" o f any polygml'! 

Lt:aly Spurge 1)( V N 
• , 

I [VIlAS Jj"l .L 7, C ull ies (oVe"}" in depth); 
~ \kJ 1: Y __ N 

"\'v '), . I I Are any gull ies actively erudi ng'.' V N 

Use D (Duminant), F (Fre4uentl, or I (Infrequent). 
Number or gu ll ies 



, , 
• 

, r C ( r ~N C 1.l-1' 
• rdr 1/""1 "-<:I Il 
( ()I fY\OJ'\':' ('j r1 Ur - r 

' . In \kt'\Q, ('J 

"I,U I'll, 

~()n" Lt J 'I " .• ,- t'I 1 _ -

r 

n. 

Additio",l) Vegelarion: 

Spccit.'s ,'rcH'nl "OLYCON 

" B C D I: F 

Us..: D (Dominant). F (Frequcnt ), or [ ( Infrequen t). 



#173 - Garden Street Area 
~~----~~~~------~ 

a "_=~_~:==~_""Feet W 0 50 100 150 200 (i!; CDM 



0. V>. PI\. i.'\ \ \ \. 0 C'\l '\ \'2.0 t. 

'-- _dy.l,d'hl&"" 
\)-~ JI&J\)8 1.),<.:/,\ 'I. VL -

lr- '" (,\ \-·. I""o,W::---

(j 1,"<. 

i.-V Q',L 

( 0 ,'l'GL {~~\'"'-'-\_ 
5 '2 _I 

5 
2x \ 

.~ . 

1\ \ \ 

\ 

Jy./ 15 $ 

@-~i' 
~v... ~,>.(",\h _ "~').'l,\,\.. - -

\b ~ _II_ 

\{) II 

,3 III 

~ III 

C; ~ I I 

~ ''' ---- ~ 

>.2 \I 

~ \I 
~ I 

" II 

,",>l\ )~) 
~ -

-
I { - -_ .. 

-z.. 
'->(jp --
N~,~ 

~-_2_ ~ 

\ \ 1\ I I 

\ II , I \ 

" \\ 

I , ~ 

~ 
11\ -\.-1\ 

~~ ~~ 

~. '/."' (FP 
~ 

'% 

II 
Ii 

11i.I. 
1\1 

II 

I 

\ '%t. -
\ I 

'Ii-+I-

II 

\ 

\ II 

1\ 

\11 

II1.\.. \ 
I 

II 

iii 
1\11 

IlL 
I 1\1 

1\\ 
11 1\ 

I't-\..l. 

~ 
II 

I 

, I I 
1\1 
II 
'h-.. II 

r~ , , 

I 

\I 



#133 - Dexter Mill 



BR ES FIEL D FO RM Site 11):\1 ile Name: 
TC;Ull Ml'lllbcrs (Ci rch.: your nal11e): ~.~PM: 
Number or Polygons: t.. Slop..: : __ '0 __ Asper.: 

Arc;1 Dcscri plion: Qt" e, 'V\l"J () I"tN '\' \.... 

\ '1P,{t "'\~>\ l).ot·1h icld Ihle:~~ Puly~un [valualion " B C Il E F 
** Admill u.~(! O,,/), ** 

\:\I'I',-,P,\.bt Is V\l'-lq 1\11" 
Vl!gl!l:Llion (% livc) 

I {circle all rc!cV;IIlI):<N"""S W E NWl'I'E S W S E 
[,Erosion (BlM score) 

1f<-. ?\z-~.fH v, "~I=: <lc. ~~~ 
<:i Undcsir/noxiuus wceds 

Vl'gl't:llioll: '}' .. of rOLYGON 
ground cUn'n.:d by: A Il C Il E F 

Erosion (8LM For m) 
POLYGON Olher BlU~S Tri~~er Ill'IIlS 

A 8 C 0 E F * Idelllify Irig~er :In'as ( usin~ #) 011 :.ir ph ulo* 

Live (dcsirabk ) 
( ~b s 1":CII:S 

·U lllt..:sir:lbk (weedy) 
<; lj S )C(.: LCS 

*Nm: ious weeds Is' LI 
Lillo:r ~~ 2,~ 

ROI.:ks > 2" ~ 7 
l3ar..: G round ~ 3" T OTA l . (above (, 

I I~ items mUSllotaJ IOU')l,,) 10 

Surface Liller to ~ 
Surface Rock 

~ 
3. S ill' Edges : Are ollter I!dges ll fthe Sill.' 

Movement II s i~.tn II Y d iffercnt lhan ..... mainder u rthe s ite "? 

Pedestall ing \ tj Y _ N (.:11 ...... k applicable items ) 

Flow Patterns \ {n lillle rlli:k barri,' r depllsiliun :iI an':! 

lIlor{' \\'{'eds SIN'IH'r slope 
Rills DeJlth <- \ incn'ased erosion I Il'SS \'('~('\ali()11 

Ri lls Frequcncy "t. \ gullies uther 
G ull ies Dept h f. I-
Gullies Frequency j.. I Estimate widlh of a tlccl ... d edgc ( in Icet) 

ADJ USTED I.IV ,,: "/ .. 
ICl ~'1 '" Live + 5%,U micsl rJblc 

·Up 10 5% ofunc.Jcs irabk species and 0% o f noxious 
weeds may cotlnt loward J\djuslr.:d Li vl.' 'X" 
Vr.:~Clalion (% li ve) score : 
0-2U"'u "" Rl ( I{cclammion Improvcm":1l1) 

Soi l Muvemenl ~ \4 ;-..., 
4. ": xposcd Wasle M;IIl'rial"! Y N 

TOTAL 8lM Score: B .I'D • Eslimaled I'l l 
BlM score: • Approximate area (in ~Iuar~' reel ) 
0-55 = M (Monhor) • Numb ... r o r ar ... as with exposcd W:lSle 
56- 100 = EV (En ·ineeri n' Evaluation) 

21-.19%- VI (Vcgl!l:uion Imp]clIlo.:lIliuion ) 
40- 100%- M (Monitor ) \Vl' l'ds I' resent: "OlYGON 5. Is lhere evidence ur: YA N 

" Il C D I: F 

Spl'cit's I'rcsl'nt : 
I~OLY(;()N 

A B C Il E F 

Shccp ti:scuc ~ (' 
Spotted knapweed "\ 

I hulk sui I E.ilun· land slumps ;; 
iX$ubsidl'ncl' 

O:lll11alion toad lla .... IY"\ "\ 

Crested wheat grass 3- '-
SIo.:llllo.: r wheat grass I, ""I. 
Ydlu\\! swccldovcr 1. '"' AII(I! lil 1. >-

\1.'lt.I';p.",1\. ""-"'~lf 1.. 1.. u,i)\", \."""~ 'J... .. 
I \/ 0 (-.\.1 'T-Q<f k I.. 

C:healgrass r- - 6. Barrell Areas : Y ~ ,.. 1- N 
Bally 's b realh <; -: • At Leasl 75 n .! • NIlI a mek uuterop 

Kochi .. 1-
• less than I U % lutal eowr (live &. liller) 

"\ Number o f b;u'ren areas 

-L 
---

T his llo..' 'f. Do b'lrrcn afe;IS cover over 25'1., of ,my pol ygtm'! 

Leaty S purge oJ. oJ.. 
y N - - - -

( (),M~ \(\N I '1.. 7. Gullil's (over 6" in depth ): 

I ~ ,,1.. ,1+" J.. 1- y N 'j.. 
Arc allY gullies ;tcli vcly eroding? Y N 

Use D (Domin;IIII), F (Fn:'luellt), or I (Inr'rc(IUcnl). Usc D (Dom in:m l). F (Frequent). ur I ( In frequenl) . 
Number o r gu ll ies 



Commcntso _________________ _ Additional Vcgetation: 

Sp-.-cics t-'r-.-Sl·ul 
POLYGON 

A I! C I) E F 

• C. \ ~ "d E i)1d\) <T \.l iI(?.\~ \_l\ ~ \,. lJ M <.Jl 
\J \ QI: .. s -;... s, ~\I:'~ ~M \" l.)(tN\jl 

PfW,<-O 

Us..: D (Dornin.mll. F (Fr..:qllt':11I) . or I (lnlrcqllO':Il1). 



\3'1 
BRES I', IELD I"ORM Site II): Sile Name: St.r - Wor &.Mp. Field l>:UC: 2bk 

C1... ft y'\i't Lv. v'.J" ....., Tl.:um MClllbcni (Cin.:lc your n:um:)( ~(i)\~ 
Number of I'ulyguns: L Jopl.': ~to ").., Aspc.:cl (cin.:k all n.:]cv:tnl): N S W E NW NE~ 
An:a OcsL'riplion : '-- .... . e £ l uJ-..( l:~ . C~ .,,.( . ' S.,;-l.,f T",,_si-6-. "I' .P~".-.p 

V{'g{·t:.Jli(ln; ,,/. or '·OI .\'GON 
ground co\'cfcd b~' : A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Live (dcsir.lbk) fO s )ccu:s )J 
·Undesirable (weedy, 10 

'3 spccil.'s • 
*Nu:.;iuus \\'c<.'(h, ~ '/ 
Liller 2 S 
Rudli > 2" 120 ;..) 

l3:m: Ground SO !.of; 3> 
TOTAl . (above () 

Surface Liller b I 
Surface Rock 

'3 Movemenl S-
Pedestalling ? GJ, 2-

Flow Pauems it 5 
Rill s D":Plh f_ 0 
Rills Frequency q ~ 0 
Gu llies Depth 3 MI- 0 

items must tota] I UO'h.) 00 06 Gu ll ies Fl'equency J.. ~ 10 
i\U,IUSTEll LIV E % 

31 '" Liw 1 5uuUn(k~il".Ibl.; 1:( 
·Up II' 5"-:' of ulllksirablc spedes :LIlU 0% ufnmduus 

Suil Muvement Sf 14t~ 
3L IIJ-TOTAL BLM Score: 

weeos Illay cuullllow;lrd i\djuslcd Live "u. BLM score: 
Vcgclilliull (" .. livc:) M:urc: 
0-20" .. - RI (RI."C larnalion Improvclllellt) 

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

2 1-39 p .. - VI t Vcgct:tLiuTl IlI1plcmClIl:Ll iulI) 
40-100" .. - M (Monitur) \Vccds "reSen!': 

"OL\,GON 
A B C Il E 

Spl'cics I'resell!: 
POl.YCON 

A B C /} .; .. Spoiled kmlpWl'ed D :r: 
Sheep Ii:so.:uc () 0 
Cn.:slcd whcalgr.lllos >< -:L 
Skndcr Whc:llgr.lSS y -:r. 
Yelluw sweetelover :r:: 
AII:dJ:1 X- F 

Dalmation toadf1ax X 7.-
Che:lIgr.lss y ~ 
B:tby's breath :r:. r 
Kuchia )r X 
Thistle X y 

fi.(\u Q,(\.l bl ~ 
Leafy Spurge )< X 

<:l.L., d. ,...~ r 
• 

fl" , ~ ~ ," l' 
... ·,1. " ::c-
f''''h :1 :L-

Use D (Dumil1al1l), I· (Fn:4uenl ),ur J ( Inlreqw.:nl), Use D (Dominant), F (I-'re(1u..:nl), ur I ( Infrequent), 

"ulygun [\'aluatiOIl A II C Il I: .. 
** Ad",i" V,W! 0 ,,/1' ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosiun (BLM scure) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other UJU~S Tri:.:gl'r Itl'llI:' 
F *Identif)' tri:.::.:cr :In'as (us ing # ) un air Ilholll* 

3. Sit (, Edgl'S: Arc miter edges Ilflhe SlIe 
significantly llini:l'entthan felnalnder uflhe si1c'! 
Y Y N (check applicahle i1cmsl 

lillll' ruck h:lrril' r del)Usitilln:11 :lre:1 
I )< mure weeds(S) _ stecpn SIUPl' (" , 

increased crus ion Il'SS "CI,\CI:llilili 

gullies til hn 

Esti matc width Ili'afti:cleu euge (in Ii:cl) 

-a, ExpOSl'd Waste !\lull' rial '! Y .).- N 
• Estima1cd pl l 'I. )' 
• Approxi nmlt' area (in Slluare li:ct) s.c .,/--/.~ j} 
• Number ol'are;IS wi th eX I'k>sed waste .., c.lt 4s' (A) 

F 
5. Is there evidence u l: Y N >.---

bulk suil failure hltld sltlllll)S 

suhsidellce 

6, IJarrell An'a~ : y.x N 
• AI Least 75 n- • NUl a rock uuterop 
• Less than 10 '~u Iota I cuver (liVl' & liller) 
Number 01' barrell areas 
Do bilrrcll areas cuwr over }s'X, Ill' :m3Q'lOlygun? 
Y~_N_ - f'. l( 1 r A 

7, G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

YK N 
Arc .my gullies aClivdy croJing'! y Y N 
Number of gul lics , r AJ 



COlli IHcn I'S. _____________________ _ Add it ional Vcgetation : 

• Spl'cil'S I'reselll 
I'QI .Y(; ON 

A II C Il E ... 

• 

P; /.s uf ~; .. of 
, 

P.~~ , ~ A • , c ...-
to"'! . ;' "!I~'{ ~ ,.. " II , 

• 'I.J 

, 
, ..... J- .. i' " 

Usc [) l Doll1 ina11l ). r (Fn.:qlll.:lll). or I ( Infrcqucll l). 

f"I~~= '" '" Ik. e> !-. '-~ ~~ 
P 

J"<"< ............ "' .0\ r,..,.". ~rf. s ; f.r, k 

IJ 



a _-==-__ -=:==,..._ .... Feet W 0 50 100 150 200 



#134 - Star West Dump 
---:r- ....---'--".------: 

o 50 100 150 200 

•• ,,~.o; _ . 
•• 



#134 - Star West Du rnn 

'. I 
• 

• • 

TRUSTEES OF. THE ABUN DANT LIFE 

..... 

• 
~ .... c==:~ .... ~~====~~ .... "!!Feel 
~ ~ ~ 100 1~ ~ 



BRES FIELD FORM s;" 1D~Si.tJ'-'. ""!!~Il~I..I;-j{~'\~~J,.df\!,,. j",-.l!..'·''- ~Il'')!!;Cld 1)""::I:i..lSIa PO',..OO ""'0";0" 
Tealll Members (Circle your name

O
: >w ~ --~ ") , ( ? on nn- M I--·C·,-"A"d"""""·",-,,U,.,,c<'!O~'~"~I'~·C·~I--_+-_+-_+_-+_--1_--1 " c D F 

I ""~;:!.~~~::!: ' ... fE.: I 1I,~ V~!;;dation (% Ji ve) 
Number or Polygons: -L Slope: ', (ClI'r!)CI,cC Dla. All" f-,Jlc

l
" n"", 'I: ,~S j' '(jW,' ~ nE-' n-SftW SE 

" Eros ion (I3LM score) 
A 1"1':;1 Dcsl:ri pi ion: i~,-, ' '-'-..l.l'--I.AJ.LD~I=<---'L!... 

Vl'~{,I;lI i oll: % of 

:,:r tl ulld l'U\'l'n'd h~' : ,\ 
"OtYGON 

U e U": F 

· Undcsir:.lblc (weedy) 
'n~",i.~; 
*Nuxiuus weeds 

Lith: f :} 

Rrn;ks > T 

Bare Grollnd 

'U p tu 5'Yo uf 1IIllh.:sirabh.: spccic~ u% or 
weeds may counl toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetatio n (% li ve) score: 
U-20% .. RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
2 1·39 % V [ l' Impkmo.:m:ttion) 
40-IUO% M I I r 

Species Present: 

Slender wlu.:algrass 

Yelluw swccldovcr 

Uso.: IJ (lJol11inal11 ). F (I' 

A 
POLYCON 

B e l) 1:0: 

,~ orl 

" 

F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Litter I 
Surface Rock '1 
Movement .:7l 
Pedestalling ) 
Flow Pattems 10 
Rills Depth " 11'1 

Rills Frcquo.:rlcy :t. 
Gu llies D~pth '1 
Gull i..:s Frcqu..:ncy (). 
Soil Mowrnc.:nt II 
TOTAL BLM Score: --.J 
BlM score: 
0-55:: M (Monitor) 
56- 100 = EV (Enl!ineerinl! Evaluation) 

\ Vceds I'reSl'rrl: 
A 

"OLYCON 
n C I) ..-: 

SPOIl..:U knapwc..:u ~ 

lJalrnatiolltoaJllax F 
Ch"::LIgrass .r-
O:rby's bro.:ath I 
Koehi" .L 
Thi stle 

Leafy Sptrrgo.: 

Usc IJ (Domin It) , F (Frequent), or I (in freqlll..: rll ), 

F 

F 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

O lhl'r UlU:S Tri~ger Ill'IIIS 
*Idcrrlif)' Irig:':l'r :11'l':IS (using #) un :Iir pholo* 

J, Sill' Edges : i\ r\~ outo.:!' edgo.:s of Ihe si le 
signilkantl y ~ipi:renl th:rn fI.'rnaind<.'r of lhe s ik'! 
Y __ N_~ ldleck applicable itc1lls) 

lillie rOl'k barrier dl'l)lIsiliulI :l1 :In';1 

lIIun' weeds Sll'l'Jll'I'sluJle 

less \'cgcl :tlilln increa sed eros iun 

gullies I (lIhl' l" _____ _ 

4, "-:x poscd WaSil' r\'l:r ltrial'! Y ~ N 

• Est imated pi 1_"-I.:Lhc:..; 
• Approx imate area (in square fi:o.:t~ 
• Numbo.:r of are:!s wilh eX[lOsnl wasle 

5, Is tho.:re evidence Ill': Y N'f 
I bulk soil failure 

subsidl' lICl' 

I !:rud slulI1Jls 

6, Barrl'n Areas: y'i N 
• At Least 75 n~ . 1:f';;t; ruck outcrop 
• Lo.:ss than 10 'Yu tol:ll r.:ovJ?,( li ve & titler) 
Number of b:!rren areas .::;:; 
~o bar~.:.;tas cover over 15% or any polygol1 '.1 

7, C ullil's (over"" in llo:pth): 

~,,'f;;,y ;11;" '''';sy "",';ng" Y X N 
Number uf gu llies 



Cornments. _____________________ _ 

-- ..h;f;:. -4 .P~ ~_ -=- ~d""A- "-':'a ~</ 
k.... R I? J '1c) ... ,-,..~v: I3A!.PrIJc(-;,....{' 7 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species "resent 
A 

"OL YCON 
B e l) E 

Usc D (Doill imml). F (Frcqllcnll. or I ( Infreqllent). 

F 



#136 - Ophir Dump 

, 

I 

I'!Ii ._=~ __ ~==~_~ Feet 
\i;I 0 50 100 150 200 



BRES FIELD FORM S;'e IO:_ S;I< Name: ck .. ,,(,·c --:5.;)1 P~I Fie ld Date: 7/'6S 

T C;Ull Members (C irck your name): "J"""~!./'l ""'" L4.r.scn _ c)..4//;C L~J40 -, 
t (c ircle a ll rdcv:ml): N S W E NW NE S W SE Number ur Polygons: _L Slope: _ CLlo_ 6_ Aspcc 

A rlo!<l Dl!st:ripl ion : Ci ",k. 1-_ .. _ -,;! {f +- ).. lo.4 ~ A:.1~ ......... '1--' 

VcgcI!11iun: % lIr .. OLYCON 
I!ruund cO\'t.'rt'd by: A Il C I) E F 

Er osion (BlM For m) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E 

Live (dcsimb": ) Surface Litter 
sDCcil:s 
·UIII.ksirabk (weedy) 
species 

-Nuxious wccds 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Lilh: r 
Flow Patterns 

Rud s ;. 2" 
Rills Do.:plh 

Bare Gro und 
Rills Frequl.'tlcy 

TOTAL (above () Gullies Depth 

items musllula] .IOO%) Gullies Frequency 
;\IJJ USTlW LIVE ,,/. 
'" Live I 5~ ~U III.ksmlhk 

SoJiI Movement 

·Up 10 5'~1I o f undcsi r:lblc specks :md 0% of nuxious TOT At.. BLM Score: 
weeds may cOllnl toward Adj usted Live %. BLM score: 
Vcgcl:ll ion (% live) score : 0-55 = M (Monitor) 
0-20%- RI (Reclamat Ion Impruvement) 56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 
21-39 ~.- VI (Vcgcl:u ion Implt.::mcntation) 
40- 100%- M (Munitor! W('('ds Pr{'sc nl : 

I·OLYCON 
A Il C Il E 

Slll.'cil'S j'rCSl' l1 t : 
POLYGON 

A Il C I) E F 
Spoiled klmpwel.'d 

Sheep rescue Dalm:ltion load fl ax 

Cn:slcd whcalgr:lss C hl.'at gr.tss 

S lender WhC:lIgr:.iSS 
Baby's bn.!ath 

Yelluw swcch:lovcr Kochia 

Al t:M,1 Th istle 

Leafy S purge 

Usc 0 (Ouminalll ), F (Frc~l, u:nl) . ur I l lnlre~luent ). 
Usc D ( Dmninant), F (Frequl.' tII )' or I (In lrequenl). 

Poly~o n E,'uluution " Il C I) E F 
** Ad",in U ... e On/l' ** 

Vq ;c:t:llion (% li ve) 

Erosion (BLM sco re) 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

Ot her IUU:S Td:,::,:('r IkllIs 
F * Idl'utir~' tri:,:ger an'us (usil1:! # ) 011 air phU1u* 

3. Sill' Edgcs : Arl.' outer I.'dges oJf lh l.' site: 
sigllili c:anlly ditTerenl thall n! lllaitHll.' r oJ!" the sile"! 
V N (d ll.'ck appl k abk ilI.'I11S) 

liml' rUl'k 1J:lrJ"il'r dl' llIlsitiulI:J1 :In'a 

ilion' weeds Sll'clH'r shllH' 

iucr{,;ISl'd l'rusiull Il'sS \'l':.!l'I :lliulI 

gu llies 0111('" 

Estimate width oj!' a rree t e~1 edge (in fcel) 

~ . Expusl'd W;ISII' 1\1;llcri:l l"! V N 
• Est imated p i I 

• Approximate area (in squ;lre tcetl 

• Numb..:r of are:ls with exposed w .. s te 

F 
5. Is there evidence oJ f: V N 

bul k soil failure la lld slum ps 

subsidell('l' 

6. Ba rn'n Areas: Y N 
• At Least 75 n: • NOl ,I rock oUlew(l 
• Ll.'ss than 1 0"~ toJ lal cover (live: & liller) 
Number o f barren arl.':ls 
1)0 b:IrI'-!n areas eove:r over 25'~ u uf any po lygon'! 
V N -
7, C ullies (over 6" in depth); 

V N 
Arc any gull ies :leti vcly erodi ng,! Y N 
Number of gull ies 



C Ol11l11ents, _______ ---------------

• 

i , , " 
£ v 4lv .. I"c.j' 

6-.J....P 

Additional Vegetation: 

Slll'des rresl'nt 
I)OLYGON 

" " C Il 0: F 

Usc 0 (Dol1limmt ). F (Fn.:quent). or I (Infrequcnt ). 



#142 - Charlie Judd Park 

• 

-
_<=~_~=~ ___ Feet 
a 25 50 75 100 , , 



#142 - Charlie Judd Park 

Bune SILVER BOW 

• 

a .-=::::::, __ ",===~ ___ Feet 

~ 0 25 50 75 100 CDM 



#142 - Charlie Judd Park 

BUTTE SILVER BOW 

• 

a .-===:'~_~=~_"'Feel V 0 25 50 75 100 (l!) COM 



MASTER. 1.:::0 f' _ -.lr " -'" ~, 1/' , ('o,........-;;--,-------:o-:~~,.:;...,~~__.c_.....,., BRES FIELD FORM SirelD' c " .... r •. )" !r ~ltfrtt..3ticldl)all': \',O) Poly~onE":.lluatioll i\ n C I) E F ,r.:::-- . ", r""I c . .......... --...... k-..~_ 11 A r. /}i"_ ";" . , __ "-,Aede'e"e;'c' ,Ue,,<~O<,",I",C' '_'_-1-_+_+_--+_-1 __ 1--1 
T""" Members (Circle your ,,,unc)f 1« 1 VYI LIt'" 1 , m" IHtr 1.'Y\ '"" U U:.1P , r ----:- -:-r V\!getatioll (% l ivc) 
Numb!.!!' of Polygons: Slope: __ 10 Aspc(.:, (circle all rC'cvullt): N S W E Nw NE SW SE 

. " -, -' • 3"': '" .... ' () , Or" , Emsio!! (SLM seo") 
A rca DI.:Sc ri pI i 011: _L>l.,~..Jc.::L.2_I-~ f\ ..L~J< [J:.....~,.Lu."~, 'LriU.ll. "Q "'ll.' A . ..L '.\..1'.1.. fA-'..l.1...J..l!.. ' 'L~ 'L __ _ 

YGON Vcgctalion: 'll .. of 
ground covered by: I) E F 

Live (desirable) 
s lcc ics 
·Umh:sirabk (wwuy l 
S )CCICS 

Liller 

Rocks ::. 2" 

TOTAL (above 6 
items Illllsllnl:!! 1 UO'!!,.) 
AD.IUST"]) !.IVE 'll .. 
= Liv.; , 5'!-"UIll.h;sir..Lbk 

5 
5 

co 
·Up to 5% o fllnl.ksir;lbk species anu 0% ofnuxiulis 
weeds may eUlInttuward Adjusted Live 'X •. 
Vegetatiun ('X. live) scurc : 
0-20% - R[ (Reclamatiun Iinprovelnenl) 
21-39 % - VI (Vegc1;Ltioll Implementatiun ) 
40-[00% - M (Munitun 

Species l'n'selll: 
!'OtYGON 

ABeDE. 
~-----+.,;;..,..:::...,::. 

Sheep feso.:ue 

('rested wheatgr:Lss 

Slender whe;ttgrass 

Y d luw sweo.:lc1uvcr 

A1ti.dl~1 

Us~' 0 (OuI1inanl), F (Frel.[lU.'nn. ur [(Infrequent) . 

F 

J Undcsir/no . .,.iolls weeds 

Erosion (BLM Form) 

Surface Liller 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedesl1l.lling 

Flow Pallems 

Rills Depth 

Rills F~4ucIlCY 

Gullies Dcr'lh 

Gullics Frcqucncy 

Suil Movcinent 

TOTAL BLM Scor e: 

BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (En[l'ineerin 

\Vecds I'n'sellt: 

Spullcd kn;Lpwco.:d 

Dalmatlon toadlbx 

Chcatgr.lss 

Baby's brcath 

Kuehi;1 

POLYGON 
A 8 C 0 [ 

lo 
5 

Evaluation) 

POLYGON 
AlleDE 

'I. 

1 

Leafy Spurge I. 

Usc D (Dominant). F (FrelIUel1l). or I ([lIrr~·l[Uelll). 

F 

F 

Other ImES 'l'riggl'r IIl'IIIS 
"' Identify triggl'r areas (using #) un :Iil' phutu'" 

3. Site Ed~l's : Ar .. · ullier ellgo.:s u r the silo.: 
Sigl~alll1Y dirJi:ro.:nt than remainder uf Ihe Sitl'? 
Y N Ichcck applicable ilems) 

lime rock barrier dcposition;11 area 

mure \\'l"cds Sll.'cl'cr slop~' 

increased t'rusion less Vl.'l!l'l:lIiOIl 

o1l"r (,)),A tL :':Ullil'S 

Estima te wid lh uf:dli.:cled edge (in fo.:.::l) 

N 

• Appruximal o.: area ( in slluarc li.:el ) ICD 
• Numb<.' r uf:lreas wi th <.' xl'Useu waste 3 

5. Is Ihero.: evidence l)f: Y 

I bulk sui I r:lilun' 

I subsidcll cl' 

land slumps 

ll. lJarrell Areas: Y N Y 
• At Le:lst 75 n~ • Not a roe{~Hto.:rur 
• Less than I U % 101;11 cover (live & litler) 
Number of b;Lrren areas , -----
Du b;lrrell :LT<:as cover I )Vcr 25"~. of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Cullies (uvo.:r 6" ill ueplh): 

Vl N 
Arc any gull ies ao.:tivcly eroding? V 
Number uf gullies \ 



Add itional Vegetal ion: 

Species "resent "OLYCON 
A II C )) E F 

::c lut 1IDJI't I 
~ 

• 
• rI /Y\ ri"\( I .All J\ "jJ (('1A f)j\ ~ 

'" (VI ~ LI( l -.k, lCfU) +-Y\ 01- r fl /V\ f'..R_ 
rPlrl!-J\( jJA r!. _ ;;I', ~ f} - (\IJ/\ P 
I',£)/I .L.L.J, I" (J, , i' I' , 0 0 

Usc [) ( Domin:lnl ). F ( Freqllent). or I ( Inl"r<.!quenl). 

. : ~ '-" . . \' .... .. • • • c... . . _ .... . _, 



#150 - Colorado S~"" ' ~"" 

--
'-IS - --

a __ == ____ ====-___ Feet 

~ 0 100 200 300 400 



BRES FIELD FORM HWIt(.t P1(Jd,..inU[] Field Ih le: </-'(1i Polygon E"aluation A B C D E F 

lllhV'J *'" At/mill Us/! Glllv ** 

I (c ircle il ll relevant): N~ E NW NE SW SI: 
Vege l,llion (% live) 

Erosion (BLM scm..:) 
h -t.e..sJ.c4J1f\. 

Ulll.k si r/noxiOliS weeus 

Team Mcmbcrs (Circl e your name): . '{ 

Number or Po lygons: _1_ Slope: 0'" 10 10'" A:;pcc 

Area Descriptioll: inJlC.L.& tat Su..tt.Jl.Ltnd.g.~ 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Ollll'r H I~ES Trigger III,'IIIS 

A 8 C 0 E F *Itlcillify trigg ... r ;.tn: .IS (using # ) un llir 1)1\1110* 
Vcgct:.ltiul1: "/" uf I'O LYGON 
ground cO\'crcd by: A II C I) E F 

Surface Litter II" 
Surface Rock :I-

3. Sill' Edges: Arc OUler edges of the s ill: 

Movement sign; licantly difti:rcnl lhal1 n.:m'lindcr of till' Sil..:'! 

Pedestalling ::, y N V (check 'lprlicahk items) 

Flow Pauems "\ 1i1U{, rock hlll' ril' r depositiulI;!.1 ;In';1 

I 
mUTe wi'cds Sll't'lH'r s lupc 

Rills Dl!Pl h 
iI1Crl';lscd l'rus ion It'ss \'l'gt' taliu ll 

Rills Fn.:qllcm:y I gu llies UIlIl' T 

Gullies Depth Ij :{ set (jO'('I\Mt1'1; u1' b"cl<-
Gu llies Frequency 0 Eslimah: width ofatl'-:l'ted edge ( in ti::et l 

Li vo.: Ides irabk l 'fa S leC les 
"'U ndesir;lbk (weedy) S S lceies 

·Nux iuus wceds 0 
Li tler fYl 
Rucks > 2" 3 
H:lrc G round I,,", 
TOTAl , (abu\'e () 

I'" items mus! lul:1 1 J 00%) 

Su il Movcment 3 N/ 
z.", 

4, ":XPOSl' tI Wash' i\1 ;lIl'rial'! Y 
TOTAL BLM Score : • Estil1latcu pi 1 __ 
BlM score: • Arpro ,~i1l1atl' area (in squal'l' !'cl't ) 
0-55'" M (Monitor) • Numbcr o f arcas w ilh e .~poscd W:ISll' 
56- I 00 - EV (En ·ineerin ' Evaluation) 

ADJ UST ED LIV E 'Yo. 'is '" Live " j b-;'UnuesimbJc 
·Up to 5% o r unues ir.tble species and U% of nox ious 
weeds may ct)un!loward Adj us ted Li vc ')I ... 

Vegetation (% li ve) scme: 
0-20% "" RI (Reclamatitln tmpmvcmen!) 

\VCl,tlS Pn'scnt: 
I'OLYG ON 5, Is thcre evidence o f: Y N V-

A Il C IJ " F 

2 1-3<) % - VI (Vl.'gcla tiull Illlptcmclltal ioni 
40- 100% M (Mnnitor ) 

SpoIled kn:lpweed Ix I bulk soil f;lilun' 1:111(1 slumps 

fX 
I subsitlcnCl' 

Ualillaliontoadll:t~ 

Cheat grass I 6, !Jarrcn An'as: Y N / 
13aby's breath X • Al Leas t 75 Ii ~ • Nul ;I rock uul<.: ru ll 

Koehi:1 X 
• less than 10 'Vo. t ~l lal ellvcr (I i\'e & lilter ) 
Number of b:u'fl'n areas 

X --
Thistle DIl barrcll arcas o.: ll \'o.:r over 25%, of allY plll ygoll'! 

IX 
y N 

le:i/y Spurge 

I", I", hi I 7, G ullies (over (," in dept h): 

-P;"Tw I '1''''" I Y N .,/ 

Spl.'dcs "n'Sl' llt: 
"OI ,YGON 

A Il C IJ E ... 
Sheep I,-:sclle Ix' 
Crested whl.':ttgra;;s ri\ 
Slender w healgr.t;;s I 
Yelll)\\' swect~' It) \'er IY 
A II:'III :'1 r-
'j)'~""hbM i 

Arc :1IIy gu llies ao.:ti vci y eroding'? \' N 

USl' 0 (Domin;m1), F (FrcquClll), or I ( Infr t.'qllent), 
Numbcr of gu ll ies 

Usc D (Dumi nalll ), F (Frequent), l,r I (lnli'equell t) . 



CumnH:nls. Additional Vegetation : 

Species '·n·s{,lIt 
"01. \ ' (;()N 

" II C IJ 0: F 

J 

Usc D (Dumi nant ). j-: ( j-:f'l:~llIcnt ). 01' I (Infrc4uc nl). 



/'t1"srt~ 
#1503 - Horn,- Addition 

6 _=-_-== __ Feet 
W 0 10 20 30 40 



('1\0. I 'f)JN ~ '\ ~ \O.)...\'(\ Q.U-\..J \-
BRES FIELD FORM Site 10: Site Name: CC)\()YiL)..alO· Field uatc:~\f~ Polygon ["alu:ll iOil i\ 

, 

II C I) E F 
Team MC lllb~rs (Cin.:1c your mime): nD ~....ri~1 ~'\; 1 r .. ~ .: '! .. " "")}~'_"-"A~d~"~'i~"~U~"~'<~O~'~"~I'_'_'-j_-j_-j_-j_-j_-+_-i 

\ (\ K_ ~:..L,..!. .\:::;~~: ' Y' '·'A ,. ", . J. t I • '.)1-"",::' / ~==gcc:I::,,::::;o:::"-,('Y.:: • .::"::vcc.')_-+_+-i_+_+--+--1 
Number of I)olygolls: _ Slope: U-10...-:.....L Aspect circle all r;;tC1Cvan'II ),~"'NS S W E NW NE SW Sf: 

; ',,;;':- ,' ' ," . . -I I ::E,:.:o::si::o::",,(B::::L::.M::.,::,::o':.:'::i :-+-+--1--11---4--+-1 An::! Description: \.I, (1 \ lo. 1 f (".~ r 
Undcsirino.'(ious weeds 

VCJ,:l'laliulI : % of I'O LYGON 
ground cClvl' r cd by: A " C Il E F 

Live (desiwbk ) 
!:h sncci..:s 

*U ndl.'sir.lble (weedy) "!; sncdc:s 

*No.'( iuus weeds fA 
Lilh:r Z. 
Rocks > :r' 
Ibn.: Gruum.l l' 
TOTAL (above 6 I\i items must 10lal 100% ) 
AU.J UST EI> LIV E ''I.. ~ = LIve 1- 5~~Ul\(ksir.!bh: 

"'U p 10 5% oftlnd~sir:lble species anti 0% or noxious 
w~eds may ~Ollll1 loward Atlj lL SI~·tI Live 'Y ... 
Vegelalion ('!I .. li vc) score: 
U-2u'Y .. - RI ( Reclamalion Improvemenl) 
2 I -J9 % - VI (Vegel:llion Impicmentaliun) 
4U-IOU'Y" - M (Monilor) 

Spel'ies ')n'sell l: 
l'O tYGO N 

A II C IJ E F 

Sheep fescue F 
Cr~stetl whealgmss )( 
Slenuer whe;t lgrass :'> 
Yellow sweelclowr I" 
Alr:Llti.l 

~ I-nl ~LI~ 
'" ~ r (--.ICI-, J.. 

Tj K I'" l<> AG. I 
1-11 J r.\f(j hllJ...f' Ii=' 

Usc 0 {Doll1 in'IIII). F (Frequen l). or I (Infrequent). 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Surface Litter ( 
Surface Rock ? Movement 

Pedestal ling I 
Flow Patterns r, 
Ri ll s Dl.:plh 'f.., 
Rills Frequency '1'-
Gulli~s Deplh '>." 
Gul lies Frequency {-
Soil Mov<.!Il1<.!llt 9, 
TOTAL BLM Score: ~ I 
BLM score: 
a-55 '" M (Monitor) 
56-1 00 '" EV (Enl!ineerin Evaluation) 

\ Vecds I' resent: "OtYGON 
A " C Il I: 

SPOlh:U kn:tpweeu , 

D:llm:ttioilioatlll:lx ... 
Cheal grass 

I 

Baby's brea th I , 
Kochi:l -
Thistle X. 
Lealy Spur1.\e I)<... 

~ J-

Us~ 0 (Oominanl ). F (Frequenl). or I ( I nrr~qu~ Il t). 

F 

F 

Other BI{ES T r iggl'r Itellls 
"' Iden tify trig:,:cr an' as (using #) on a ir [lhlllll '" 

3. Sil l' Edgcs: An: oult.:r ~dg~s uflhe sile 
Sil:l$:Ull lY ditlerenl than r~maindcl' of lhe sile'! 
Y N (check :Ipplkable ih:1t1s\ 

I li llie rud. lurri('r dl'pusi liu ll a l ;Irl'a 

mure w('l'ds I Sll'cl)(.' r slupc 

ill Cl'cas{'d l'r usion 

gu lli('s 

Il'SS vcgcta tion 

o"",mOre '/ea 
, It. jifJ 

ESlimate width or:lnecl~d euge (i n reel) oJ 

4. [xpus{'d Waste Mal~ial '! Y L N 
• E. .. tilllatcd pi I~J r;:..n 
• Apprux i mat~ ar~a (in s4uar~ led ) :./J 
• Numbt.:!r ofare:ts with eXl)Oscd waSI~ t 

5. Is Ih~r~ cviucnce 01: Y ~ N 

hul k soil railurl' I 1:1Ild slu1t1ps 

~ubsidl'" Cl' 

6. BarrCIi i\rl'as: Y ~ N 
• AI Le;tSI 75 n ) ~ ;;:t; a ruck OlllCfl)P 
• L~ss lImn I () % lola I c0,3 (live & liller) 
Numb~r of barr~n areas 
])0 barrc:n :rrt.:!:ts cowr over 25'y', or any polygon"? 
Y __ N~ 

7. Gullil's (0 cf 6" in depth): 
Y __ Np 
Arc any gu ll r~s aCliv<."iy ~roding'! Y 
Numbaofgllllies 

N 



#150N - Colorado Smelter North 
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BRES FI ELD FORM s;" 11), SHo Namo, J P L-/I-" _'9 __ d. A ;dd 'T/115)]8 Pulygon EV:liuaCiulI ,\ H C D E F 

'1\:,1111 Members (Circle your lIaBle ) : "~ - -; - ",C · :1:1 71 . /1 ** Admi" US#! 0,,/1'·* 

NUlllbcrol'l 'olyguns: L Slope: lito-4:) Aspect (cin:~ :111 rclcvJI ): N(; )W E N\V NE SW SE 
Vcgct:lcion ('Yo li ve) 

Erusion (ULM score) Area Description: V" -r" <::: IV'!.. ,,-. _9- c" . .....,.-; oj I :i- ' 
",r.;" q w. l'~ «.7/a>u {,<t/r r,,-:P;:+ ,S ~aa ;:;1 -V Und l..'Sir/noxious wt:cds 

/5/1 

Vl-gclaliun : "/ .. uf ,'OLYGON 
Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Ochl'r URES Trig:":l'r Ill'IIIS 

ground cu\','n'd by: " " C I) E F A 8 C 0 E F " Identify lriggn :In':IS (usill~ # ) on air IIhuto· 

Liw (dcsirabkl Ix Surface Litter -:J 
sno.-cic:. Surfact: Rock 3. Sill' ": dgl'S: An: uuler cdscs llf lhc Sill: 
·UndcsirJbk (weedy) 

0 Movement I signilknllcly dit1i.:rcnl chall rClllainda of thl! sile'! 
s }Ccics 

Pedestall ing 1,;( y L N ( ~h~~k appl i~:tb lc items) 
·Noxious wceus r\ 

Flow Patterns lil1l~' rock harr il'r dcpusitiunal a rca 
Lith.: r 1[- I murc wl'eds sleeper slupl' 
Rocks ;;. 2" r j 

Rills Depth 
I incrcaSl'd erusiun I I less \' l'~cI:llillll 

B;lre Ground ;; Rills FrCljlU';l1cy I gullies )6 011,,·, t1:t!.1:. 'fotl?!l< 
TOTAL (abovc 0 Gullio.:s Dcpth 

/5 items musltot;ll 10()'Y., ) <lr: Gullies Frequency ESlim:lle width o t' ;lffel: ted edge (ill teet ) 

AIUUSTEI> LI VE";' 5C Soil Movemenl X - 1.1\'''' I S~~Unde~' rJh le .& , Ex posed WaSIl' i\latcrial'! Y N 
·Up to 5% ofundesi r;lble species and 0% oflloxious TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated I'll 
weeds m:ty Coullttoward Adj usted LiVe 'J. ... BLM score: • Approxim;lle are;l ( in !U.ju;lre leel ) 
Vegetation (% live ) score: 0-55 " M (Monilor) 

Evalualion' 
• Number of areas with exroscd W;ls te 

0-2U"'" RI (Recl;l1llation Improvement) 56-100 = EvrEn<>ineerin 
2 1·39" .. VI (Vegl:t;u ion Implementation) 

"OLYCON ,{ 40-1 OO'J.~ - M (Monitor) \Vccds I'rcscnt : 5. Is there evidence 1.1': Y N 

" II C D E F 

SI)ccies Present : 
POLYGON 

Spoiled klla]lweed bulk suil fail un' land slumps 
A • C D E F suhsidcnn' 

Sheep 1i.'Scue Dalm:ll ion tuadllax 

Crested whealgl1Lss 7: Che:ttgr;lss 6. Ilarn'n An':I~; Y N X' 
Slender whealgl1Lss (J;lby's bre:llh • At Least 75 Ii- • NOI a rock tlUh: rop 

• Less than 10 % IUlal cover ( live &. lilll· r) 
Ydlow swco.:lcluveT Kuchia 

Number ufbarrcn "reaS 

Alfalfa Thislk Do barro.:n areas l:ovo.:r uvo.:r 25"" Ilf:my polygon'.' 

Lo.:'lfy Spurge 
y N 

7. Gu llies (ll~·' in deplh l: 

Y N 
Arc ;my gullio.:s al: liv..:Jy erlXtin g? Y N 

Usc D (Du min:ulI ). F tFre~luelll). or 1 ((nlro.:quc11l). 
NUIIlb..:r of ~u ll ies 

Usc () (Dominant), F (Frequent). or ( (Inlrequenl). 



Addit'ion~1 Vegeta tion : 

Sileeil's Present 
I'OI. YG()N 

A " C Il E F 

S f7Y'Vls' • 

Usc D (Domin;IIII ), F (Frcqllcll t ), or II InfrCl(lIcIII 1. 



#1511 - La Platta Street 

W La Platte St 

a --c:::::::J~~:===:'!'-~ Feet W 0 10 20 30 40 



.--
BRES FI EL D FORM 5;101 0 :\ 5;le Nallle : 

, • \-• Field Datc:~ 
" 

, TC:1Il1 Members (Cin.:1c your n:1111c): ~_~~~ __ 

Nurnbl:r or Polygons: 1,.. Slope: -C-10__ Aspcc I (!.:in.:!!: all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

An::1 Dl:scriplion: ,A,,",,~~.'~: ~, _-"_~~'-____ _ .- ;) 

Vl'!::l't:llion : "/0 uf 
ground ctJ\'en·d by: 

LMI .;, 

-Noxious w\:cds 

Liller 

Rocks > 2" 

Ban: GnJlIlIU 

I·OI .YGON 
A U C U":F 

-y; \, 

·Up It) 5% of . . ~;lIlU 0% of noxious 
w<:ccls may cUlml low;mJ Adjusled Liw "~,. 

Vcg..:l:lllol1 (u .. Jive) score: 
U·200 .. - RI (l{cc!alll:Ltiun Improvement) 

~il:~;)Il~: -. ~ ~~cgcl :L l ioll Implementation) 

S,Il'cics Pn'Selll : " OL YGON 
ABC O EF 

Slender whcalgr:.lss 

Yelluw swcctcluvcr 

I A 11,,1 ", 

, I. 

V'" ~ 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Surface Litter 1 
• 

Surface Rock 
\ Movemenl 

Pedestall ing 
.', .., 

Flow Pa tterns \ 
Rills Dl.!pth -
Rills Frequency 

Gullies Deplh 

Gu llies Frequency ..... 
Soil Muvement 1, 
TOTAL BLM Score: I,'\. 
BLM score: 
0-55 : M (Monitor) 
56- 100 "" EV (Enr>lneerin Evaluation) 

\ Vl'eds I'reselll: 
POLYGON 

A II C J) E 

SpOiled knapwced ~ " Dalmalion luadl1as ~ -
Chealgr.tss ;:. \: 
B:Lby's breath :5- ~ ... 
Kochi., '- . 
'11l istk >- , 

Leafy Spurge V 
,\~ ,-" '" ~ 

Usc D (Duminant), F (I-'requenl). or I ( Ill frequ .... nt). 

Polygon [vuluation A II C Il ~ F 
.... li t/mill U.\'I! Ollill •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/no.'(ious wCl!ds 

01llt' r BIU':S Trig~{'r Items 
F " Identify tri~gcr areas ( usin~ # ) CHI air II how " 

3. Sill' ":d~l'S : Ar..: oull'r ..:dges ~)rlhe sile 
signiikalllly dilli;renl than rel1lainder or the site? 
Y 2s., N (ehl,."i,:k :lpplkahk itellls] 

liull' ruck h'l rr il' r d CI)Usilional an'a 

11Iore \\'{'l'ds Siceper s lopl' 

incrcascd {'rosiull Il'SS \'egel.lIiulI 

~ullics ~ulher .I 

Estimate width ofaftcetcd edge (in IcCI) I~' 

4. EXIJUsed WaSIl' Matl' ria!'! Y Net 
• Estimmed pi I 

• Approxim'llc area (in square feet) 

• Number of lIr.:as wilh exposed w;LSle 

F 
5, Is Ihere evid..:nl'e of: Y -K N 

bulk suil fai lu n ' laud slull1»s 

~suhsidc ncc 

6. Barren An 'as : Y ~ N 
• AI Least 7S n ~ • Nut a rock Imlcrop 
• Less lhan I U % tulal cuver (live & lilter) 
Number ufb:Lrrcn ;Lreas -': 
Do barren ;Lre:LS cover UVI,;r 2S'~" orany plllygon'? 
YL:,N 

7, G ullies (over ()" in depth): 

Y N '" --
Arc any gullie:; actively eroding? Y N .... 
Number ur gu llies 



Comments . • , la" , j?, r n1" '-", . 
"," '" ~ A '-1.4 v, 75 't. 

Add itional Vegetation: 

• " ... + ,. , 
~ . , , SPCcil'S l'rCSl'lI l 

,'OI.YGON 
;\ 8 C J) E F 

~ 
<, ~ 

• II· , • < " +-'1 • <: ,...< I , 

.. , . , \ \ ~I , 
/'<\\ <.: ''''. " ,,~, "" " 

."..\ " r ~ 0 . , , , 

U:;c D (Dominant). F (Frcqllcnl), or I (In frcqllcn1). 



#152 - Montana 8t & 1-90 

• 

_=~~:==~_",!Feet 
50 100 150 200 



MASTER 
BRES FIELD FORM ( \(,et \\\\llt\ll. "' ":\)'Ie: ~g 
Tl.!'um Mcmbl.:rs (Circle your name): ~c,~,-,::,\\. 
Number o f Polygons: 7.. Slope: ~IO~ Aspect 

ArC:'1 Description: S, .. D.. O"~'"""()\N \c ( 

'Q i. on' lh 7(3,,"'N..l\ , , . 

(circle a ll rdcv'IIlI): N S \VE NW NE SW SI:: 

~ (l Pc. (~ t'v1 ~v..~ ~l~} 2\u~ \-'l\r ~Vil~ 

Vegetation: "I .. or " OLYC ON 
ground con' red by: A Il C D [ F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E 
u;;;:- I ,,:; I"" , , 

1 II" I,,, 
Surface Litter It ." 

Surface Rock 
? Movement 7 

*Noxiolls wccus c:: -l 
Pedestalling .3 'i 

Liller ~ R 
Rucks > 2"' -Z (\ 

Flow Pallems (e \ 

t Rills Do.:rlh '" Bare Ground h." 07 
Rills Frequency \ C'\ 

TOTAL ' 11.,0 I'M ~I . :% 

1 "" 1(' I '- "e,:; " ,. 

Gu llies Depth II C'\ 
Gu llies Frequency Cl r-
Soil Movelllen t ? <: 

*Up lu 5~" of und..:simbk: species :md O'JI .. ofno:odous TOTAL BLM Score: L3 \{ 
weeds lIlay count tow:lrd Adjusted Live %. BlM score: 
Vcgclaliun ("u live) score: 
0-20'} .. - RI (RccJam:llion Improvcmo.:nl) 

0-55 :: M (Monitor) 
56-100 "" pi tEno-ineerino- Evaluation) 

~ 1-39 'J.II -_ ~ (Vcgc,tallun hnplcmcnt;uion) 
\ Vccds ,JfCSCII I: 

,JOL\'GO N 
A " C ') [ 

SPl'l'il'S "rcSl'nl : "OLYCON 
A Il C I) .; F 

Spoiled kn:tpweed .0 In 
. SI~-;;ICSl.:lII: Ie: , , , 

)( "' 
h Dalm:ll ion loadnax 1.. 

Che:Ltgrass K=' \' 
, , II:- 13;lby's breat h X V 

Yelluw swccldovcl' Ic r:r Kochill , ')( 

I Am"n, , ", ' ' Il);slk , 
"". Q ,"~" C R: 

"',., " ", ,",I '1\ "P:~ r;( rn 
'U 

le;lIy Spurge " X 

OI:\L>.'V, \ ,,~'"'' '" I--r \' {:>" ~ -r (>-.. , oj 1\-

ru;;;:o , ; I:T ~, Usc I) (Ol1lnin:IIII ), F (Frequent). or J (Inrrequenl). 

"ol)'gon [ v:l lual ion A " C " [ F 
** Admi" U"'ie 0 "1,, ** 

V..:gd ation (% live) 

Erosion (BlM seon:) 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

Ol hl'r Bltf: S Triggl>r Il l' IIIS 
F *Idell lify Iriggl'r ar(':IS (using 1# ) tllI1Jir plltlw* 

3, Sill' Ed:,:es : Arc outer cLil.!es ur the site 
signilkanlly Liitlcrenlthan n:mainLicr urthe site'! 
y '\ N tdu:ek arplkabk: items) 

lillie ruck lIarri('r ).( dl'posiliull a l ;In 'a 

ilion' weeds Slel'J)l' r Slt ll)l' 

incr{'ased ertlsion 'x. ll'ss \'l':,tel :Ltioll 
:,:ull i{'s ol her 

Estimate width or afli:ch:d cdg~' (in ke1\ 

4, ":xpuscd W1JSI{' I\hll' ri1Jl'! yx N 
• Estimated p i I ~ - '''' • ApPfox imah: afe:l (in sqU:lfe teet) ~S)C) (.) , 
• Number Or:lfeaS with eXl)Osed w:lsle -'-

F 
5. Is there ev i Lien ~'e or: Y N 0( 

bu lk soi l faitun' 1:1111.1 slumps 

subsidl' lIc(' 

6, Ila r r{'11 Arc1Js: Y X N 
• AI least 15 11 ~ • Nlll lI rock oUlemp 
• less th:m IU~ .. tolal euver (live & li tter) 
Number of barren area:- ..3 
Do b:lfn:ll areas !;over lIVer 25"" uf allY polYl.!lltl'! 
Y N X 

7, G llilics (uverll" jn depth): 

Y N -( --
Arc ;my gu llies uelively erodi ng? Y N 
Number of gullies 



COllllllcntso ______ -.-------:-;--------;-___ ---
• , ,,\.r~., ~ l.,,"'-" \0 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Presenl !·OI .YGON 
,\ B C Il I: F 

• l'<\\,," \vJ Il, '\ 'i. 
\l,.p,. ) ~ \\ ." , ~ 

( \ \A \,\,"c, K.S 

Usc I) (DllIllin:1Il1). F lFrClIUCrll). or I ( Illfrcqucnl) . 



#155 - Clark Ta ili 

• 

200 400 

s 

HOLLOW WILLIAM 
& ~THLEENP 

~,:~ 

600 

-• ~ l l·· ~ 
, ',J:"r 

"1"~ .:;; 
,, ~ 

Feel "'b 
800 "? 

pffJ.O 

BUITe SiLVER BOW 

CONI 



BRES FIELD FORM S;It 1D:_ Silc Name: \I " - F iel d Date: 
" , . Team Members (Ci rcle your 1l:lIllC): "~::,,:":!-~,-_~_ 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: _IO_·_~ Aspcc t (c irclc a ll rc lc",mt): NS W E N W NE SW SE 
ArC:l Description: _____________ _ 

Vegel:l1icm : "I. (If I'OL YCON 
ground ctl\'{'n·d by: A B e- D " F 

Er osion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E 
L iw (r.Ic:si rablc) 40 s l !';CU':S 

"Undesirable (weedy ) 
soccics J 

"Nu.'( iulls wcc:ds 3 
Li ller :w 
Rocks > 1"' 

Surface Lilter 
~ 

Surface Rock B Moveme nt 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 12-
'3 I{ ills Depth -

Uare G round 25 
TOTA L (above 6 

Rills FrC:4ucncy i 
G ullies Dcplh " ~ 

items Illusllolal 100%) Gull ies Frequency 
A I)J USTEI> LIVE "I. e 
'" Li\'~ t j":,Und.:sirablc - Soil Movement 'l 
"' Up 10 5% of undcsirabk Sllcc ics and m" ofnuxious T OTAL BLM Score: 5'l-
weeds m:,y count lowanJ AdjuSkd Liw '} ... BLM score: 
Vcgct;Llion (,}" li ve) score: 
0-20% - Rl (Rcc!am:Llion Improvc1l1c:nl ) 

0·55'" M (Monitor) 
56· 100 '" EV-(Emdneerin Evaluation) 

2 1-39 'Y .. - V I (Vcgct:tl iUII Implementation) 
40- 100% - M (Monitor) \ Veed s I'resenl: 

I' OLYGON 
A B e- I) E 

SI)ccics )'resent : "OLYCON 
A " e- II .: F 

Spoiled knapwe..:d D 
Sheep fesc ue 'J 
Crc:sh:d wheat grass I 
Slender whcalgmss IX' 
Yellow swccl(.'towr I 
Alfiil HI I 
, '~I" . , -

Dalillatiu n lOad fl ax I 
Chc:llgr.ls." --
Uaby's breath X 
Koch i,L /. 
Th istle 17 
Lealy Spurge .< 
SO ~ 

--
Usc D (Dominanl ), F (Fn':I.jlLen t). or I (l nlr el.jlLenl ). Usc 0 (Dominanl), F (Frequell t), ur [ ( [ ntre~lucn t ) . 

l' oIYJ.!on E" :l luut ion A B e- II E F 
.... A dmill U,\'I! OtJ/v ** 

Vegetation (% li vc) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcs i r/no.~ ious wecds 

O ther HR.:S T r iggl' r II t' lIls 
F *ltl el1tiry trigger a n'as (using 11 ) un ai r plwto* 

3, Sile .: t1gt's: Arc ou l ~'r cd~~'s ur tlu: site 
significantly di lTcr..:ntlhan r..:mai nd..:r of the si t..:'! 
Y -.X. N (e he..:k arrlicable ih.:ms) 

li nll' rOl:k barric r t1cposit iolla l ;.rc:J 

11I0 r(' Wl"l'ds sll-l" lll'r slopl' 

X,Jnrrl' :Jsl'd l' rosion less "CI!CI:JliulI 

~ gu ll ies (ll lll'r 

ESli m;!te widlh ufani.:c ted edge (in fee L) 

4, Exp(lscd WaSle l\"1all"ri al"! Y N X 
• Estimah:d p l l 

• Approxi mllle area (in squar .. - fee l) 

• Number of areas with exposed waste 

F 
;. Is there evidence o f: Y N ./ 

bulk soil railure land SIUIIIIIS 

subsidcncc 

6. Barr l'o Arcas: Y X N 
• Al LeaSI 75 n~ • NOI a rock uulerop 
• Less than 10 % lulal cover (l ive & liuerJ 
Number ofbarrcn a n:as 
Do barren areas cover uvcr 25u 

.. uf :my IlOlyglll t"! 
Y N..x 

7. Gu llies (uver 6" in dept h): 
y .1.. N --
Arc any gull ies actively erod ing'! Y N 
Number o f gu llies S 



Com men ts,..,-_ _ -,-, ___ -;-_ _ -;-__ -;-______ --, __ _ 
- h, ,.,.",{ Yv.-r>-\A~"V' \1, .... "i,... . ,l' . (' 

Additional Vegetation: 

Spccit'S Pn'scnl 
I'OLYCON 

,\ " C OJ I: F 

" • , i-<"' <., ''.;I ,., ..,. -, 
" ~ ,. v .c' , , - , r 

r{ 7 0 h 
, 

') , "". ". '- "... 

" -c "., - ..... .r,. .. ~ .......... _. . --, . 
J ..J 

Usc D (Dominant), F (l-'rcl.ju1.'nt). or I (l nfrcqucnt). 



BRE~D FORM / . 10 
"T' 

~ 

,~ 

Site I D~:~~"""'-"""a~II~"",: 
~ 

Team Members (Circk your 1I:IlI1e) . ..le.(. "' ...... L"' .... 

-- Field Oate: ~/.o.lI 
:C. 

r l .\" &5"-1 A.~j;_ 
Nu mber of Polygons: _L Slop..: : LO_ lo__ spec! 

An;<I Description: -r:....."... ~ y (f._.:JW=,--_ 

Vl'gclatiu lI : "/ .. uf I'OI ,YGON 
groun d cu \'crcd hy: A " C Il E F 

u,,' 
~~~:;:~ 

, I 
I ~ I\ 

·Undcsirabk (wo.!cdy) 
12 ,nee '", 

·NI):dous wccds 'if 
Liller I,F 
Rucks ;,. 2" oS 

Bare Ground 1/ () eVe(, 
1'00 ; " ,·"", ,," ""'>:,1 

I = ~;:~ ; ,; '"Ll VE ;"" k2 
. ·Uptu 5o/,~ I I L I sp~r.:ic.s : III~ U'~ .. uf noxiuus 

WI;CUS may COllnt lu w;u"J Adjusted LIve 'Yu. 
VcgCI;l l iulI (% live) Sl:Urc: 

U-2U% - Rl (Rci.:lamal iull Impruvement ) 
21-3\) % -. ~ (VCl,;clatiu lI Implementa tiun) 

SIH'cics "rCSl'UI: 
pOI ,VeON 

A " C Il E ,,' 
I Sheep kSC lI l' In 

Cn:slcJ whc:llgr:lss Iv 
Slender whcalgrass II 

I Yellow swcdcluVC l' 10:: 
I\Jlil11:1 I:r: 
.d o l i t ,(ml h : h 

II. i t:.. , « -r 

I U" D , , .1' 
. "' I " 

, 

(circ le all rd~~lt ) N. W E NW NE S\ SE 
.5~'" I v£,p._ .s o.r~~ 

Erosion (BlM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface liner 1. 
, Rock 

I~ I~ 1'" 

Pedestalling 11'1 1,1' 
Flow Pallems 13 
Rills D..:pth 16 
Rills r.'. , 12 
Gu ll ies Depth It, 
Gu llies 

.. 
1:2 , 

Soi l Movement 11) 
TO TAL BLM score: • 

I BLM score: 09' 0.55""' M (Monitor) ~ :US 
56· )00 - EV 

W(,l'ds Pr('scnt : POLYGON 
A II C Il E 

SpOiled kllapweetl III 
J)alll1:ltion load"ax Ix 
Chcatgr:!ss Ix 
13aby's brealh Ix 
Koc h", Ix 
Thistle IX 

I L""y Sp" 'g" 1)( 

I u" D (I , , , F , 
."' I 

, . 

I'olygoll Evalua tion A " C " E F 
** Admill u.,"C Oll/i, ** 

Ve!,;et:.llion (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undt.-s ir/nox ious weeds 

O llll' r Im ES Triggl'r It ellis 
F *Idt'llt ify trigger an'as (using # ) UII air phnlu" 

3. Sil l' ":dgt·s: I\r\! OLrl..:r edgl's uf the site 
signilicalltl?(tli:rent than rem<l intler uf thl' ~i l e'! 
Y N (cheek <lpplicabk itl'm~) 

lirm' rock b:rrr il'r dl'I)Os ilioll:1 1 a rC:J 

more \\'t'cds stl'e per s ltlpl' 

incn 'ased e rusiu ll less vegl'I:lI io n 

gullies o lh cr 

ESlimate wid th uf atli:ch,:d i..'dgi..' (in 1i:i..'1) 

4. Exposl'd Wast(· !\'l alcr ia!'! Y NX 
• Estimated pi 1 

• Appros im;llc arca (in square Ii:d) 

• Nu mbcr of ar..:as with eXlhlsed WOIS lC 

F 
5. Is there n 'idence uf: Y N X 

hulk soil failurf.' I la nd slumps 

I subsidl' lIn' 

fl . Barrf.' n }\rf.'as : Y N X 
• At Lcast 75 n~ • Not a roek 1Il1tr:nlp 
• Less than 10 % lOla I cover (livc & ti ller) 
Number of barren areas ---
Do barren arells eovcr owr 25%. tlfa ny ptl lygull'! 
y N --
7. G ullil's (over 6" in depth): 
y X N -- vX Arc any gu llies actively t,·roo illg'.' N 
Numbcr of gu ll ies .L 



Comments., _____________________ _ 

, 

~-. coJ,J 
(Jv 'iir 

6 .. Y"1 (i """T U -

<r S-rJ); ..........,.'::') t 
k 4 let.... I 

Additional Vegetation : 

Spccit.'s "rcscnl 
POLYGON 

A Il C Il E F 

Usc D (Dominant). F (Frc4UCrll). or I (lnfrcqucnt). 



B RE~D FO RM Site 10_ ,1C..1Ca1Ilj" "1 \ 'V"'A ho 1\ ...p, 1 H.,£il:;a~ -::Lill ,I rI~~P"ol'-y"-'o-n 7.E-",-'lo-,-'\ ;o-n-r,"', --'I=-' --'C=-~I~) --'E~' ~,~. , 
'.r;:: rj I: ~ - ~" .- ~~ ~V( u A dmi/1 Us/! 0 ,,/1' "'-

Tealll Members (Circle your name : '~" .. :.1/Y. I t..J J.~\. - \1Ut'""\)Y'\ '-2-0 (J[!J../Y'-. 
- ' ~ r L . VegcI:Llion (% li ve) 

Number ofPoly£otl s: :"""- Slupc: _I _ to __ Aspect (c in:lc <'111 rcICV;Ult) : S W E NW 1"[: SW SE 

J b I · . J "lll Erosion (BLM score) Area Dcscription: DII) ,r , ') ") ..., _.L't'.-"-jf--__________ _ 

J ~ ~ r-__________________ r-__________________ -=:u~ncdcc~s i=d=n=O='=;O='=IS=" ='=c=ed:'=' ==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::==::::~ 
Vegetation: "/ .. of " OLYCON 
gro und co\'crcd by: A II C D E F 

Live (dcs ir:lbk ) ~?\ snt.:cics 
· Undesirable (Wl.:cJYI a snccics 

"' Noxiolls WCI'US ?5 
Lilh;r J."t, 
Rocks > 2" d-
Uare Ground 1'", 
TOTAl . (:!bov!.: 6 ':fJ ile111s must lola] 100% ) 

AD.l USTE D LIVE: % -10 = Li ve'" S%UlIlksir.lbio: 
"'Up 10 5% ofumJcsir;\bk species and 0% ofnox iolls 
weeds may counl loward Aujusled Live %. 
Vegdalion (% li ve) SCOT": : 

0·10% = RI (Redamation Impruv..:ment) 
21·39 % """ V I (Vegelllliun Implelllent.lt ion) 
40·1 00% - M (Monitor) 

Species "resent: 
I'OLYGON 

A " C I) f: F 

Shel.:plcscul.: r;;:: 
C resled whl.::ltgrass 

Slclll.lcr wheatgr:lss 'X. 
Vdl ow swcctd ovcr T 
Alfall;1 I 
w;-~ r 
~f)L \I' J-:v. , 

u 

Usc I) (Dominanl). F (Frequent ). or I ( In freque nl). 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E 

Surface Liuer (j) 
Surface Rock 

II Movemenl 

Pedestalling 1'-\ 
Flow Patterns q 
Rill s I)epth lJ 
Rills Frt.:lluclICY ~ 
Gullies Deplh q. 
G ullies Frequency I 
Soil Movelllenl ':5 
TOTAL BLM Score: [Of 
BLM score: 
0·55'" M (Monitor) 
56· 100;; EV (Enl!ineerin' Evaluation) 

\ \leeds P rese nt: 
A 

POLYGON 

" C 0 E 
Spollcd knapwced 

[):limalion toadllax 

C healgrass I 
13aby's b r..:alh 

Kochia 1'1 
This tll:: IX 
Lealy Sp urge 

Usc [) (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I ( In frequ..:nt) . 

F 

F 

()tlu.' r BRES T ..-ig:':l'r Ite llls 
*Idelltify tri:.:ger :In'as (using 1#) un air phulu" 

3, Sill' Edges: Ar..: OUler edges or lhe site 
:; igl~,ltllIY lhffi.:rcllllh:1II rem,Lindel' o rth~' slh.' '! 
V , N __ (dleek appl k,lb lc item:;) 

lillie rOl'k barrieT '/., deposlti ullal an'a 

1f.... ilion' weeds 'f.. slt~l'peT siupl' 

r-t- incre.lsed crusio n Y less vegeta tion 

1f- gollies othcr Yl {> ~-:"". 

Estim:ue widlh o f a ncl' led edge (i n ICc!) 

4, E,'( poscd W:l sle i\1:i tcria l'! Y 

• ESlimaleu pi I 
• Approximale area ( in square ICc!) 
• Number of arc:!s with exptlsed W:ISle 

5, Is thcrt.' evidence o r: Y 

hulk so il f:lilur(' 

I subsidence 

1:llId SitllUllS 

6. RaTTen Areas : Y N 1-
• At L..:as t 75 n~ • NOI a rt)ek oulerop 
• Less than 10 % luta l cover ( li ve & liller) 
Number ufbarrel1 areas 
Du barn:n areas cover over 15% of allY po lygon'! 
Y_ N __ 

7. G !lies (ovcr 6" in til'plh ): 

Y N 
Arc any gullies ilcl ivcly eroding'! 
Number of gullies ~ 

N 



Comll1 ~nlS . • iYl N-ll n 0 lA1hl> g.... ' tYi' 1 t'(1 '" Additional Vegetation : 
,) ,,"UJ!~¥'jJAn III rrY(1 '1At/YI1 

- • . 'Y'1.Q J'., \ () .cry) 0 f) tfrl. OP 
0/- rICI), U 

V t 4'.It1 [) .n( 0 r1/[Tn fl. r1 'Y 

Species rreselll 
"OL\,CON 

AH C I)"~ F 

Usc D (Domin:ml). F (Fr':~lucTl I ). or J ( Inlr.:qucnl). 
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f'ji'.> 
BRES FI EL D FO RM Silt' 10:_ Sile Na me: wru te Rver bJ(Il~'iCld Dalt': 1= ·9 j)j) I'olygon E\'alu~lIi(jn 

-= L' I " · . I c·:·,-"A~d~"~"~'""u~,~"'~O~"~/'!:..:·:·-+_--1_--1 __ I-_+-_+---I 
II c D 

Tcall1 Members (Circle your nam..:) : .., u... , .,.,-t . V 'j 1 .......... .- r 

1(9 Vegetat ion (% live) 
Numbcrof Ilolygolls : J _ Slope: LIO~ Aspect (\:in:k: all rck:v:'HlI): N@W E NW NE SW 'E 1-=====:':""--1-+-+---11--1-+---1 

Erosion (BLM score) 
An:;.! Descriptiun: yeS 1!l10Pc..(.. a.Ct a... j(\ t.dlUj<..J :r vlJ{ t 

Vcgt' l:lIiu n: co;.. uf 
~ruu nd C'uwn'd liy: 

Live icksirablc) 
s 'cics 
·Undcsir.!blc (wc.:dy) 
s )ccics 

Liller 

Ihkks ;... 2" 

Bare (iroul1d 

TOTAL (ahove CI 
items mUSIIOI;tIIOO"'\, ) 

ADJUSTEI> LIVE "/. 
a 1.i\'C I 5U "UlldC~H';Jbh: 5 

l'Ol ,YGON 
B CD .. : F 

..::-,....:.:...~ 

·Up til 5" .. ufumksir;lbk SllCCics alld w, .. ufnoxiuus 
wc:crJs nmy cuunt tuw;lrU A(ljuslcd Liw ..... 
Vl!gcl:Hion ("" Ji ,,!:) selin:: 
0-20"~ '" RI (Kedatll;l tion hnprove!llent) 
21-JIJ u .. ::: VI (Vegetation hlll1lemelltation) 
40- 100°.. M (Monitor) 

Species PreSent: 
POLYCON 

I\B C UEF 
I----+~~ 

Sheep li.'seue 

Crested whelligrass 

Slender whe<l tgr:lss 

Yellow sweetclu\'er 

Use D (Dominant), F (Fn':~llh:IU), or I (Infrequent). 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Liner ~ 
Surface Rock 5 Movement 
Pedestalling 3 
Flow Patterns 3 
Rills Depth I 
Rills Frequency I 
Gu ll ies Depth r 
Gu ll ies Frequency 7 
Soil Movement 3 
TOTAL BLM Score : jet 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EVfEnIJineerin Evaluation' 

\\'e~'ds "rcs~'nt : 
I'OLYCO N 

A II C D • 
Sj1Otlt..-<.I knapweed F 
Oalrnation to;ldllax J 
Che;ltgrass t:: 
llab)"s breath )1 
Kochia )( 
Thistle X 
Le:lf)' Spurge y.. 
mu(fwd,( J 

Use D (IJomin:Illt), F (Fr..:quent), or 1 (l nlr..:quentl. 

F 

F 

Undt:sir/noxious wt.."1.:ds 

O ther !Sit ES Tri;':;':l'r Itellls 
*ldl'nt ify tri~~l' r an'as (usill;': 1#) UII air phutu* 

J , Sit~, Ed;.:es: Arc outer e~lges o f the site 
signili9"111y dini.:re!!1 Ih:m renminder of the site"! 
Y V N (check ;Ipplir.:;lhlo.: ilems) 

Iilm' ruck lIarrkr 

more w{'{'ds 

dl'positional an'a 

sl~'~' lll'r SI(jJll' 

I increased ~'rllsiun I ll'ss Vl';':l' la tiun 

I gulli('s 0 1hcr oo u ('f' 
ve~ diUio 

ES1i m:lte widlh I)fulli.:":I..:d edge I in Icel) IS 

~,Elposed Wasl(' i\'I:llni:.I"! Y N V 
• Estim:u~d ['Ill , t .set, cvr;,~ 
• ApprOXlIll;lIe UTell (Ill Sl.lu:,r..: teet) 

• Number orare:ls wilh ,:xpl.lsed w;lste 

5. Is Ihere evidenr.:e uf: Y 

bulk suil failun' 

subsid~' lIn' 

N V 
land SIUIIIIIS 

6. Barrell Areas: Y N .~ 
• AI L.:asl 75 n~ • N~.t a rock uuleru['l 
• Less liI;m 10 ~" lulill cover llive & liller) 
Number ut" bil rren are:lS 
1)1) barren :.Ire:!s C~lVcr uver 25"" uf :Illy [l\llygul.'! 
Y __ N 

~ G UllieS
N
(Ov7ill ~le;I~~ CU '('V\ (\'VM t":> 

Arc :lIIy gullies :IClivdy enxling'! Y N 
Number uf gullies 



Additional Vl'gl'lalion : 

((&moed ;11-/77 i ~al"Qo n eu(u ct.i 11(1 rn 
, I J J J 

L-aad £tl2Jj ' 
SPCdl'S I'resellt 

1'01. YC.ON 
c\ " C U E ... 

G!~~ ~~r .. ttL ~ga~\"%'rt W~X'~~;:2 
ED b: pc<ed W~\1f - 0dJo ceQ-t to SI fe I n OJ 

Us..: D f Domimllll ). F (FrcqLl..:m ). vr I ( lllfn:quclll). 

- Sf'n; ,I wad[; 
) 



\'Y1Q~IH 

#158 - Waste Rock Dum 

.. MULLANEY WILLENE J 

FERRY LANE t! IMITED 

a _-===-__ -====-___ Feel 
W 0 25 50 75 100 (i!J CDIVI 



BRES FI ELD FORM Sloe 1I):i5 lie N,m" 
Tea m Members (Cin:lc your n:ll11':) : _J . \l\ll\t L. 
Number ofl'olygons : ~ Slop!.:: ~IO~ Aspect 

Arca Descri pt ion: ~<.e:\t4\\ Pv..cb. ()~e('\ Col 

Vegetation: ''I.. (I f POLYGON 
gruu lld cu\'crcd by: A " C U >: F 

~::,~L< 1'1'0 
~~.~~i: ~~:i ., 

, 
"YI I" 

·Nox ious weeds " Litter 14 
Rocks > 2" In 
Uar.: Ground I 6 . . . ,,,"',,d, 11m ;; '~';~' 

Itt ;~;:~; ,; 1 

'Ur .; ., "r:';" ""d , '" ",,;;0,;;-
\\Iccd~ may coun! 10\ll;lrd Adjusted Li ve " ~, . 

Vcgt!l ll l ion (% live) scon.:: 
0·20% :: R[ (Reclamation ImprowlllclIl ) 
2 [ ·39~ .. v: :. , Implcmcl1l:lt iulI ) 40,',00% · M 

Spccil'S "fl'scnl: 
POLYGON 

,\ " C J) >: .. 
~li:s(m: \ 

'.'1 
, , IF 

~. wheal grass IF 
Yel low swcclcluvcr I' 
A''',,,,, J:-

~D ( Dom inal1t ). l- , ".0" ,h" , 

~~~l«ll< (l,t Field Date: ].] -08' 
bllmU 
(circle al l rclcvanl)@S ~W NE SW SE 

(tQ..~ Kesl de 0\1 0..\ ". \~Iesl<!.,bol 1-

E rosion (BlM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E 

Surface Litter I 1\ 
Surface Rock .;l Movement 

Pedestalling q 
Flow Patterns I 10 
Rills Deplh I.., 
Rills Frequency L 
G ull ics O<.: plh In 
G ullies Frequency 0 
Soil Mu vement 3 
TOTAL BLM Score: 13'2 
BLM score : 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100- EV (Enn:ineerin Evaluation' 

Wl'cds Pn'scnl: 
POLYGO N 

A Il C U E 

SpoH<.:d kllapweed \ 
Dalrn:llion lOad tlax 'j.. 
Ch<.::ugr..lss IF 
B:lby's b reath '/.. 
Koehi :! i.. 
Thisl!c i.. 
Lc"ry Sp urge )( 

I \.A .. 'L J I' 
P" Ct.,,, \ >-1\0" n I 
(>(\0\ ".~n ",'''',, I 
Us..: D ( DoI~.J;l:ult)~:..[Frequ<.:nl). or I (l nlreqllent), 

I'olygon Evalu;Uion A " C U E F 
** Admin U.\'I! 01111, ** 

Vcgdation l% live) 

Erosion (BLM scor..: ) 

Und..:s ir/noxious weeds 

Ol hcr Im ES T r igger Ill'ms 
F " ldl'Iu ify Iriggl' r :In'as (usinl-t /I ) UII :Iir phulu* 

3. Si te Edgl'S: Arc oull'r ed~es o f the sik 
s ignilicanlly di ni: rent Ihan remainder (lflil e s ile'! 
Y /' N (check ;lPlllieablc items) 

1 li mc ruck hll r rier (il'pusili llll :li :In' :1 

morc Wl'c(h \..-"'Sll'l' IH' r s lopl' 
'V"i ncre:.lsed l' rusion , Icss vc)!ct alill ll 

" gullies I ul hcr 

~~i~ll:~w~lit~r~~~~1 edge (in fee t) 3Q 

,/ .. , Expuscd W:lsI1 1:1I Crb l'! Y N 
• Estirmu.:d pll _ 

• Appruximate 'ITea (in square ti:et} <lDO fj· 
• Nllmber u l" a reas with exposed waste \ 

5, Is there evidelH':<': or: Y N V-
F --

I hulk suil f:J.i1 un ' t land slll lllps 

) suhsidc nce 

6, IJarrclI An'as: V N v"'" 
• At LeaSI 75 n~ • Nut a rock (IutCI'UP 
• Less Ihall IU % total cov..: r( livc & lit ler) 
Nlll1lb..: r ofba m.!11 :l reas 
Do barr.:n ;JTe;JS cover over 25"-;' u f :my rolygl1n'! 
y N --

7, Gullies (OveT 6" ill depth): 
y N ,/ -- --
Ar<.: :lIIy gulljc~ :lcli vely crudi"g'! Y N 
Number uf gll ll i.:s 



C 01l1mcnts , ___________________ _ 

- N f <.(r1 {I w;ed. En r rec cea tt I In Be; \.\ h e lci.s 
000\ wa.ste, 

- N , t orn t y I'll (Iay"- v. M,s')! )\o\(\.. cls'Qha.\t ddrb 1.!1! t-:h 
pi "':l9"d. ~\])r m d'fI 'Q . 

AdditiollOiI VCgl'tOitiou: 

Sllecies I'resellt POI ,"GOi~ 
A " C Il E ... 

Us..: D (Dumimml l. F !Fr':llu':l1l ). or I tlnfr.:qu':I1t). 



rY ) US-I-8 f' 
#159 - NW :--, \/n 

/ .' 
a _-==-_"::::=::::JI!'_IIFeet 
~ 0 50 100 150 200 CDM 



~I('o ; 
BRES FIELD FORM Sit~rln: ' itc Name: _, _ ~.D-v-'1l\Q... Field D:llc :~ I'oln~on Evaluation 

- \ I "1 ** Admin u. .. e 0",., ** 
T \:;1111 Ml!lllb\!rs (Cin..:h: yOllr ll:tllH; . _ a _ _ .vln!:..J L ______________ _ 

-- Vc~c la l ion (% live) 

\) II c F 

Numbe r u r l'o lygol1 s: { Slopo.:: __ 10 Asp ...... t (c ircle a ll rCkfr"l1t),: N S W E NW NE S W S I: 
- I G I l (' 'Jd t.. .r Erosion (BLM score) A"" D""ipl ion: _S~Uf>i~oa t')~. ~ "Ll- 5...:. ,,;.c.c _ _____ _ 

J Unclcs ir/noxiutLs weeds 

Vl'gCl:lIiulI : ·1 .. uf "OLYCON 
ground co\'cn'd hy: ,\ U C I) E ... 
LIve (dCSIr.Lbk) 5: :>l'l1.!Clc:. 

·UmJc:-,irablc I weedy ) I sllccic:. 

*Nux luus weeds I 
Li ller 

Rucks > 2" 

Hare.' Gruund 'I 
TOTAl. (abuve 6 

ICD items l1Iu:->l lo1al lOU",,) 

AI)JUST"~ I) !.IVE % 
51 - Ltv!; t 5" ~Unlk~i"..l bh: 

· Up II) 5"" of undcs ir;lblc speck s amI O'} .. urnux iolls 
weeds may (;UUlll luw;mJ Adjusted Live " ... 
V.:gcl:uiUIi ("" live ) :.cur.:: 
U-:W" u - R I ( Ih.-c lamatiun Improvement) 
21-31) lOr .. _ VI (Vcgl:lallun Imp1cl1l l.'lllaliun) 
_.0_100" .. _ M (Munnur) 

Spede!> I'n'sclIl: 
POLYGON 

" U C I) [ F 

Shc~'r fcse w.: .( 

Cn.:sh:u w hc;llgra:.s '\ 
Slender whcalgrass 

Y d low swecldO\'er .L 
Alt;LltiL 1\ 
, , ,1 R l --

~ 

Usc 0 (OOllLlI1al1\). F (Frequent). or t (I nfrequent ). 

~----~----~==========~ 
Erosion (BLM Form) 

Surface Liner 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Pauems 

Rills J) ... pth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullio.:s Fro.:queney 

Soi l Movement 

A 

/ 

)( 

x 
x 

TOTAL BLM s, ... , 111 
BLM score: 
0·55'" M (Monitor) 

POLYGON 
BCD E F 

56-100 "" EV (Engineerinl.! Evaluation) 

\Veeds I~rcsent : 

Spoiled knapweed 

Dalmatiun to:uJllax 

Cho.:;tlgrass T 
Uaby's brealh 

Kuchia )/ 

Thistle 'X 
Lo.:afy Spurgo.: X 

I·OI .. \'GON 
neUEF 

Uso.: D (Dumin:ml). F (Fretluenl ). or I (Infro.:4w:nl). 

Othi'r IJIU:S Tri:':;':l'r Ill'IIIS 
*ldi'Ulif)' Iriggl'r :Jrl':LS (using /I ) lin :Jir phllltl* 

3. Sill' Edges: Arc outer ~'dgcs !If the si t ... 
signi t; ~'a ntly lIini: r~'lIt th;l l1 rC Lllai ndcr o f Ihc s ite"! 
Y >< N (ehed. ;Lppl ieabk it l,.·ll1s l 

lillie rock barril'r 

ilion' wi'eds 

X inercased crusio ll 

gullil's 

dl'l)()siliullal a'"i':J 

sleepl'r ShiPl' 

X Il'SS Vl';':l'lalioll 
olhl·r _____ _ 

Estimate willth o ra lTeeted edge (i ll tc et ) 

4. EXJlosed W:lste Materia!"! Y 

• Eslilllaler.i pi I 
• Appru:< imat ~· area ( in Mlu:U"~' Ii:~· t ) 

• Number ufa r..:as with ..:xposed waste 

bu lk soil f:Jilun' 

subsidence 

I:Ind slulI1l))' 

6. is:JrrCII An'as: Y N X 
• At L..:asl 75 n ~ • Nul a f\)e~ outcrup 
• Less Ihan JO u~, lutal cuwr (l ive 8:. titleI' ) 
Number urbarr..:n area~ 
Du barren areas cliver uve r 25"" of:my polygu l1 '! 
Y N 

7. Gu ll ies (O\j 6" in \h:pthl: 

Y N 1. 
Arc ally ~ullic:-; :Leli vciy erllding".' Y 
Numbcr of gullies 



Commentso, __ ~ _________________ _ 

. ! pa lj 30 !\ 

• 

Additiona l Vegetatiun: 

SPloloiloS I'nosc tl l l'OI .. YGON 
A II C " E ,.. 

I 
, 

• • 

,~A .+-k <,,~ "A +r ," ; +_ r~ rl , (Y> _ , ,., -\ 
~ _ __ ~ J Usc D (Dumill:!lIl ), r ( Frcqllclll ). or I ( 1Il Ih:qllCIll). 

--;q -rJ,~ s L I) J., J 



· .Jicate Dum 

a ... -=~_--====.-.-_~ Feet W 0 50 100 150 200 



~C::::::~ __ =:==7.'~~Feet 
50 100 150 200 

J" .. " . ... ia l CDM "-' 



a _-===-_-==:::liII __ Feet 
~ 0 50 100 150 200 



BRES FIELD FORM Site (1): Site Name: !1 l.~ &.' Field Date: 
.r/,h. 

", w' \ T t'arn Mc:rnlk-rs (Cirdc your !lam!.'). :1 ...... , ~ l-r. ( 

Number of Polygons: .L. Slope: .L.lo .20 1o Aspe:cI 

An:a Description: .5:\-... iN Il ", oIM f (0'" 

<1-.-1. l..,r.j , ,- A , ,I..., 
leird\;' all rele vant): N S W E NW NE@JSE 

N 1'6 '- .. • . ,1 z; ( ..,./J" 
'1,"1 

1 

Vt.'gclation: % of POLYGON 
ground ("Ol'crl'd by: A 1\ C Il E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Li ve (dcsirabk) 

br I~ Ml\!cicl\ ?Jl 
* Undc.l> irablc I Wl!cuy) 

'\ 130 M)Cdl'~ qO 
' N\lxitlu~ weed ... 2- r4.; I D 

Lillt' 1' ~O 7 I~ 

]{o l,.'k s > 2'" > .) " 
B,II''': Ciwunu 'S 11 0 !" 
TOTAL (al)ovc () 

1'"0 ih.:IIlS must IIIHI] lOOt'" ) 00 0' 

Surface Litter 1--., 1- '3 
Surface Rock 

I Movement l. 2 
Pedestalling Iv, It) (,; 

Flow Patterns :2- I,., '2. 
0 ]{il1s Deplh ').. I 

rY Rills Frequc"IIl'Y 0 I 

G ullies Depth a (~ c) 

G ull ies Frequell!.:Y 0 r) 0 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

13~ I, ('" Il( - Live + YJ Unucsi l':lhlc 

' Up 10 5% ti l' undcsirahk spcdcs and orA. II i ntlxitlu:. 

So il MIlVl.' lllcnt 11 ( 1,+ 
TOTAL BLM Score: I; « I( II-l 

w\!cd:-o may 1.:OUI1I loward Adju:.\cd Livl,.' %. BLM score: 
VCJ,!clal ion (IX live ! S(orc : a-55 = M (Mo nitor) 
U':W l',( = RI (KCI,:I:.lIl1al illll lmpwvcm.:nl ) 56-100 = EV (Enl.!ineerin ' Evaluation) 
:! I· ]Y t'A = VI t VCJ:!clal itlrl IlI1plemelllalion) 
.J()- J(XI'l = M IMunilllr) \V1.'Cds I~r<..~nl : 

I'OLYCON 
A U C I) Ii 

S,>t.'C iI..'S 1·r(.'SCIII : 
I'OLYCON 

A 1\ C Il E F 
Spoiled knapweed [) F: I. 

Sheep fCM: UC I Ix' 10 
Crc!<.h:d whcaLgnl!\!\ 0 I v :r. 
Skndcl' whc;l l g l'a.~l!o F I", T 
Yell !\w sweeld! \\'er .I y R 
Alfalfa -r )( I 
, , . I .1 1[\ 

(" ... It ......... ) 

Dalmatilln !!l,ld tlalt T 1-:' X 
C healgra.,s ~ Ie 10 
Baby's brcath X )c rx 
KOI.:hia >< " X 
Thistle X y X 
L.:al'y SI)Urgc ~ Y' IX' 

I a "'- IT. . >. 
vo 

Usc D (Do minant ). F ( l:re( luent ). !\r J ( Infn.:quenl ). Usc D (Dtllllinant). I: (Frequcnt ). I l l' I (Infrcquent ). 

Polygon E valua tion A 8 C 0 E F 
•• Admin U~'e Oil/V ·· 

Vcgcl:ll ion (% live ) 

Erosion (ULM Sl;tlrC ) 

Undesir/noltious w(.'"Cds 

O ther UKES Trigger IknlS 
F · Idcnt iry trigger :trl..':lS (using # ) u n :Iir phuw* 

.l S ite Edges : Arc !\uter cdgc:. (,f lhe silc 
s ignifi~: alltly dilTer ... nt thall r"'l1lai nder nf Ih ... . ,il"'? 
Y - )L N _ _ (dICd .. appl il'abk ite lll:.) 

I lime rut:k b:lrriel" deposiliolllil : II"C:I 

mort.' wl'Cds 4 ) (<') X stecpcl" slope LA) 

X. increastd crosio ne,) I less veget:ltion (C.) 
.~ I gullics I ulhel·J!.!dYl' HQ 

Estimate width o f affe!.: ted edge l ill t"e ... t) _ _ 

4 . Exposed Wasil' !\'I:lterilil'! Y-X_ N __ 

• Est im .. ted pH~ • ,..j.l.... G 

• Apprnx imate are,l (in :.qu:m: feetl UQ_ ( i!-
• NumtX' r 1\]' ,Ire:l:' Wilh expused w .. ~ te p6~,tL .... a 

F 
5. Is there e v iden~:e uf: Y_ N-¥ 

bu lk suil railurc Illud s lumps 

subsidellce 

6. Rarrt.'n Areas: Y ~ N __ 
• Al Least 75 n! • NOI a rod.. outcrop 
• Less than 10 °1. tot:ll cover( li vc &. lilh:r) 
Number !ll" IlOInen .. rca:. - - -
Du barren .. rc .. :. l'u Ver (Iver 2Y',f HI' ,IllY po lygHn"! 

Y..kNJL Pol~ l'~ ~ 0..1·" iii vJ .v 

:. r oll 

7. Cu llil.'S l:g" in deplh ): ( 
Y __ N 
Ar ... any gullie~ at.·ti vcly e l"l l(ling"! Y -- N --

L) 

Numbc!" o f gull ies ___ 



Commcnts •. _____________________ _ Additional Vegetat ion: 

SJX!dcs )'resent 
)'OI.YGON 

A " C )) E F 

" A "- .I! p<!y=l.> ....... ~ ,; I-
....... ,'/ L., * , ... ,,1: 1'6c at 

I 

dCtjl.: " ,- , 
.. L3 0 

tt C .=. E. 0 d: 6+ 

• 

• 
UM! D (Domin;ml ). F (Frcqucml. ur I ( Inrrcqul'nI ). 



{II ,~( 
1-°",1> 

#1625 - Black Bird <'u rJ.-I'"h 

EoVIwrJs 
A. = w.·~ cD.n.;4t 

B :- ., .......u.( ~~ 

u & .• ~ ~I~tlfl 

~ 14 ·.! " 

~-=~~_~====:~ ___ Feet 
100 200 300 400 

-~, 



(11 
BRES FIELD FORM Sill.' 10: Si ll.' N;lIuc: PJr..J",ofr/ 3"t'~:l'f''J-5-Q~ 

_n 1. II i( ", Team Members (Ci rde yuur n:Hm:):~n J C.:r 
Number o f Polygolls: ,l- Slop<:: -D-,lOJn Asper.:: 

A n.::! Dcs(,ripti on: • c;.U;; if d ,n sed" IS/. 
t dirr,; 1!.: ~ll rd'd~nt): N S W E ~W NE@E 

':l: l 'ac. (Ie. 111:( r 

Vl.'l,\cl:.lIiun: "I .. ur l'OLyeON 
:.:round rU\'cn :d hy: A " C n E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Li ve (desirable ) 33 sncl;ics 
·Um!.:sirab k (weedy) (0 
snccio.:s 

-Nox ious w..:cds 

Surface Lilter 1 
Surface Rock 

S' Movement 

Pedestalling 

Li ner 4 Flow Palterns 

Rucks ;,. 2" IrJ Rills Dr.:plh 

B:m: Ground )( Rills Frl!quetlcy I~ 

TOTAL (:I!>lWC 6 
~o:: items must 101:11 100% ) 

Gullies Deplli <-
Gu ll ies Frequ<:nl'y 

ADJ UST ED I.IVE % 52 - Li ve I 5i}"Uulksimbk 

·Up 10 $% ofundcsirabh.: specks ,l1u1 0% ufnuxiutls 

Soil Movement 2 
TOTAL BLM Score: 14'1 

weeds may COtlll! Iowan.! Adj usted Liv.: %. BlM score: 
VC!;Clalio li ('Vo, li ve) scur.: : 
0·20% - RI (Recl amation Imrmv<.:IIlI,:IlI ) 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56- 100 - EV (Em!ineering Evaluation) 

2 1-3<) % : V I ( VcgcHlliulI lmrkmclll :uioll ) 
40- 100% "'" M (M .. mihJrl Weeds l'rescnt: 

POLYCON 
A " C I) E 

Spl'cit,S l'reSt' lI l: 
)'OI.YCON 

" " C 1) E F 
SpOiled knapww d :r. 

Sheep fe sclle J.. 
Cn:sh:o WhCal~r..LSS 0 

Da lmat ion loadllax :r 
Chr.::![gr:lss ~ 

Skndcr whc:ngr:tss -t Baby's breath 

Yellow s\w cldovcr Kochia 

A II:rlf:1 ~ This [1r,; 

Le;rry Spurge 

Usc I) (OOl11ill:lI1l ), F (Frequcnl), or I (Infre'luelll ). Usc D (Dominam). F (Fr":ljlll.!llI) , or 1 ( Infrr.:~luelll ) . 

Polygon E\'alualioll A " C I) E F 
.... Adm;'1 U.~e 0 11/)' .... 

Ve£':ludon (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/nox ious weeds 

Ollu'r I~RES Tri~~er l!ellls 
F fr lth.' lIlify Iriggl'r :In'as (us ill :':' /I ) 1111 air I'hl)lI," 

J. Sill' t-: dl!es: Arc uUh,:r cdgcs u f.h <: Si lr.: 
s ignilic:II1[ly difli: rr.:J1\ [lw l1 rr.: llwil1lkr uf[ hr.: si [r.:? 
Y X N (check :[ppli r.:ilbk items) 

I Ibm' rur.:k barrier IX dl'illisil illl\:11 :In'a 

I lim n' wl'l'd .~ I Sll'l'per SIIlJl l' 

~ increased erosion I less \'l'l!l'I;ll illll 

I gullil's I Illher 

ESlinwle widlh of ;lIre r.: ted edgc (in li:e1) 

N\ -I. E~llOSl'd W:ISle r.'7l' rial'! Y 
• ESlim:llI:ll pll 

• Appruxiu1:IIe :lre:1 ( ill squ:J1'e Ii:c[) 

• Number o f ~re:t s wit h cXI',osed waste 

I;' 5. Is Ihere eviJenc..: of: V NI;: 
I I bulk soil railurl' I land slu mps 

I I subsidelln' 

6. Il;)rrell Areas: Y-X: N~ 
• Al L,,:;!sl 75 n~ • Not a rm:k outcrop 
• Lc:ss thiln 10 % to'il'l'ovef,'i v..: & lill..:r \ 
Numb..:r o f barrell :tr..:as 
~o b;lr~l..:as eov..: r I)\'..:r 15u ~, of ,my pl..l lygun'! 

7.l cs (ov..:r6" in dr.:pth): 

V N vA' Ar..: any glllli..: ~ al'li~rOditlg,! N 
Numhr.:r of gull ir.:s 



COl11l11cnt s, ______ ______________ _ Additional Vcgetation: 

S,'l:dl'S "nOSI:II I 
,'OI.YCON 

A " C J) E F 

USI: D (I)omimll1t). F (FrI:4 I1cm). or [(Inth.:qllcm). 



#171 - Blaine Center 

• 

• 
WALKERVilLE CITY OF 

• 



BRES FI ELO FORM s;,. Il!'~~" Nam., t3c~rlf~~~F'd~ IlaIe, 1-g-02 Po'y.on E,', ',,";on 

~~ L --~ , _·c·cc,'"d"n"n""~U"".,Oc,,'I'I'C·C·C-t-__ +-__ ~ __ -+ __ -+ __ ~ __ ~ T"':lIn Ml: lllblo; l"S (Ci rcle VOUI' 11 :11111.:): _ 0 :Llti..../l&.o....JI!\. r-

L . V~gl:l a l ion (% live) 
Nurnbcf uf l'uIYHuns: _ Slup!.!: I __ Aspc!.:1 (ci ..:h:: .L1 1 reli.:vant ). N S W : NW NE $W SE f--===.:.;c'-'--"--~f----f--l--+-+--l---1 

'I c Il .. 

A n::! Dcst.:ription: _ __ _O(/fOJl .. 'Q<-_____________________ _ ~
. ~ Erosion (BLM scure ) 

• r-__________________ r-__________________ -==u~nc~c'~'=; '=/n=O='=;=<I=II='=w='=" :d:'::::::::::::::::::::::::==~ 
Vegt' t:t t itJl1: "I., or I'OLYGON 
ground clt \'cn'd hy: A " C Il E F 

Live (dcsirabh:1 llO 
~I>cci ~':' 

"'Umk:-i rablc (weedy) 
»')1,''':1..::. 

"NO,'l:I\JUS '\'cells 

Liller 4 
Rock:; > ::!" 

Hare Grouud l. 
. 

TOTA l, (:lb!.w.c.' 6 
100 ite rlls JIl lls t Illla l W()"t,.) 

A D.I UST ED !.IV": "/ .. tjL - I.IVe t .so ~Um.lc:'Ir:lbk 

"Ur 10 5" .. or ulH.h:sir:lbh: :o.pccil.':r. :md U': .. uf noxiulLs 
wccds may ":UUIlIIu\\:lnIAiljul> h:J Live Qu. 

Vegetation (U" live) seore: 
U-2U" .. - 10 (lkd:ul1ation Imr mwrnent) 
2 1-JI) U, .. - V I (Vegetation J rnplenh.:nt :u io n) 
-IU· I UU'~ .. M (Moniturl 

SI},'cit,"S I'n's~' nl : 
PO LYGON 

" Il C Il E F 

Sheep Ji.:)cue )( 
Crested wheat gmss Ir) 
S lender whealgl'ass ;( 
Yd luw sweeteluver X 
AIJ:LJJ:L I-

Use D (Dumin:1IlI), P (Pre~JlLcn l), Ilr I (lnlre4Llent), 

Erosion (BlM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 [ 

Surfllce Liner X 
Surface Rock 

I Movement 

Pedestall ing I. 
Flow Pallems .3 
Rills Depth C') 

Ri lls Fre'lln.:ney 0 
Ciullies Depth a 
Gullies F requency '0 
Soi I Mo wmenl '; 

TOTAL BlM Score: IPI. 
Bl M score: 
0-55'" M (Monilor) 
56·100::;: EV (En(!ineerin EvalUlI.tion) 

Weeds I' r es,'ul : 

Dalmaliun 10adl1:1,I; 

Che:ltgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kodua 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

A 

11' 

11: 
x 
Iy 

IX 

,'OLYCON 
II C D EF 

Use D (Duminant ), I' (Frequenl). ur I ( Inrre{ltLelll). 

.,. Sil,· I-: dgcs: An: Ullter edges o f the site 
signi lic.mlly di ni.:rel1t tha n rem'llmler o f the Sitl"! 
Y N (check " ppl lc:!hle itellls) 

linn" ruc k h:lrri,'r 

)c. murt' \\'l'cds 

d ,' posil iun :11 :In':! 

sh','p,' r s lup" 
X· incn';ls"d crl),~ion 

I-!ulli,'s 

I,'ss \" 'I-!,'I:lI;un 
o llll,' r' _________ _ 

-I. Es puSf.'d W:lSh' l\'J~i:ll"! '! \ / N 
• ESlimated r l l '1\ ~ .A 
• Approxi m:llc afca (i n S'luare fed) /00 
• Number of areas wi lh e>': I'Io.)sed wash,: I 

5. Is therc evu.knce of: Y 

bulk stli l f:lilun' 

s uhsiti l' nCl' 

lanti li lulI\)ls 

6. Harn'n /\ r cas : Y Y. N 
• At Least 75 n! • Not a 1\)1;' 1.. Il ll lcmp 
• Lcss than IU '}u tutal cllver (live & lill er) 
Number ufbarren area." !J 
Du b:lrn:n areas cov .... r IJ v~5"o of any polygun'! 
Y N X 

7. G lilli l's (over 6"" in depth ): 

Y N Iv 
Arc allY gul10s a .... tivd y \.'I'lxling"! Y 
Number uf gu llies 

N 



COll1ments . ______ ______________ _ Additional Vegetatio n: 

I I. 
~ (-,l -t "-<. sJoft._ r= M 

Species ')resl'lIt 
I'O I.\'C;O N 

A n C 1l E F 

r' . a 'n « 
~ J r. ,~r, _. 1 ) Jo ofi 

-n j..p. .LI. .:::; "7' -r ,,-, "2' .+ l' 1/ '.., ~ '" -rJ 
~J J-

U:.e D (DuH1in:Lnt). F (Fn':L1uentl. ur 1 (lnfrcllllcru). 



#172 - Caldol . .A T 
..,,---';" 

_ !Feel 
o B 16 24 32 40 



BRES FIELD FORM SHe IJI ~"" 

Ar~;l D~s(:rjpljon : l:Elt;Jg; 

Vcgetation: % or 
ground co\'ercd by: 

u;;:- .' 
" 

*Undl.!s il':lblc 
" 

*Nuxious weeds 

Liller 

j'OLYGON 
All e DE 

(0 It:; 
lit=-. 
o 

R01.:ks >~.. I 
Bare Ground IlL n 

" Up [ll 5% III' I "I ~ll% {lrl 

weeds 11l;IY cuunt loward Adj us[cd Liw %. 
Vege[atiun (('/0 livc) SL'llrc: 
(),2U% = Rl (Rcda l11alill ll Improve ment ) 

I ~ .I .. ~:. ~" = V ~ ~;egc.(a l ill ll 1Il1 plc mental i\1 1l ) 
l --Itl· I!KI'Ib _M I 

F 

Species I'resc nl: 
A 

POLYCON 
n e ll!.:F 

D 1 

Slender whc:tlgr;I1'>S p 
Ye llllw swel.!ld llVC1' 

Usc 0 (Domillant ), F "I" J. ur 1 (1 " [ " 

: "1f\ i (\1'.(\ r 
If) ~llra'CQ~~ . rf--I." i)(1'l () 

F:J:nll '(\:lVr'~~~fE rh ~VW SE 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter rIO 
, Rock a~ 

Pedestal ling ~n;: 
Flow Pa[(erns ~ a ~ 10 
Rills DCPlh H 7 
Ri lls FreCJ uency [7; 
Gull b l:kplh '1 
Gull ies .) 
Soil Muvement [d: 
TOTAL BLM Score: R.~ I L 

I ~t;;, M (Mon;!o,) 
I _ EV ; I ; 

Weeds I-n.osenl: POLYGON 
A 1\ C II E 

Spll11ed knapwcecl :> 15 
Da lm:ll ill llllladllax '/.. , I I" I , II=" 
l3:Lby's bre;llh :r 

I Koch;, I- IF-
~ 1')( 

Leafy Spurge N.. r:: 
IIY\{)[YI"\ r \/. n 1: 4.-

I U" D( , , .1' ,. lIJ. or I I 

P~Ix.;on Evalua tion A B C D E F 
. I Use Oil/II .. 

~Vcge ta [ion (% li ve) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Und\!sir/noxiuus WL"Cds 

Olher BRES Trigger Item ... 
F "' Identify trigger areas (using # ) un air photo" 

3. Site Edges: Arc Iluter edges (I f the ~i l c 

Sign~>lnt IY different [h'JIl r~·m"illdt.:r of Ihe Si ll''! 
Y N __ (dlC1.:k applkil l)1t: ill:msj 

lime rock barrier I depos ition:11 area 

'f... more weeds I steeper s lope 
1(... increased erosiO Il less vegetation 

gllllil'S I olher (\\\~ 

E:;; lirmllc wid th Ilfafl'l"clcC! edge (i llli:cll __ 

4. Exposed W:lslc Material ? Y __ N+-
• bl ima led pl-l __ 
• i\pprnxima l ~' area (in ";(Illa!'e feel) __ 
• Number of areas with ~'xp\lse(! waSle __ 

5. Is lhere cv idcllL'e HI': Y N+--F --
bulk soil railun' l:Jnd slumps 

subsidence 

ft. BarrClI Areas: ~ ~ N 
• AI Le,tSI 75 n~ . 01 a rod . olillTOP 
• Less Ihan )0 \I~ 10lal C(lv~3e & liller) 
Number nl' barren ;m.:as 
~I bar~~as covel' llWl' 25th of any I)lllygoll'! 

7. G ull;,~ 'J;" ;" "" " h), 

~re any :Ullie. ;telivdy emding.? Y -- N --
Number lIf gu ll ies ___ 



Addit ional Vegetation : 

Species I'rl'St' nl 
I'OLY(;QN 

A " C I> I~ F 

• 

. \ \ co 

Usc D (Domin:ml). F (Frequent). ur [ (Infrequent). 



#173 - Garden Street Area MArrEL 7. " .010 

~-=~~_~===-__ Feel 
50 100 150 200 ~l CDM 



BRES FIEL D FO RM s;,. 11>:11+5He Name: ] "f.faJo 0ou.th-_ Fkld Ihle: <- /0 -0 8 
T~arn M~rnb~rs (Cin.:1c your !latH!.!): _::L....!i1Mlt I 
Numb!.!r of Polygons: 2.- S lope: __ '0__ Aspcl: 

. K.dmer 

An;a D!.:scriplion : ktwe.w_ kS.u.ffaJ,Q St . : ~ 
I (cin.:lc a ll rcil:v'lI1t): ~V E NW NE SW@ 

~t." 

VC~Cla l io ll : "!. of " ( H.YGON 
:;ro u lI (I cuw n 'd b)': A II c: " E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 [ 

Li ve (I.lcsir.lblc) 
35 15 s'lCr.: iCl> 

"'Unucsir.lbk [w':clly) 
l-=t sllC~'ics ?JJ 

·Noxitlus weeds 10 1-
Liller I? ~ IS 
Rm'b > 1" ~ ~ 
B'Il'\.' Ground 10 '40 
TOTAL (above () 

I"" I'" ih:ms 1I1USllol:II IUO",,) 

Surface Liller IR 3 
Surface Rock 

2 Movement Ii 
Pedestalling 1'1 q 
Flow Patterns "I 11 
I{i lls Deplh L. .3 
Rills FrCl)w.:m:y 17 5 
Gull ies Deplh 0 0 
Gu ll ies Frclluellcy 0 0 

A I).J UST t-:l> !.IV": % 4o w - Live I 5"~U!1\.k~irolbk 

'" Up IIJ 5"" of UlH..k simbk spedes and 0':" or lIoxitJus 

Soil MOVClllel1l 3 11 
1."'1. 'i 5'! TOTAL BLM Score: 

wccus may cmmlloward AdjuSh.:U Live "". BLM score: 
Vc),;claliun (% live) score: 
0-20" u - R I (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56- 100 "" EvrEn ·ineerinl! Evaluation) 

2: 1-)1) % - V I (Vegetatlun [mpk-mentallun) 
-10-100" .. M (MuniIUl') Wl'l'ds l-n'Sl'ul : 

I·O I.YC O N 
A " C () >: 

Spt'cil'S }'reSt' lI l: 
" OI.. \ 'C OI\' 

A Il C 0 .: F 
Spotted kll:LpweeJ I -I 

Sheep '<:scu..- 1 I 
Crested wln:atgrass h 1\ 
S lender whc:ll£rass I I 
Yellow Swo:clcJu \'er X IS( 
AII;L1lh I I 
~o...cl ... 1,1". I ~ F 
I,: ,. " I IS<' 

Daimaliull loadllax I I 
Che:Llgr.lsS F F 
Baby's bre;llh 15< X 
Kochia Iy 'X 
Thislle X X 
Lealy Sp urge x: 'f.. 

AbS",n l-v- Worm"" V r>< 
I ~ C>.I . o...fu I I 
l'Klnrl - f.1. ~ Ix I 

U:;e D t lJull1hWI1I), F t I' re'llIel1l). ur I (I nfre~tllenll . Usc D (Domin:1I11), F (Frl.!quellll, or I ( 1 Ilfre~lucnl). 

Pu ly~un Evaluatiun " " C Il f2 F 
** ;ldmill U.W 01111' ** 

Vegc\al ioll (% li ve) 

Erosion (OLM :;core) 

Undcsir/nox ious weeds 

Other UlU :S Tri:':~l'r Ill' IlIS 
F *tdelllify Iri~~l'r an'as ( lI ~ ill :': #) U II air IIhll lll* 

3. S ill' Ed gl'S: Arc mller ellge:- of Ihe :. il e 
s ilOni tieanlly ditl;"n:nl Ihan rem;limler of Ihe !'o lle'! 
Y v N (check applic'lhle ilem:.) 

lillie rod; h:ITI'ier IkPIISil iulI:11 :11'l':1 

V llIun' wel' tls Sh.' i.'pl·r SltlJll' 

illcn'asl'd l' rus itlll ........-1l·SS \'l'),!l'I :lliuli 

g ulli l'S tit II l'I' 

[slim:lle widlh uf;.t1i:eled edge {i ll feel I 

y V' 4. E SlllISl'd WaSil' !\,Ia ll' riar! N 
• Eslllll:lled pll 4 ~ 5.5 :a.. 

• Approsi m:lll.! area (in :.lluare ti.:e t) Zz.,s ft 
• Number of ;11· .. ·as wi lh eS lllJ:.ell wasle l 

F 
5. Is Ihen: evidence til': Y ~V 

h ul k suil failun' land :.Iumps 

subsid cl1l'" 

(" U:lrn' lI Arl':ls: Y ...,/ N 
• Al Leasl 75 n~ • Nul a fUC~ uulcl'\»)) 
• Less Ihan 10 ~u lulall'uv .. ·I· !li vc & lilll.!rI 
Number of barren areas 1... 
Do harrell areas cover \lv..:r 15n

" ~lf any pOlyglllf! 
y N V 

7. G ull il's (over(," in lleplh ): 

y N V 
Arc any gullies aClivcly ..:ruding·! Y N 
Number o f gullies 



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 
Z POI 14 gt.w 5 (8 t R) 

Slll'cit's ')rt'Sl'nt 
I'OLYCON 

A Il C Il E F 

IT~II I I 
Iknl. I 'I 

lZu.bh" 7(0 L/" I I 
'lla:tl:Lmt1l1 u I )< 

B- Kec/cuna.tioh 1111 n[wrrnfnf oreri.ui 
- .fenny I eroston

F 
[UU eS' 

If 'ndlu I o fI1lf' 0 I I 
IIM,im"/(/C4. 6r<o\ IX' I 
l ,pA ~ I , 

US o.! [) (DOlll ill;L 11l ). F IFn:qllo.!lll ). or I ( In fro.!(lUo.!llll . 

Short -krm 7?(C(llmLIl M<tllln5.' 

v.oofa:ct NWE.) 

- t't po Sl:d L11o.s~ 



#174 - Buffa"- 30uth 

a ._-==~ ... __ ~::====::~ __ -. Feet 
~ 0 100 200 300 400 



BRES FI ELD FORM SilO 1I):~'1; i '. Nam.: 'i']JL\;£-Gl\O 70vth Fi. ld I)a '.: J:jIDjJl.1? 
T C:L1Il Members (Circh.: your Imlll!.!): -~'--~9~ I ~~i\\'\ I 0balJ\\'ll1t,.JD.vSVv\ . .j> Lavfo~ 
Numbc.:r of Polygons: -3 Slup!.!: -D-to---fi Aspt.!ct (circ le all n: lcva nt ): NS WE NW NE swc:S:iD 
Aroa Desaip.ion: _~ Q\? ~~\~ .... \::,,\n.j"'l-_S,,:r"-___________ _ 

Vcgct :Jlioll : "I .. ur P01.YGON 
gru und con 'n'd b~: A " C t> I: .. 

I Liw: lI\) tJ)S [\\'11 , 
·Unucsir.lblc (WCCUYI 

I\\)I \\J \\\ i 
tNllxiuus weed:. I ~ <) " 
Liller 3'1 ~ 
Rucks > 2'" 

Ban.: Gruuml I \ 'iJ Ill,\) .., 
I'U rAL (:Lbuvc fl b\) I 1\\1 I~\\ I i"-n~'d I um, I I AD,II ' ' , • I.I Vl % I '-\'iJ Ill, 0 ':l~ I- I.,,, , , ' 
·Up lu 5'} .. u f ullI.h:sir.tblc i " O'h. or noxious 
wl:cds may cuunt loward Adjustc.:d Live: ..... 
V..:go.:l;llioll ('! .. livl:) scun: : 
O·2(J~ .. - Itl (Ikdamalion Improvcment ) 
21·31) '} .. - VI (Vl:g..:lallo l1 Jmplcmcnt:llion) 

" - M I i 

Spl'cies ,' n 'sl'ul: 
'·OI .YGON 

A " C I) E ... 
I Shcc.:p resell..: Ii' I 
I C''''<o I , ,., 

t) \) \? 
Slender whC:llgr.LS~ 11. II 1:-
Yellow sweell:luvel' IX X X' 
Allhllh I 1: J: 

I U" D , , , ,F , '" I I I , ". 

Erosion (BlM Form) 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestall ing 

Flow Pattems 

Ri lls Deplh 

Gu ll ies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soi I Movclllent 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

POLYGON 
A B CD E F 

3 ~ 3 
\ \\ \ 

\' i.\ IX 

IXX \ 
h 1\ 1-

BlM "on:: .1'\1 \:v, Q Y 
0·55 "" M (Monitor) ......... '\.::....:.-
5&-1 00 = EV (En.l!:ineerin ' Evaluation) 

Spoiled knapweed 

Dalmatiun toadnaX 

('heat grass 

13aby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Lea fy Spurge 

O . 

I'OLYGON 
AH e UE 

xXX 

><xx 
I>< IXX 

Usc D (Dominant). F (Fr~ .. quent). or I (l nfreljuenl), 

PoIYl!ulI E"alualiun 
** Admi" U."C 0 "1,, ** 

Vegct:lliun ('Yo liw) 

Erosion (ULM score) 

Undcsir/nuxious weeds 

" c D 

Olhl'r UlU: S T rij!j!l' r It ellIs 

.. 

* Idcnlif~' tri :,::,:('" lln'as (us in:.: II) lin air phOIll* 

J. Sill- Ed:.:t's : An: ulller edges Ur.lll· oIiile 
oIiignilicanlly dilli: renl Ihan relnalnder oflhe oIii le? 
Y N X (d Ied: appilc;lhle Items) 

limc ruck b:lnil'r 

ilion' Wl'l'ds 

ilH: rcasl'd crosillll 

I j!ullics 

dl' llUsil iullal an':1 

sll'c pcr slupe 

Il'SS "l'j!ct:llitlll 
tlthl'f" ____ _ 

Esti male width ofall'celed edg.e (j u l'ce!) 

4. E): posed \VaSil' 1\!:l1l'ri:d'! Y X N 
• I:stimah:d pi I 4 
• Approximate area (in square l'cell Gci) 
• Numberof:lreas wi th expo~ed W;LoIi;C .'!-

5. Is there evidenl:e ul': Y N X 
bulk suil f:lilun' land slulIIJls 

suhsid cnel' 

6, !Jarrell An'as: Y ~ N 
• At Le:lst 75 Il ~ • ~~JI a rue!" lIulewp 
• Less Ihall I 0 '~" Iota I eO\ef (li"e & li tler) 
Number of mll'ren .. reas \ 
1)0 barr ... n areas eowr Il\'ef 2S"" of any flolygun'! 
\' N X 
7. G ullil's (over 6" ill deplh): 

Y ~ N 
Arc any gullies actively el'lxling'! Y N" 
Number of gu ll ie:-- \ 



C~IIIC~S . • g~Ai ~\,! Z 1*~?f9 wc1:Lra . 
c ~?;l'~J~~\\\?t;l\ lj"", ( ) \V\ 5\)I,*- ffA'sl ~{.,e. 1'1\ 

• ~"a,W'\\2ffi 'JM"""j w, Cl55ln!l\ -\ Q,\fh 

,. Sli\''(Q rl'IlJ h~, hmrncIJ. 00 It (5:m!< £,\ ri'Q!\j",v~ 
a.; ffiSlf.m ) 

o ~ on 'ib\~l!!\ C, [on fusI fu:mj 51,,\,,,] IS \'lEl:\\\jI) ~ 

'?~1'C\t!;~~~) SQ®\- I1"", tem ?ofTi ~1\ d 

Additional Vegl'tat iun : 

SIlCtil'S "rcsl'ul 
I'OLYG()N 

A n C IJ E F 

Usc J) (Domin:ml). F (Fr':4ucnt). or J ( In fn:qucnl). 



#174 - Buffall jQuth 
..".,.,....--"""""'~..-==......., 

_-==".. __ III===:::JiI __ _.Feet 
o 100 200 300 400 



lLRger iYl i!SIQ~?;dd Ih.c, 

k Iqlm~ 

BRES 1'1 E LD FORM S;IC II)J'I5~ ;IC Name 
Team Members (Circle yotll' name): 1 itu.nf 
Number uf I'olygons: 1. Siupe: --Llo-L ASI>CCI 

Arc;.! Dcsl:riptiun: ~ tki of /iJQ.)J< if V I ltv 
(circle ~Il rclcvanl)~W E NW NE SW SI:: 

VC:':CI:tliun: % ur 
:.:ruu nd cuve red by: 

Live (dcsir:.tblcl 
sp.,.'cil.:s 
·UlIlk'sirJbh: (weedy) 
s x.:cics 

*Noxious wl"Cds 

Lin..:r 

Rucks ;. T 

Hm''': Ground 

TOTAL (abov\! u 
itl:Il\S musllOIa] 100"1,,) 

AI)J USTED UVE ";' 
• Live I ) •• UIl(\ .. 'SIr.lblc 

l'OtYGON 
A ll eDE 

I'; 

IIU 
115 

• Up \0 5'1. of IIll1.ksimblc spl.:'cil:s :lIld 0" :' of noxious 
weeds m:ly COUll! lowtmi Adjusl..:d Live ",., 
Vcgct:uioll ("~ live) score: 
0·20% - Rl (Rcdamaliulllmprovcll\cnt) 
21.)9 u .. ,... VI (Vc~claliull Implementation) 
40·100"" ~ M (Munitor) 

Species "n'sellt: 
POLYCON 

" " C 0 

Shccp ft:SCth: I 
Crcsh:d whcatgr.ls." i=' 
Slender whcalgr.a.ss (-
Yellow swcc\cluwr i 
Alt~IIi:1 (-

12, ,,,", e. r::: 
~ ~V1h~rv vi I 
rl Ie! .n I 
TYJ J 1-/(0 R ,;<" I 

[ 

Usc D (Dominant). F (Frequ<.:nI). or I tlnfn:qu":lIIl. 

F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYCON 
A B C 0 [ 

Surface Litler l? j 
Surface Rock S i't Movement 
Pedestalling 1 'I 1'-/ 
Flow Patlems (p 11-
Rills DC("llh 3 l1 
Rills Frcqul'llCy 3 1-
Gu ll ies Dcpth 14 1-
Gulli!:s Frcqlh:ncy Z. 1-
Soil Movement 16 II 
TOTAL BLM Score : '-ll 1-1 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 '" EV (Enl.!ineerin Evaluation) 

Weeds l·rcSl'nl : 
I'OL \ ' {;ON 

A " C I) E 

SllOl!!:d knapwccd J , 

Dalmal it)1l lO:tdllax I 
Chcalgr"JSS ~J 1< 
Uaby's breath ><" 
Kochia 'X I~ 
Thisl!.: 

~ Lc:lly Spurge 

IYVl " ,/ < I 
17rlctl0 /f,W ( , 

IAbllh#. ill"'''''''I, I 
Usc D (Dominant). F (Fn.:qm:nt). or I (Infrequent), 

I'olygon [ , 'alu:HiOIl " " C Il E F 
** IIdmi" U.\'/: 0 1111, ** 

Vegetation (% liv..:) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/noxious wc\!ds 

OI hl, .. IJIU:S Tri:,:gl'r Itl'!US 
F "' Identiry Iri;.::.:n areas (usin:.: # ) 11 11 :llr 11 111110* 

]. Silt: . :dgl'S: An: otJ1er edges of the ~i[\.' 

sil;lli"ltlY dill~rctll limn rcm:linucr of the Slle'! 
Y N jch,,:'d; applic:tbk: ilems) 

linn' ruck b:lrril'r (kllUsi!i!",:.!1 an':. 

/.nurc Wl'l'ds Sll'elkr sll1l'(' 

increased (' rosiO Il less \ '(' ;:'1.'1 :1111111 

~ul tit.'S ti l her 

E .... timate width uf:IIl'cclI.:d ells..: (III f..:cO 

Y/ 4. E~I)()Scd WaSh' Mall' r ia!'! N 
• I:.slil1lal~-d p ll~~/,p 
• Approxim:llc area (in sqUlm: 1\:<:1 ) 

• Number of :In.-as wilh c:<puscd w:lsII: 

b then.' cvidcllcc oj/": Y ,/ N " F 
~Ulk .s ui l railun ' lantl slumJls 

subSidence *" rctwnhal c ~\ 5 1 be.. ... 

6. H:Jrrcll An'as: Y L N 
• AI Least 75 ft ! • NUl a ruck olilcroll 
• Less than 10 "~ lutal ctJVcr( li\'c & lilh:r) 
Numbcrofbarrcn afcas > 1.0 
1)0 barrcn :ITe:LS cover o\'<:r 25"" ilf ,IllY poIYS')I)"! 
Y \3 N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in (krlh): 

y / N 
An: :LIIy gull ies ;u.:tiv..:i ertxlilll,;'! Y./ N 
Number Ill' I,;lIl1ies 



CUI1II1IClltS. __________________ _ Addilional Veg(.·talion : 

Sp\'cks PreSt'nl 
l'Ol.\'GON 

" " C " " 
,.. 

I Gctmp IOn J 
1m . 1Mb! 

B- Sloped- (UfOS on cath .,«&. hI canal. 17i.I fJ-?d fvlt~ Om 

'8J ,d, ,f,.-,t- I 

- ,ri' Vi t!€ e'-o r{()o 

... Not< on Opcjqi mt.·p Of p (hI)serL 1lJ(( (/.e IA){Yo 
I Us\: I) (Dom;mml), F (Frc4I1clll). or [ ( [llrr~ .. q llcl1l). , 

at ca a:f:h' 0 rldn iff( hCut.tt1ce) 

tueNC 



Missoula Gulch 

~ _-=::::J __ .,==". __ Feet 

~ 0 100 200 300 400 (~ CDM 



\'\.(') 
BRES FIELD FORM Silo Ill· ·il · 

,---: 
TI.:;lIn Memberli (Cin.:lr.: your n:lm,~,t:.J~"'~,Jra"", 
Numbcrof Polygons: I Slope: lu Asper.: 

Ju.i b ~'rP )fl<.J:l ~~iL'd 1>'''1 t 5-Ol 
I .n. ~L.! I r:'" -Or, 

I (dn': ',c:lrtall~, S \V E N\v'tI l®E 

Area Dl:sr.:ription: ~P.th i~ ) a.d dOne ", . J ' 
VI':!l'lalion : -I. ur POL "GUN 
gruund rU\'l'n'd hy: " " C D E F 

Erosion (BlM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Live ((ksimbk) 
~ sllt."Cics 

"Undcsir:lbk !wccdyl 5 s )ccics 

·Noxious wccds ~ 
Litter It-
Rocks > 2" :J 

Surface Litter in 
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 

Pedestal ling /.p 
Flow Patlems :<... 

L Rills D~[lth 

Barc (irL) LUld '5r Rills Fn,:qu..:ncy 

TOTAL (:100Vo.: 6 
.lex ilo.:ms muslllllal IOO"{,j 

ADJUSTEU LIVE-: % HS - LIYo,: • 5~"UIl(J .. :.sml bl~ 

Gullies Depth 

Gu llies Frequency 

Sui I Mo.....:ment 

·Up 10 5% of um.lcsimblc sllL"Cics and O~U uf noxiulls TOTAL BLM Score: 
weeds Ill;l)' cOllnllow;Lrd Adj llsted Live ~ •. BLM score: 
Vegetation ("u Jive) score: 
0-20% :- RJ (Rl.:r.:I:un:llion Improvcmcnl) 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 "" EV (Enl!:ineerinl!: Evaluation) 

2J-J9 w
u VJ (Vq;ct;lllUn Im['J icmcIIIlI liun) 

40-100 .... M (Monitor) \ \'ecds Pres('nl : "OL\'GON 

" B C Il E 

SPCcil'S " n 'sellt: 
POLYGON 

" H C D E F 
Srott .. '1l knal)weed ...l-

Sheep fl,.-:;cUI: :I 
Crested whc:l lgr.!ss 

0:.lm.1Iion toadllax t::r-
Chc,lIgrass h: 

Skndcr whc;lIgr.lSS 11 
Yd low sW":O:lclo\'cr IX" 
Al lhlfiL ~ 

U .. b~l\:ath X 
Kochia p( 
Thistle IX' 

X Lealy Spurge 

Usc D t Domin,nll ), F (Fn.!quenl ), or I ( Infrequenl l. Us!: D (Domin:lIlI), F (Frequent), Ilf I (1IIfn:qucnt), 

I'olygoo ":v~lu~lion A II C Il I: F 
** "It/mill U.~'e 0 " /,, ** 

Vegelalion (% Ii.....:) 

Erosion (HLM ~ore) 

Undesir/noxious w .. "'Cds 

()tIIl'r lUt ES Tri~:,.:l'f h(' lIls 
F *Idl'n lify Irigg\' r :In'as (u~in J.: #) 11 11 air phutu* 

J , Silt' Edg\'s: Are Imter edges uflhe Slle 
Sig l~:.Jl1tlY difierentth:.JII relll:.Jinder of lhe Slle'! 
Y N (check :.Jppl ieahle Items) 

liml.' rOl"k barril.'r tlcpus itional an'a 

11101'1.' Wt,\,t!s Sl\'\'p\' r s lupe 

I incre:.lsed I.'rllsiu ll l<l I\'ss \'l':":l'I:.Iliun 

I :,.: ullies l ol hl.'r 

Est illl;lte width uf:llleeted ed),;e (ill leel) 

~,E~I)oS('tI \\':.ISl t' M:.I t\'ri:ll'! Y N X 
• btim:.Jled pll 

• Arrroxim:ue :Ire:l (in Slju:lre Icct) 

• Number o f al'l.'as wi[I\ cXlllIsed w:lste 

F 
5, Is th..:re evidenc ... of: V NY 

hulk sui! railure land slumps 

subsidence 

6, Harren Arl.':.I~ : Y N Y. 
• AI Le:lsl 75 1', ' • NUL a rock lIulcrup 
• Less than 10 ~u IOwl coVl.'r(l ive & littcr) 
Number t)fb;trn: n areas 
Do b;trrcn "re;ls cllvcr over :!5"" of :my poly),;o li'! 
V N -- --
7'~icS (O"l.'f 6" in delllh): 

Y N vX' Ar ... any gulli ... s aClivc}y ... roding,! N 
Number o f gullies 



Addilional Vcgclalion: 

SI>l'cil'S l'rL'Sl'lIl 
I'OLYGON 

A Il C " E F 

US!! IJ (Domlllanl), F (Fr!!4uc:nt), or I (In fro:tIUC:Il I ). 



#180 - Tullamore Dumps 

~-===:,~_-.:::==::::=!, __ ~ Feet 
50 100 150 200 



--
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BRES FIELD FORM SilelD: Sill' Name: ..In.O<bl. ... ;..... (0", 3 F ield 1):111.': .Ik~fI 1' 01),1-:011 EvalU:lIiOIl 

~ ~ I L,C··-"A"d"'""""C" UO",~U<'"' I"'C'·_·--t---1---1----+---1---1~-1 " c A F 

Team Mcmbcrg (C in.:k yOllr natlH:) : _ -:r-C3i ~ "'.... L . ... ,Scn..... Lt.,,), Ir L c, .;t fJ ..... , .t!dlt_____ , 
- ~ _ ~ Vegetation (% live) 

Number or Polygons: _L Slope: ~1U.J.L"(oASPCCl (circle all rclcvtllll): N S W E NW N'~E 
Erosiun (IlLM score) 

An.: .. Description : jl\.!:...c_ ... i1~. _ .. ~~.,-(. m I ~' \ h ... ~~_~f~r"".~ .... "'-s,,'--__________ _ 
- Undcsir/noxious weeds 

Vt.'gclaliun: "; .. uf rOLYGON 
~rou nd cuvt.'rl'd by: ,\ Il C IJ E ,.. 
Live (desirable) rzs S le.::i..:s 
"U udcsirabk (wccuy l 

h species 

·Noxiolls wc~'ds 1'-1 
Liller ~ 
Rocks ;.. 2" 0 
llan.' Ground 1).0 
TOTAL (aoovl''' 

liDO ilcms must \olal 100";',) 
ADJUSTED LIVE 'V .. 

IlD - Liw I 5~~Un(.kslrnblc 

· Up 10 5% 1.11' undesirable speci..:s :mu U% ofnoxiolls 
wccds may count tllw:u·d Alljusted Live %. 
Vcgetation (% liv..:) score: 
0-20"/'. -= HI (Rcelam:uilln Improvcmctll) 
21-J lJ % - VI (Vcgct:uion hnplell1clll:!lion) 
40- 100% - M (Monitor) 

Species l'rcsl'lIl: 
POI.YGON 

A " C Il " F 

Sheep I<':scuc I 
Crested wheat grass () 

Slendcr whealgr.lss X 
Ycl)ow swcetclo"..:r >< 
AII~dnl F-
We; .<. ""'~.+ ,. I 

I,u ..,. !,..,(;} i., .-:r: 

Usc D O)Ol11il1<lIIl), F ( Frc~ll1ent) , or I (Inli·cqllCrlt). 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D 

Surface Liller I 
Surface Rock 
Movement I 
Pedestalling 1'1 
Flow Patterns Ib 
Rills Depth '2 
Rills FrcquclICY I 
Gullies Depth /' 

~ 

Gullics Frciluency \ 
Sui 1 Mu\,emcnt \ 

TOTAL BLM Score: 2.~ 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56· 100 = EV (Engineerin ' Evaluation) 

A 

Spotted knapweed F 
Dalmaliun loadllax F 
Chcatgrass F 
Baby·s breath I 

Koehi" >< 
Thistle r 
Leafy Spurge ><' 

POI.YGON 
IS C 0 

E 

Use D (lJo~lin;IIl I ), F (Frcquctll ), or I (lnn·cqucllt). 

F 

... 

OtlH'r BIH~S Triggl'r I ll'lII~ 
*Idl'nlil"y Irigger an'as (usi ng # ) 011 air ]lholn* 

3. Sil e Edges: Al'c oul..: r cdges Ilrlhl' si te 
signi lieallily dil1;"1"I,:lIt 11\;111 remaind..:r o r the site·! 
Y ___ N "X (check applkable items) 

linll' rock b:lrril'r 

lIIun' weeds 

incn'asl'd l'rosioll 

gullil's 

dl'position:11 an'a 

stel' Jll' r SltlJll' 

less \'l'gl'latiuli 
(I I h c r __________ _ 

Estimate width of an<':~·lcd crJ~c (in k..:n 

4. Exposed W .. sle Mah:rial'! Y ~ N 
• Estimated pi I 'i.£ 
• Approximatc arc:1 (in squafl' I;"el) ')..Oi) err 
• Number of areas wilh e:<posed W;\s tl' ").. 

5, Is there cvh.lcn .... c of: Y 

hulk slIil rllilun' 

subsidl'lICl' 

NX 
I:lud slumps 

6. llarn'u Areas: Y N ~ 
• At L"::ISt 75 Ii ~ • Nol;1 rock OUI':I\1P 

• It.:ss than 10 'JI" tolal .:\wcr (liw &: lillcr) 
Number ofb;11Tcn arcas 
D" barren ;lreas CUVl'r ovcr 25'1.. or any pol ygon'! 
Y N 

7. G ullies (owr6" in depth): 

Y)<- N_ 
Arc any gullies aeli vely croding? Y N • .3(' 
Numbcrofgu ll ks J 



COml1l ~lIts .. _____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Spt.'dl'S l'rt.'SI'III "Ot "'GON 
A " C Il E F 

, w oe; ..... J.s ..... J 
. j-

i.e « S S ttl § If ... : II , 

• 

• 
Usc D (Duminant), F (f requent), ur I (I nfrequent), 

= 

he:;, 

b .lI. r { I .s H'I A I b'Les IV! 'ep 



• 

#132 - Emma Dum 

o -==-_==--==1 Feet W 0 50 100 150 200 250 COM 



--------------------~~~,,------------Iii .. ~ If 

~----------------------------------~---
~-----fl~II~--------------------~ffH~/-------------------
~_--hN~1 ~/I __________ ________ -Dl tUI-------------------

1L __ ~I UI I ------------------~~~,1~/--------------~ 
YL 'HIfi/ I 
_--------------------------~ffH~~I~l -----I 11__ _________ __ -----

I - f - I -
L--- I r 

't- 1 k I I I I I 

,0 b-t+- :t-H t-
II I Il I 

/ ) I I -
;12 13 

/'-{ iii 

1tt-I"" 
-- I 

I j II =, 
I 1/1 

~ 
---~140 _ I 

'-*~ lliL. I ') " 
v \ \ -

NiL 

1/1 

JI 

: 
~----------------~~--~~------~---

~ - t!,J.~, 
~ ~~. , -
~~I----------------~~------L~~ 

~--~-------------------I~I +II ----------_ 



"l,llltm 
#90 - Waste Dum #37wct~Ne, 

Gl:anlte SI 

20 40 60 
.Feel 

80 100 (~ CDM 



roill 
r)vft4~JW 

.f' 
. - -~(p 7 l/j 113 0 Ii 2 luJL wv0JA \~ /Y\.0'f.- -t.xvu Jl( 'C..~ 

I . J.-f11 )J~II 
~ . I II 

3. J%II II I 

'"'-1. I I I Y*1 II 

5. ~ \ II \ I 

{y, W1f 1 II II 

t. )A1'1 1 HI I 

)kill I I ? I 
lJ-rrl I \ q. I I 
)}\i l 

\ I I I \ o. 
I\. I I I I N-ll \ 

1111 
1'1{j1 lei. 

\ ~ . \ I I I '1\ \J I 

1"-1. \ I1{l \ II \ 

10. II 
l'NJ 1\\ 

ILL HI I I \I \ 1\ 

\ 1-. \ I I I Nl-L \ 
,q. III ~\ 

II 10 \ \ \ \ \ \ \ 
I '\ \ \ 1, I 



live 
5 
3 
7 
3 
5 
6 
6 
1 
2 
4 
4 

4 
1 
2 
4 
3 
3 
2 
1 
2 
5 
6 
2 
1 

82 
32.80% 

undes liller 
5 
7 
3 
5 
3 
4 
3 
8 
7 
6 
6 

6 4 
6 
9 
8 
4 

1 5 
6 
6 
9 
7 

1 4 
3 

6 2 
6 

14 136 
5.60% 54.40% 

nox 

1 

2 
3 

1.20% 

bare 

2 
2 

1 
1 

2 
1 

2 

1 

12 
4.80% 

rock 

1 

1 

1 

3 
1.20% 

Total 
250 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
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BRES FIELD FORM 
~'J-5 

Site II> : SHe Name: 

Tea m Ml.: lllbcrs (Cin:k your na me): _G:"-L"""----''b 
Number of r·olygons: _1_ Slup\,;: __ 10__ Asp!.: !.: 

~~~l-llSr Fir)d ))"1" '7-'1-or; 

~I.: i n.: l c all n: kvmlll ): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Area Dcscript iun:A .5vr rQ~J..s 

""gelatiun: "I .. of I'OLYCON 
ground coven'd hy: A " C OJ E F 

Erosion (BlM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 [ 

U\\.' (UC:,ir:Lbtc) tis specie:. 
·Unucsii..Ib1c tweedyl ~ sllcdc l! 

*Nusiuus w .... o.:ds 3 
Li ll.:r \:;) ( 
Roc ks > 2" ,,) 
Bare GrlJlllld "7 
TO'l'/\ I. (above () 

)Cll ill.!Il1S m usl 10\:I [ 1 UU" II) 

Surface Litter log 
Surface Rock 

-5 Movement 
Pedestalli ng lo 
Flow Patterns 19 
Rills Depth X 
Rills FrC1llU.:ncy X 
G ullies Depth X 
Gu llies FrcllllI.:m:y '><' 

ADJ USTEIl I.IVE % 5:: - Llv,,; t 5" ~UnJ.:.~ n':.lbJ..: 
Soil Mow m .. nt I . 

• Up 10 5~ .. o f undcsi rabh: SI>CCICS and 0" II uf nox ious TOTAL BLM Score: 
weeds m:ly cult11l 10\v:u'd AdjuSh:J Live "", BlM score: 
Vq;ct:Ltiun ("u Jive) S\: tlrl .. ' : 0-55'" M (Monitor) 
0-20"" ,;.. RJ (I{,,:d:un:lliun Impru\'clIlcnt) 56- 100 :: EV lEnf,!ineerin · EvaluaLionl 
2 1-Jl) "" ;0. V I (Vcg..:lallo n IlI1pl<:I11 .... III;lIIOII ) 

·W- I OU~ .. - M (Muntlur) \Vcl'ds '" rescnl: 
"OL\' CON 

A II C OJ E 

Spl'cies "reScl1l: 
1'()tYGON 

A " C I) E F 
Spolh:lI kn:lpw .. ell 

Sheep Ii:sctlc .., Dallilaliun loadllas 

Cn:slcd whcalgr:.lss JJ 
Skndcr WhC:l lg l1lss F' 
Ye llow slVl:cl,,; luy..:r ~ 
A lt:dl:1 -r-

Ch .... tgmss \-
B.,by's bn:ath x: 
Ko .. hi" X 
Thi stle X 
Leafy Spurgl.! X 

Usc D (Dul1 li nanl l. F (Frc~ll u.'nl ). or I ( I n th:~lucnl ). Usc D (Dominant). F t Frequl.!J\ I), or I (l nfreq uctll). 

"ol}'~on Evaluation " II C )) f: F 
.. Admiu Use O,,/v ·· 

Vegetatiu n (% live) 

Erosion (UL M score) 

Undcsirfnoxiotls w.:cds 

O lhn IUU:S Tri:"::;H lI ellls 
F * ldl' lI l iry Irigl,tl' r :JrC:IS (using 1# ) un air phOlo* 

3. Sil l' Edgl'S: Arc uuh;r cdgl:s of lhl; sit.: 
signilil:anl1y dini:r.;n l thall ".,:m:Ll IlJI:I' or lh!; !'o1!!:'! 
Y >< N (1..:111:0.:1. applkahh: ilc lllS) 

linll' rock harrin dl'llUsiliunal :11' ..... 

ilion' \\l'l'ds SII'I'IH'r Sllll)l' 

X incrl';lsl'd l'rusiull less n'gl'laliull 

gu ll ies "till'" '5:d£; 
piS]: 

EstillW h: wid th ofa fr .... h:J "llg .. (in te .. t) 

4. EXPOSl'd W:I Sh' 1\1:lIl'ri;II'! Y N X. 
• E ... Lil11.II .. J pl l 

• ApproximaL .. ar .. :1 (in Sllu:lf .. leL'!) 

• Number of arc as \\ ilh CXI'M lloCd W:lSI .. 

F 
5. Is ther .. e\' idem:e or: Y NX 

bulk soil failurt· 1:111(1 !>Iumps 

suhsidl'nn' 

6. B:lrrcl1 Areas: Y NX 
• Al L .. asL 75 H~ • Nol :I ro.;k IlUlel\lp 
• Less Lh:ln 10"" ttllall;l)\'er (li\' ... · & li lLer) 
Number u f ix' l'rell are:ls 
Do b'lrrl'll afl.': ' ls l'owr ,wer 25"u of allY polygon'! 
y N 
7. G ullies (owr 6" in deplh ): 

y N,X 
Arc all )' gull ies aeli\' .. .'ly efUllillg'! \' N 
Nu mber of gu ll ies 



Coml11ents.~ _______________ _ 

• f rn0 50'1'\ 
Additiona l Vegetation: 

Sll~'dcs I'rcsl'nt 
POI .""(;ON 

A II C I) E ... 

;;~~;,;:'-:r-:-'k'c>J def"s;t ,,---t 

~ ~ ~,,~e d hi£~ff 

Usc D (Dominant ). F (Frc4ucnl). or I ( Infrc(lucru). 
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BRES FIELD FORM Sile ID:
S( Site Name: :) 'a n tL"b(. I~'/- Field Date: ~ 

Team Members (Circle your name); ~'fJ~f , lh.. e"'~ 1 V\ 

Number of Polygons: l Slope: ~to_~_ Aspect (cirillc all relevant): N S W E@Y>NESWSE 

Area Description: {~Q.!I\ d f ' 4\ 

POLYGON Vegetation: 0/. of 
ground covered by: A 0 C 0 E 

Live (dcsirable) 
soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
sDCcics 

·Noxious weeds 

LiUer 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

14t 

1161. 
If"': 

TOTAL (.bove 6 CO"' 
items must total IOOOlol 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 1"';1 
- Live + 5%Undesirablc '1 '() 

F 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
2 1-39 % ... VI (Veg~lalion Implementation) 
40- 100% - M {Momtor 

Species Presenl : 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whealgrass 

Slender whcatgrass 

Yellow swectc10ver 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Other 

Olher 

01her 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (In frequent). 

ErosIon (BLM Form) 

Swface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Plow Patterns 

Ril ls Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

A 

10 

1(1 
In 
Is 
It:, 
o 

Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movement Y 
TOTAL BLM Score: ~ 

~B~L~!.!~s,~o~,e~,~~--~ 

POLYGON 
BCD E 

0-55 s M (Monitor) 
56-100 • EV (Enlzineerinll: Evaluation) 

\Vccds I'rcsent: 
POLYGON 

A 0 C D E 

Spoued knapwecd 11 
Dalmation toadflax I t 
Cheatgmss 

Baby's brcath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Oln..:r 

0 1hcr 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F 

Polygon Evaluation 
** Adm;" Use O,,/v ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

A B C D 

Other ORES Triggcr Items 

E r 

*Idenlify trigger areas (using #) on air photo'" 

3. Sitc Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly dvcrent than remainder of the site? 
Y N (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 morc weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposcd Waste Matcrial? Y L N __ 

• Estimated pH....:tcl "t 
• Approximate area (in square feci) \tY;("}J 
• Number of areas with exposed wa~ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y L N __ 

rf bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. BarrCIl Areas: Y L N __ 
• At Leasl 75 fi2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ~ 
Do ~rren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y-1LN 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N '; 
Are any g uliits"actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
Nwnber of gullies __ _ 



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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BRES FlELD FORM Site 1D:2)Site Name: l,-+I/e til, ."b 1 Field Date: 7/1i2,Lo~ 
Team Members (Circle your name)::SpI\b!C r AX. 

Number of Polygons: 1... Slopc: _I_to~ Aspec 

,t-\;f/!Q"tRaoAi Phelps I 

t (circle all relevant): N S W@)-iWNESW SE 

Area Description: _ ____________ _ 

Vegetation: 0;' of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A " C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C [) E 

Live (desirable) !JJ soecics 
'Undesirable (weedy) (j sl)Ccies 

'Nox ious weeds 7l 

Surface Litter II 
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 

Pedestalling , I 
Liner 1)1 
Rocks> 2" 'IJ 
Bare Ground t 
TOTAL (above 6 'rJJ items must total 100(10) 
ADJUSTED LIVE 0;' 'ID' 
- Live + S%Undesirable 

Flow Patterns 11 
~k Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency :l. 
Gullies Depth Ir-
Gullies Frequency D 
Soil Movement ~ 

'Up to 5% of undesimble species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: SCI 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 = RI (Reclamation ImprovcmcnI) 

0-55 "" M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BV(EnllineeriOil Bvaluation) 

21-39 % = VII ~~egetation Implementation) 
40-100% "" M Monitor Weeds I'resent: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present : 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
Spotted knapweed 1/ 

Sheep fescue / 
Crested wheatgrass In 
Slender wheatgrass 17 
Yellow swcclclovcr 17 
Alfalfa 1 
Olher O:T~ r-r 

Dalmation toadflax L. 
Cheatgrass rr:-
Baby's breath 1/ 
Kochia 1/ 

1/ Thistle 

/ Leafy Spurge 

~It~, , "'t ".0 IT Olh.:!' 

Other --. Other 

01her 
Olha 

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

Polygon Evaluation A U C [) E F 
** Admin Use On/v ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Identiry trigger areas (using #I) on air photo* 

3. Site Edges: Are o uter edges of the sitc 
sig7ntly different Ihan remainder of the site? 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies O'other MI ~e h ':*< 
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) cl+ 

4. Exposed Waste Matcri:ll? Y L... N __ 

• Estimated pH~ 
• Approximate area (in square feel) ..z.LJ:. ,.:z.. 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ~ 

F 
5, Is there evidence of: Y ~ N __ 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

Q'Subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N ~ 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of baIT en areas ---
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y __ N-= 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N v' --
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _N~ 
Number of gullies ~ 



Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A II C 0 E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 



#58 - Mountain Con - 2 Dump 
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BRES FIELD FORM r;" S ite 10: 'f Sitl' Nallle: ,t({;. (4" - ;;? p_" .iold Dat" 7/, /0« r 
Team Members (Circle your name): JTP: l- ll<:. 

I (circle all relevant): ~ WE NW NE SW SE Number of Polygons: ...:L:: Slope: ~o__ Aspcc 

Area Description: Roo","'; rec lA.t"1 eel .,. d;:. :r. 

Vegetation: % (If IJOLYGON 
ground covered by: A II C I) E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A 8 C 0 E 

Live (dcsimblc) 
s')ecic:; Jo 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

10 sOI.'cics 

-Nuxious weeds I ... , 

Surfset Litter {, 
Surface Rock ., 
Movement 
Pedestalling . t: 

Liller k,,.. 
Rucks > 2" 10 
Bare Ground ~O 
TOTAL (above 6 

Flow Patterns "3 
7 Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency '1 
Gu llies Depth 0 

i tems must loml IO(YI;;,) 
~ 

Gu llies Frequency 0 
AI>JUSTl]) LlV": % 

I~ - LIVI.: -t 5'}~Undcl>in.lblc 
Soi l Movement II 

·Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOT At.. Bt..M Store: 11 
weeds muy count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% -=. RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV(·Enl!ineerinil Evaluation) 

2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- 100% M (MonilOr) Weeds rrcs('nt: POLYCON 

" II C I) ,: 
Spl'des I'resclIl: 

l'OtYGON 
A 8 C I) ,: F 

Spoiled knapwecd ;: 
Sheep leselL .... l' 
Crested whclIlgmss 

Dalmaliontoadnll.'I( T 

Chctllgmss ~ 

Skmkr whcalgrass Baby's breath -
Yellow swcctc lovcr . Kochia -
Al lillf .. I 

Th istle -
,,; I AI ... Ir Leafy Spurge -

,4. II. IF 

Us..: D (Dlllllinant). F (Frequent), or I (In fn:qucnl) . Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnrrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A 8 C I) E F 
*. tldmi" U.\'e Olllv ** 

Vegetlltion (% li ve) 

Erosion (ULM score) 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

OUll'l' BI~ES Triggl.'r lIelllS 
F * Idcntif}' Iriggt'l' areas (using #) 011 air pholo· 

3. Site f:dges: Arc Utlh:r edges uf the si le 
significantly dilTcrcnlllmll remainder of the si te? 
Y / N (check appl kiLblc ikllls) 

.,/J111l1' ruck barrin 4 POSitiOlllli llrl'll 

~lOn' wl'eds Sll'l'IH.'r sIOIJt' 

incrcased erosion I('ss "l'gl'l:llion 
-gullit,S olhl'r 

. 

Estimate width of alTectcd edge (in fed) II> 
4. EX POSl'd Waste Matl'ria!'! Y ~, 
• ESlirnaled pi l-Z£ 

• Approxi nmle area (in square reel) .161,J S! " • Number or areas wi lh exposed waSle )C.t ~I 

F 
s. Is there evidence of: Y N ............ 

bulk soil failnre land slullll)S 
subsid(,lIc(' 

6. Hllrren Arl'ar Y N V 
• AI Least 75 n- • NOI a rock oulcrop 
• Less than 10 % 10lal cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren " reas 
Do bilrren areas cover Over 25% of , my polygon'! 
y N 

7. Culli('s (over 6" in depth): 

y N~ 
Arc any gu llies actively eroding? Y N 
Number of gu llies 



COl11 lnellts., ____ ______________ _ Additional Vegetation : 

SI)('cics l)rCSl' nl 
POLYCON 

A " C OJ E .. 

-~'M4 ~.:z:.,.~;;':-:.?::t~ 
N. 4 ~ ....... +;;. ... ,j d(),=*,..f. .i~ .... ", a · J.

7
.,....:u(;.·" h . 

::t::J.,1;/;;.: ";;i;, ~;:t)~ L f.,tb ' .. cy ok 

- ~4:ii& ~ ~ :;c:;;::L "'- ---.=10/, 

- flo,,? ~.....£&..:. ., ... ;;e;?r"',4,· 
Usc 0 (Dominant). F (Frequl!l1 l). or I (1IlfrcqLLl:lIl) . 
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"'~" ,n ~. 

\ ,g, 
iF -is' BRES FIELD FORM S"elDiJ"s'teName: Lili:lP M U'\.O-- ' ,e d 00 •• :-1 ., d1 

;) U\.VU..(:U/' ~ ~ Team Members (Circle your name): mV\cLl· .... 
-10.. Number of Polygons: .!l... Slope: Lto~ Aspcc 

)~ Area Description : ___________ _ 
t (circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

/& 
h~~ 
~'O 

Vegetation : 0;' of POLYGON 
covered by: A B C 0 

I ;=i:~eSirable) AI: ~? 
.:~. .~ I MIl 

·Noxious weeds I 
Litter -11; 
Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

I i:~: mu;~;~';~ ~OO'/o) ~ I':Li:~~ 
I 'Up to S% of :specics and 0' , of 

weeds may count toward ' Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20"10 = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

;~.;~;,:-.';! ~' Implementation) 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 

r7 7 
Crested wheatgrass -~ 

'" 
Yellow sweelc10ver V L 
Alfalfa F 1/ 

IY IF 
~D ~ 

Olhl!r 

Other 

UseD ;:F 

E 

E 

F Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Surface Litter f?r ~ 
Surface Rock B 2-Movement 

Pedestalling . 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth , Ir 
Rills Frequency 1.. f7 
Gullies Depth n 7 
Gullies Frequency D "-
Soi l Movement '!J ') 

, TOTAL BLM Score: ({ \:1 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100" EVli~2ineerin2 Evaluation) 

\Vecds I)rcsent: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

F 
Spotted knapwecd -.L.-
Dalmation toadOax 

Chealgrass J 
Baby's brcath / 1/ 
Kochia / 1/ 
Thistle r7 r/ 
Leafy Spurge / 1/ 
Olh..:r 

0 1her 

0 1h": l" 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
""* Admin Use Olliv •• 

Vegetation (% live) 11.C 
Erosion (BLM score) I~ 
Undesir/noxious weeds 0 I~ 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo'" 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of\he site? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

~ more weeds ~ steeper slolle 

lit increased erosion ~ less vegetation 

o gullies o ott,,, &<;£'1 tf~ "L AfftA ,~ ,~ 
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) ~ Q '" 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N::i 
• Estimatcd pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
S. Is there evidcnce of: Y __ N ~ 
o bu lk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barrell Areas: Y ~ N 
• At Least 75 fe . ot 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'I~" in depth), 

~re ny gull actively eroding? Y.)(.. N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



-
1{)U)LI' M1 ~ 1-..-tIN. hJJ:J tlI --h • • "r. A~dAtiJ\'IJ!J'iP~ati?n: n AFlri . rl 'fl CO:':'R~n~. 

.(YI nl'l , U OD t . rJ;1 , $01'1 /\+ 0 POLYGONV" 
-';,!-o 0 ,0 ~ '~'A" Or h , ' ","A ;() A (J n ' ~pccie, P""e. ' A B C 0 E F 
~ --;-;-n~", (, ' iTiJ: u,,.... --;- ~ -;. , ,,' ~ (") ~ n , , " 
n ::r:i7I 1) --.---en ~ i '" n LJ ~ } ~ ct ~ -:;:: . ~ 

( 0 , t\ r , ',:;"" -6 ~. 
9V\.. l-h. n;J" 0 /L OA/> t fJ1~ A I; ' 6 

=H\ 0... -f" d rh I II r.r. '0 d 
" --;],, rIA , 1'1 'O-A- ,,/i -, ~ 7> , ~l1Tl;) n h I Of) 

. ~r Jr. ~ -,,,-:" ~ f' h , ( / ' l td 

( I 0 I () l"tY\ +1A 0 -11' u If), AI I.f'v, d Ii ~ n-/ . 
I An'n , A) I A h I (/ 'iV-. ~T" {j III\h I (A/: , 

~ TT ,'rf fl N\1l Ni +1'1 ~ Xr-.n ~rl 
C 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (infrequent). 
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77 
BRES FIELD FORM SI'elO:_ Sl'e Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): - ,,~ 

Number of Polygons: '")-.S lopc: __ 10__ Aspcc 

Area Description: e (ll ~ ~ (all "J 

PA Q;).12 Field Date: 7h/iJ?' Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 

;..- Lv 6 ';I~' ** Admin U!.e Ollly ** 
,.. 1: ',.J 

Vegetation (% live) 
t (circ le a ll re levant): N S W@lwNESW @ 

Erosion (BLM score) 
( il .......... ..r {f W .. ·,-IM f! V] t--

Undcsir/noxious weeds ,...-v1 f/ t'1 J". II\.... 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 

A B C 0 E F *Identify trigger areas (using II ) on air pilot'o· 
Live (desirable) 

'/0 JQ snecies 
· Undesirable (weedy) 

bD species 

*Noxious weeds 2-
Litter ~ \15; 
Rocks> 2" I s;--
Bare Ground .. ,S" 
TOTAL (above 6 

100 I Itt-items must 10lal 100(10) 

Surface Litter I ~ :> _~~. ,~ ,,, IS 
Surface Rock l.r 3. Site Edges: M e teT edges of the site 
Movement 0 sig,nk ntlY different than remainder of the s ite? 

Pedestalling 
. 

:3 " 
Y N __ (chcck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 3 q o lime rock barrier jR'" depositional area 

I,., "2 
1r"moreweeds [S..-stceper slope 

Rills Depth 0 increased erosion JQjess vegetation 
Rills Frequency cJ h o gullies o other 

Gullies Depth Ir1 IL 
Gullies Frequency 0 1'2 Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
10 ,r - Live + S%Undesirablc 

· Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 ::: RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
2 1-39 % ::: VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% '" M (Monitor) 

Species J'rescnt: 
POLYGON 

A " C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whc31grass ""I: 
Slender whealgrass 

Yellow sweetc10vcr 

Soil Movement b I I 
4. Exposed w's~J~lfte~ial? y k N __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: V' 4 '1 • Estimated pH...!::LJ) 
BLM score: I~ • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EV-(Enllineerinll: Evaluation) 

ro ,J, ,.-" , 
Weeds Present: 

POLYGON S. Is th~ye evi ence of: y.K N __ 
A B C 0 E F 

Spotted knapweed 
~bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

::I- .21 subsideuce - s, ( ......,0.'.1 -
Dalmation load flax ~ VI ,~ 'i, ' .. " - fc rl.rs { 

Cheatgrass 1: 6. Ba~r~~;~A4-:~: f k N __ 

Baby's breath -r. • AI Least 75 n1 
• Not a rock outcrop 

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

Alfalfa 

Other + ..... ,f 1Jrt-(" t'~j 0 
Olher 

v 

Other 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y..,XN_ 

Other .,,~., .I :t- 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
01her Y __ N.2C. - 0-- " ~. ~ 1-1" 

Olher 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (In frequent). 

O lh":l" Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N -- --
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfTequent). 

Number o f gullies ___ 



Commcnts .. _ ___ ---,,---_____ ,..--_ ----:---;r __ .,,. _ _ 

Pc " ,, 1\ 'o~tb S;} p " .. r ~ 
0117 ..... ,,:1 ••• /. __ 

~ ~ c~ ~ . , = , c 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present POLYGON 
A U C 0 E " \ 

,1, I, 
0 b= , 6 N IA/ s .1..- pc r ;-.1.. 

CO t '" .1 - " y ) ~ .J !A < he 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

,.,d , , -., . '-'"' C _ i tv , . (/ f.-

• 



·le Yard 
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_ [Feet 
o 30 60 90 120150 ~I CDM 



{"(7 " :J. -c'/ I 
, Or; ~' ",I (1"1" F;cld Date} "" () 
~r-:;.:' ~ .... ,',- L.n,fV /, .. ~ ... f{~,.,. 

BRES FrELD FORM S;'c lD,7~u~aJRc 
Team Members (Circle your name): J-=- n# 

NumberorPOlygOnS:~SJo~e~~o ~ Aspec t (circle all relevant): N:S...\ \CENWNE S-~ 
A D ". U , 4 t'l:J_ A rea escnpllon. o .... ,r" ..... , rfZ,." ),,.. 

{(~~ ~ 
• I •. fl. , ' ........ I.· r . , "" -""~,! 

"I<- ~ ... f j 

" Vegetation : oJ. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) ". I~ V' 
soecies 
·Undesimblc (weedy) ~. 
sllccies 

·Noxious weeds C.q 

Surface Litter c."> 111 .. Surface Rock 
0 Movement S-

Pedestalling 0 1,/ 

• Litter ~, 1.:'. 5'& 

Rocks> 2" v.l-
Bare Ground 6J-
TOTAL (above 6 '-IlL ..... items must 10IaI100%) 

Flow Patterns a 12 r:c Rills Depth 0 

Rills Frequency 0 1-2 
Gullies Depth 0 I 
Gullies Frequency In I 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
i f ).. 

- Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 

Soil Movemcnt c! In 
() In TOTAL BLM Score: 

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% "" Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55'" M (Monitor) 
Evaluation' 56-100 - EV -rEnO'ineerin 

21·39 % "" v~ ~~egetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M Monitor 

POLYGON 
Weeds Present: 

A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYCON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed ;;r 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass I=-

Dalmation toadDax T 
Cheatgrass r:: 

Slender whcalgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow swcelclovcr F 
Alfalfa Y-

Kochia 

Thistlc Ii 
Other ""'(",(t ~('040 In 0 
Other r;1 I-r 
Qlht!r 

Leafy Spurge 

Olh!!!" 5 I ( J.. 
Olher ,- J 

I ri 
Ocher 

Olher 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
.. Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious wee&: 

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

3. Site Edges: Are ~~rA ~dg~ oft~ site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
y L N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock ba rrier o depositional area 

o more weeds l!!{ steeper slope 

:sI'" increased erosion ,At1ess vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

~t~ ;1:U'" 1:> 
4. Exposed 'Waste Material? '0 N --• Estimat~ pH~ '1 _) '" 
• ApprOlomate area (10 square feet) ...:?).t. 
• Number of areas with exposed wasle .. t 

wT1 
S. Is there evidcnce of: Y N 

F -- --
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

t I., ~ , 15x.... 
6. Barrell Areas: Y N __ 
• At Least 75 (\2 • Not a rock oulcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas ~ ~l t,,, 6 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N.Jc. 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N..2L. 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y -- N_ 
Number of gullies ___ 



Comments .. ________ ~-------_.__----- Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present I'OLYGON 
A 1\ C D E " 

• • 'f' 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

......., . 1- J, + ... c~ o x ""~ .,.."" \ , ""- • Jr I ~ .,f ...v .. ~t~ 

O fv' • .. I x , . ~ fl,l) )~ ~ 
~ , __ ~ L ... hr • .I (' ........ ...,.... 

>< F= .... cr >-- " (',..- . ., .... 
I,] II' >, +-

d .,h ee > 
,~ C Ib j 

~ "" , 
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~, 
BRES FIELD FORM Site 1D:1 Site Name: 'i~e"'MJ Mi .. , r J Field Date: Z/ i/ () r 

-, 11.e-Team Members (Circle your name) : -,-..J-...L~,-_ 

t (circle all relevant): N@)w E NW NE SW SE Number of Polygons: ~Slope; 10 Aspcc 

Area Description: --1'-"'"-' L/~-1lU£!¥-"'l-i..JiL- ,,~ ,,/, 

Vegetation: % ~~y: POLYGON 
covered A B C D E F Erollon (ULM Form) 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

I Live.<' , 
3f "3 
/0 

" 

X 

·Noxious weeds ~ ~ 
Litter 4c;-

Surface Litter 9 "3 
Surface Rock ) )" Movement 

Pedestalling 
, 

/\ 0 
Flow Patterns ~ </ 

Rocks> 2" tJ Y.i 
Bare Ground <i J() 

I ;:::"'; ~;-;:,;ffOO'J.\ '''- lv, 

I --I: 
Ii:i\iE% WD ~ 
~ :spcc;cs,rnr6'~ ; 

weeds may count toward ' Live %. 

Rills Depth 0 0 
Rills Frequency II cJ 
Gullies Depth 0 U 
Gullies Frequency 0 a 
Soil Movement 0 
TOTAL ULM Score: :n 117 
BLM score: ')<ll 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20010 m Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

o-SS'" M (Monitor) 
Evaluation) 56-100 - EVIEnain'erin 

2 1·39 % "" VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
;~ ;~"';. _ M, ' Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed r -r 

I Sheep fescue :;: r-
Crested whealgrass ~ r. 

Dalmation loadflax r -J-. 
Cheatgrass I,.: r 

Slender wheatgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow Kochia 

Alfalfa r? Thistle 

Olher ". r: L 
n,h .. , ,. p,,..I, T 

I -..... r: i T 

Leafy Spurge 

01"" Fe I- -/ 1""[ 
O'''''A/,,, "'c, /, L :r 

Olher 
Dlh..: r 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E I 
** Admin Use O,,/v ""* 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BlM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F · Idenlify trigger areas (using #) on air photo" 

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

0' lime rock barrier ~eposition31 area 
0 more weeds sl'ceper slope 

0 increased erosion [i"'less vegctation 

0 gullies EI other ~Vcr.l ~~ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) ~O 

4. Exposed Wast'e Material? Y V N __ 
• Estimated pH U 
• Approximate area (in square feet) / ~D 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ~ 

F 
S, Is there evidence of: y.H N v'" 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N __ 
• At Least 7S fl? • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ~ 
Do 0en areas l~r over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N_ ,,, (J, 

7. Gullies '.7 depth): 
Y __ N' 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y -- N --
Nwnher of gullies ___ 



Commentso ____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present POLYGON 
A 8 C D E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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f\o'1. 11 

. __ .. 1Iloe: " ,1Ft'" # () 
Field Date: "') s: 

.... \ ..... .n . .:le your name): J.- .. ,., .,...J> 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ to__ Aspect 

Are. Descri ption: rCf/eiLI,,, 6.", 

"N""f ~ 

L l. K' ' ....... 6,....; , ) IcC 't' .... , 6.-« 11 fJ.t..M~ 
(circle all refeva nt): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

5~t::" /lJ C"" f} ..... 
Vegetation: 'I. of 
ground covered by: 

Live (desirable) 
s ies 
'Undesirable (weedy) 
s ies 

'Nox ious weeds 

Liller 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must lOtal 100% 
ADJUSTED LIVE 0/. 
- Live + S%Undcsimblc 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% "" RJ (Reclamation Improvemenl) 
21-39 % "" VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M Monitor 

Spcc:ies Present: 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Olher 

Other 

Olher 

Olher 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

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

To, / 
L 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soi l Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 

Evaluation' 56-100 - EVIEnaineerin 

\Veeds I'resent : 
POLYGON 

A B C I) E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Oth\!r 

()Iher 

Other 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E r 
** Admin Use 0,,/'11 ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesirlnoxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Idelltify trigger areas (using II ) 011 air photo" 

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

0 lime rock barrier o deposition a l a rea 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N __ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in squnre feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

s_ Is there evidence of: Y N 
F -- --

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N 
• At Least 75 ft2 • 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. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N __ --
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y -- N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 



COIllnlcnts., __________________________________________ ___ 

, 
1 (, 

0+ B ' A -y", { 

(c~1.- I')),"} 

$ i p 

,.., j 7 ... a I'd' 

, " 0' ~ I. Ix I 'p 
I 

Additional Vegetation : 

Species Pl'"esent POLYGON 
A B C I) E F 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Lnfrcqucnt). 
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10> 
BRES FI ELD FORM Site 10:;.' ->>UJ>"Nl'!an!!!,.!','e, L;l-'l-, ........ F ield Date: , J" 

) - 6.~, r'/"..,~ •• . ' -Team Members (Circle your name): :J,w "' .. 
Number of Polygons: 2.- Slope: __ 10_ _ Aspect Tclrcie all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: _ _ _ ____ ______ _ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Live (desirable) 

te- I snl't'ies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

I" ->t sDccies 
-Noxious weeds h ,,,\ 

Surface Liner l. S 
Surface Rock y 
Movement r 
Pedestalling q } 

Litter 1.,2 
Rocks > 2" I(' 

Bare Ground b.ll '1" 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100010' 100 ,)0 

Flow Patterns (, b 
tl J Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency :l. Ii-! 
Gullies Depth b 7 
Gullies Frequency ""-

ADJUSTED LIVE .;. hll 10 - Live + 5%Undesirablc 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 

Soil Movement '< If( 
TOTAL BLM Score: 14~ 1(1; 

weeds may counl toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

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

2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Lmplementation) 
40- 100% "" M (Monitor Weeds I'resent: 

POLYGON 
A 8 C 0 E 

Species I'resent: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E F 
Spotted knapweed IT I 

Sheep fescue I 
Crested whcalgrass 1"" 

Dalmation toadflax IT 
Cheatgrass IT :r 

Slender whcatgmss 
Baby's breath 

Yellow swcctcJover -r :r. 
Alfalfa 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Olher 
Leafy Spurge 

Olh('r 5". , " .- I:i 
Olher 

Other I'~~ \ V 
(),he< -zr., ( Iv 

Other 
Olher 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (infrequent). 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (blfrcquent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
... Admin Use 0,,/.., "· 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

O ther BRES Trigger Items 
F " Identify trigger a reas (usin g #) on air photo" 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the sile 
significantly differentlhan remainder orthe site? 
V ~ N __ (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depositio llal area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion K less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y K N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5, Is there evidence of: Y N 
F -- --

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barrell Areas: Y -k. N __ 
• AI Least 75 ftl • NOI u rock OUlcrop 
• Less than 10% IOla1 cover (live & litter) 
Nwnber of barren areas ---
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
V _ N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

VXN_ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? V-2LN_ 
Number of gullies ___ 



r P"I~ ~.~ 6 ""- M 1.1 ~1- J" -
Ar ~l-., cl". r\ " .... d-~~:J~ a 1.t- 'HI "I:: J/, d 

• ./1 

'<' -p".(-:)lrk-.-,-.--j..,'-----.~-,-,-_-o ~--, .. ;-:J-.---""'-_-_--;}".,--:---=-_~ I 
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cC ... ..... 
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£" ' ''' , .. ! y1 V\I! , <, L."j 

,;.. 

Additional Vegetation : 

Species Present 
I'OLVCON 

A 8 C 0 E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequenl). 



rY'o0kt 
, <->\1 Shafts 

MONTANA ECONOMIC REVITALIZATIO 

Galena St 

PUBLIC LAND TRUST 

- Feet 
0510 20 30 40 50 60 

., 

8 z 
~ z 
m 
z 
~ 
r 



BRES FIELD FORM Site 1D:£«,Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): .Ram.A --; Ph.g.\ 
Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: __ '0 __ Aspect 

Arca Descrip'io": CCl'.;5 B, c, U; "'6 Q. 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C t) E F 

I Livo , '. Ie 

i 
-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

I~~ 
I ~~~;~ · '1'. 

*Up lo5%OC ~U >OI 
weeds may count Live%. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% ::: RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % - VI , , Implementation) 

, _ M i 

Species I'rescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C t) E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whctltgrass 

I 

~ swcetclover 

Alfalfa 

Olher 

Other 

Olhl!r 

Otlwr 

Use D ,F '. or , 

~ -!:S:t5~_'FAl:~:,Th;:' ~ 
(circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

~ 6~A.s. 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling . 
Flow Patterns 

Rills Deplh 

Rills Frequcncy 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 
0-55 '"' M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV(Enaineerimr: Evaluation) 

\Veeds I'resent: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C U E 

Spotted knapwced 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Olher 

Olher 

Olher 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequcnt), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
*. Admin Use On/\} ·· 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F · Idenliry trigger areas (using #I) on air photo· 

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

0 lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width ofafTected edge (in fcel) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N __ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

S. Is there evidencc of: Y N __ 
F --

o bulk soil failure o la.nd slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N 
• At Least 75 02 

• 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. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N -- --
Are any gullies actively croding? Y N -- --Number of gullies ___ 



Comments._-.j..../:c,' ~---:--<>-i.:£_-1l=L----1f"-"'e""'~_-r __ ,... ,.. ... Additional Vegetation: 

, \ 
Spec:ics Present POLYGON 

A B C " E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or J (Infrequent). 
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BRES FIELD FORM Sile lD:illoSile Name:" \ A ,I rI - Field Date: 71(, 

Team Members (Circle your name): WUI.Lrh'-!+'c -C"\n ••. L A \ : 1-, ~ Ii " 
Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: __ 10__ Aspect (circ le att retevanrrN > W b'NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: br,\ !!,\,...-y.k '51"",6f CWP""''''kl:L.cL _______ ___ _ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C I) E F 

Erosion (BLM For m) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
tf). soccies 

· Undesirable (weedy) 
SI)ccies I 
*Noxious weeds 

Liller 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

Surface Litter ~ 
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 

Pedestalling 3 
Flow Patterns ::, 
Rills Depth :;, 
Rills Frequency -r 

TOTAL. (above 6 
~ items must (0Ia11000/o) 

Gullies Depth n 
Gullies Frequency ! 

ADJUSTED LIVE -I. 
~l - Live + 5%Undesirable 

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

Soil Movement 3 
TOTAL BLM Score: g 

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% "" RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 · EV(En2ineerin Evaluation' 

2 1-39 % "" v ~ ~~egetation Implementation) 
40- 100% : M Monitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
AB C 0 E 

Species Present : 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 
Spoued knapweed 11= 

Sheep fescue !=' 
Crested whcalgrass II=" 
Slender whealgrass [I: 
YeUow sweelclover 17 
Alfa lfa /' 
Other{) _1.-;;;- Ff 
Olher 

Olher 

Dalmation toad flax F 
Cheatgrnss C-

Baby' s breath 1/ 
Kochia 17 
Thistle 1/ 
Leafy Spurge /' 
Other So. \, s;... r-
Olho,[\, .1.1 0 ... I-

Olher 
Olh": l" 

1 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (I nfrequent). 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or J (Inrrequent). 

F 

F 

Polygon Evaluation A 8 C D E F 
U Adm;" Use Onlv U 

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 
significantly d ifferent than remainder of the site? 
Y L N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 

KY more weeds 

UY'increased erosion 

o gullies 

o depositional area 

Il2r steeper slope 

D-1ess vegct·ation 
o othcr· ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet)~ ..... 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ NL 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas wi th exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N-L 
o bulk soil railure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barrell Areas: Y ~ N __ 
• At Least 75 (\2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas q . 
Do barren areas cover o~ of any polygon? 
Y NL 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number or gullies __ _ 



Comments.,-,----__ ---r---o---._---.----rr::-::-_ --=-__ 
, 

e>..1 
, , 

Ir~~;{t ;sttr Cf~3~ 

f5\\L4e t:~!fr(4r~:: ~rL 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species I)resent POL.YGON 
A B C D E F 

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



#126 - Green Copper Dump 

_=-_-==:::J __ Feet 
25 50 75 100 

I 
I 



yv'\ .,i -e v I)../P G 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 

1'('t"'" <up/'/ 
Field Date: ~ 

Team Members (Circle your name): - "'-/> L ... ,., ,.I 

Number of Polygons: ...l.- Siopc: __ '0__ Aspect 

Area Description: '(V. ,'+ ~ ,t 1..'" -I ..$ .. } L , 
~1. .;> ,N /.., I. 

Vegetation: % ~~y: POLYGON 
covered A B C 0 E F 

I Live. , 
i 

·Noxious weeds 

Liller 

Rocks> 2" 

Bare Ground 

I~~ 
I ~~;~;~ 

·Up'05%O[ ~u>o, 
weeds may count .rrl Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20"10 = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % "" VI (Vegetation Implementation) 

, . M . 

Species Present: 
POL.YGON 

A B C D E F 

:. Sheep fescue 

Slender wheatgrass 

Alfalfa 

Olher 

Olher 

Olher 

Olher 

Use , , ;0- 0" 

r r. L."'~I'" <,.I p, ",l 
(circle a ll relevant): 1'5 S W E NW NE SW SE 

J {J !xl",,-" {; ~~. r m .•. !., 
"" 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Liller 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EVi-Eno:ineerino: Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadnax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Other 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E r 
** A dmin Use. Ol/Iv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsirlnoxious weeds 

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

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the s ite? 
y.x... N __ (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other e¥(I, , j 
l< L<I_ ,Of 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) ~ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
s. Is there evidence of: V __ N..k 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barrell Areas: Y N~ 
• AI Least 75 ftz • Not a roc 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~ , 0<1" , 
Are any gu les aCllve y er mg. Y N -- - -
Number of gullies ___ 



Commcnts., __ ,--__ -:-__ --, _____ -,-_ ---, ___ _ 

«1 4 , ,6. ... .f s: , I~ cc ·' I, 61 0, "t.}( fa uIJ 7 j JulP Id '-a ~ t I/I5 ut .... (.... I 
' >, O ~1t / 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species I)rcscnt POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

--



#128 - Alliance Du 

~ _=_-=====-_-==:::J, Feet V 0 25 50 75 100 125 @ CDM 



IJ.? 
BRES FIELD FORM S;le 10:_ S;le Name: 4/ .. D. . ~~ Field Date: ~/71a ( Polygon Evaluation A 8 C 0 E 

.' Team Members (Circle your namc):~:~:~~: 
Number of Polygons: -L Slope: _'_ 
Area Description: _____________ _ 

~ "'~, j jl.." 01. , 
.. Admin Use 0,,11)·· 

, \ ' trclc all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covercd by: A B C 0 E F Erosion (BLM Form) 

POLYGON Other ORES Trigger Items 
A B C 0 E F · Identify trigger neas (using #) on air photo" 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter .r 
snecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
snN'_ics 
-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Surface Rock 
0 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling . 
() 

y:X- N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 J}-1fme rock ba rrier o depositional area 

0 0 more weeds o steeper slope 
Rills Depth 0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency I r) 0 gul lies o other 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) 

Gullies Depth t 
Gullies Frequency I() Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE 0/. 
- Live + 5%Undesirabtc 
·Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may counl toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score : 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement \) 

TOTAL BLM Score: I () 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N __ 

• Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
O~55 - M (Monitor) • Number of areas wilh exposed waste __ 
56~lOO - EV (Emzineerinll' Evaluation' 

2 1-39 % '" v~ ~egetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M Monitor Weeds Present : 

POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N 
A B C 0 E F --

Species I)rescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
Spolted knapweed 

o bulk soil failure o la nd slumps 

o subsidence 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whc3tgrass 

Slender whealgrass 

Yellow swectclover 

Dalmation loadflax 

Cheatgrass 6. Barrell Areas: Y..K.. N __ 

Baby's breath • At Least 75 n2 • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barreD areas ---

Alfalfa 

Olher 

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

Leafy Spurge 

Otht' r 
Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Olher 
Olher y N -- --

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (InfTequent). 

Olh.::1' Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y N -- --
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Number of gullies ___ 



Comments., _________ :-___ --,,,-____ ;-__ 

TS;, t p e IJ~-< C f.. be t01oz lt - y rc k 

P:' ' .. I- - tp, 
: !7J1. I~ 'c 
Ii. """'c "..v,fl..-/ 

( ~ r 

(' ,. ,1, 

,p, "" 7 .... 

• J 
kiN (; tJ._ C' 1 , 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

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



#135 - Washoe Samping Works M'\s+tr 
.".,,-~,... 

• 

• 
BUTTE SILVER BOW 

~ _c:::::'_~=~_~Feet 
~ 0" 50 100 150 200 



BRES FIELD FORM 

/ ,,,, ) 
Site 10:1. Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): ~LJ....,'oL _ _ 

Number of Polygons: .-1:Slopc: J.tt....to __ Aspect 

Area Description: Pt,.}y .flake cec/Q ict f( 

Vegetation: % of 
ground covered by: A 

Live (desirable) 
10 soeeies 

-Undesirable (weedy) 
J sneeies 

-Noxious weeds "3 
Litter lifo 
Rocks > 2" ":l 
Bare Ground I~ 
TOTAL (above 6 
items musllolall(}OO/al JOC 
ADJUSTED LIVE % I/''J­
_ Live + 5%Undesirable rtc 

POLYGON 
8 C 0 E F 

-Up to S% ofundcsirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-2()1'/o .:: R1 (Reclamation Improvemenl) 
2 1-39 % = VI ~egetation Implementation) 
40-100% "" M (Mon itor 

Species Presellt : 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whelltgrnss 

S lender whcatgrass 

Yellow swcetclovcr 

Alfalfa 

Olhcr 

Olher 

POLYGON 
AB C DEF 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or J (Infrequent). 

}! w'/' j j, v)"~j. e 2 .. "". I,$' F;cld Date, 2Ut or 
t2 p I 

(circle all relcvant)~ E NW NE SW SE 

.J da '" " ~ 

ErOllon (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E 

Surface Litter t,; 
Surface Rock ,. 
Movement 

Pedestalling . I. 
Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 7 
Rills Frequency 

, 
.~ 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movement 9 
TOTAL 8LM Score: I .... , 
BLM score: 
0·55'" M (Monitor) 

Evaluation' 56·100 - EV-(Entzineerin 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E 

Spotted knapweed r 
Dalmation toadnax II 
Cheatgrass If 
Baby's breath r 
Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Oth<:~ .. .. rl:1l Wf'r ]:: 
0,10« AI •• b 4. y,. r 
Otlit'-;:/f . ------:: Lftc.e If 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
.. Admin Use On'}! " 

VegClntion (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

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

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y .,/ N __ (check applicable items) 

IJ'time rock barrier !/depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

v"U/I ~( 0 gullies ~ other • 
!"Du, 

Estimalc width of affected edge (in feci) J..Q. 

4. EXI,oscd Waste Matcrial? Y __ N ..---

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feel) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

S. Is there evidence of: Y N .....---
F -- --

o bulk soil railure o land slumps 

o subsidcnce 

6. Barren Areas: Y N ....----
• At Least 75 n2 • 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. G ullies (Ov~1JCPlh): 
Y __ N __ 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N -- --Number or gullies ___ 



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 

RMu" t t +cow ~oe (ji t< (qusie, . lMWt 7(lc . Ie ofl.. 
lJ/'ok1emc fe;;h Ok! I; Ae 5/[e. , v 

) 

Species Present 
A 

POLYGON 
B C 0 E 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I Onfrequent). 

F 



#138 - 2nd & NQv"", 

~c:;~-o:== __ ==rFeet 
o 20 40 60 80 100 



Vegetation: ~. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
V-snf'C.ies 

*Undesirable (weedy) -s ......... -ies j 

*Noxious weeds .., 
Litter ?O 
Rocks> 2" ~ 
Bare Ground I) 

""" TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100(10) I()() 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

I ~h '" Live + 5%Undcsirable 
*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 % = V! ~egeta tion Implementation) 
40-100% - M Monitor 

Species Present : 
POLYGON 

A " C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass :r: 
Yellow sweelclover I 
Alfalfa -r 
Olher . • " c ~ 
OLher IT 

Other 

Other 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (1nfrequent). 

Erollon (BLM Form) 
A 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 71 

Rills Frequency i~ 
Gullies Depth 0 

Gullies Frequency U 

POLYGON 
BCD E F 

Soil Movement IKliLI---f-+-+-1---I 
TOTALBLMScore: ~ 
BLM score: 
0·55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV fl..no- ineerin Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmatian toad flax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thislle 

Leafy Spurge 

POLYGON 
ABCOEF 

-t 

Olh" 9. \- . \ :J 

Oth\!1" h-. .\-;', -:r..-
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

BCD E r 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
*Idenlify trigger areas (using #) on air I)hoto* 

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

o lime rock barrier 0 depositional arca 

o more weeds 0 steeper slope 
o increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

o gullies 0 other ,. (~m ~ /. . 
yJ.. I~ I 

Estimate width of affected edgc (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N-¥-
• Estimated pl-I __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N--k 

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N Y 
• AI Least 7S ft2 • Not a roek 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 __ NL 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 



Commcnt,. _ _ -rh:JI~<_.J:Q"'~:L\"1U'r---4f'2...'.' .!.'-=1~_~J~4!...-____ _ 

't-

k 

, 

vf rk...,. 

a "¥(i,~ 't',.L ('6 

£e '''''' e ,''' 
NclC!'m~,1 

t ,,,, t- d ±L.,. 

"" Ill ' '') 

t .... w ,b 

XII '~ y I 

" 
, .,b , It 
I .1 . 

Y ")"},'''! , !\. 

" \ ! .IY'I r 

0 $ / .~ 

! {, " , ,,-: II < 
v 

F, a" ~t /:r:"" + 
. , i s:' 

" • 

Ie. 

I,: 

o"}tte 

C I! 

, de 

.. (~ 

t 
. ." J/, ! 

" 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C I} E F 

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



#139 - Concentrate Spill 

--=::JIII-IOIl:==::~_,"-Feet 
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~ 
BRES FIELD FORM 

,t. 
II/f 

Site ID:_ Site Name: (c,'t£t'..,\,~, r- '{. 1\ Field Date; :i/iu 
Team Members (Circle your name): _-~\k<!l..~"~~_--,-L 
Number of Polygons: _,_ Slope: __ 10__ Aspcc 

Area Description: l. Itl,} bel ((~tf\ oM ... I 

"(~I!c<' & ..... , L .... i ,_ 6e..".,~ PI.'{df;, 
t (circle ill relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

\~.,.J 6, V'!l, .. b. , -s,.}!: ,f 
::r.,6i ...... 

Vegetation: 0/. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter In 
s........,ies 
·Undesirnblc (weedy) 

Surface Rock 1st Movement 
sDccics 

·Noxious weeds 

Liller 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

Pedestalling /' 
Flow Patterns II. 

r-Ri lis Deplll 

Ri lls Frequency I .... 

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth '2 
items must totallOO%l Gullies Frequency "2-
ADJUSTED LIVE 0/. 
- Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to SOlo of un desir db Ie species and 0% of noxious 

Soil Movemcnt !;; 
TOTAL BLM Score: 2n 

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20010 = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55:: M (Monitor) 
56-100 K EV(Eno:lneerino: Evaluation) 

21-39 % "'" V! ~cgetalion Implementation) 
40-100% = M Monitor Weeds Present: 

POLVCON 
A 8 C 0 E 

Species J'resent: 
POLYGON 

A t! C 0 E F 
Spotted knapweed V-

Sheep fescue 

Crested whc3tgrass 

Slender whealgrass 

Dalmation toadflax Iv' 
Cheatgrass Iv' 
Baby' s breath IV 

Yellow swcetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa 
Thistle 

Olher 

Other 

Olher 

Ollu,'r 

Leafy Spurge 

Otho: .. """,.Al "" ::r 
O.h« ,]. ~ I" 
Otho:r C 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
.. Admin Use 0"/,, .. 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Identiry trigger areas (using #I) on air photo* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the s ite? 
y ~ N _ _ (check applicable items) 

m ime rock barrier ~ depositional area 

k more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased crosion o less vegetation 

o gullies D other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Wasle Material? Y 4- N __ 

• Estimated pH~ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) ~ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

S. Is there evidence of: Y N .k-
F --

D bulk soil failure D land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. BarrCIl Areas: Y N 
• At Least 75 ft2 • 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.....k.-
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y -- N --
Number of gullies ___ 



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 

IJ, ....... " l, r: I.«c'Cc Plt,e y. ~ ).l:i:: ,21 ' j 

4'tl .. . ,", ~, b ~ " " 4.1 .... ! .... ,p. i.. 
Species I'resent POLYGON 

A II C 0 E F 

"' , .... " 

v 

L R lei)",.., J c t:? 
~.f 4 ... l . , II) 4 e.",fJ 

I 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I Qnfrequent}. 

+ - • .L 



L <tS~.J 
#153 - Fools Concentrator (FC) & FC A 

~~--------------= 

• 

Irvine St 

a _o::::::::=-_-====-__ Feet 
~ 0 50 100 150 200 ~\ CDM 



L«1 U)~j [0 
BRES FIELD FORM SitelD,_ Site Name: 

I, ((.Il'I u ... t ..... 
-0' 

FlA . :!h.b. r-L .-
Flcld Datc: 7 7 

Team Members (C ircle your name): T ........ ""..". L 
Number of Polygons: _( _ Slope: _ _ 10 __ Aspce 

Area Descriplion: D.re.tlo tHd..J il. ........ 

Of"'.#/J ..... 6 .... ,', '-I!.c.~, ...... 131"~ , ( I".t'tll> 
t (circle :11 relevant): N S W Ii NW NE fu SE 

~, .tb l /± - It:v,,, .... G .. " ..... 7' 

Vegetation: 0/. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C D E F 

Ero.lon (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Live (desirable) 

0 snecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

() species 
-Noxious weeds <:' 
Liller <I 
Rocks > 2" If 
Bare Ground 1 
TOTAL {above 6 

(J) items musllolalIOO%) 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
6 Movement 

Pedestalling r 
Flow Patterns , 
Rills Depth II' 
Rills Frequency II 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency (1 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
U - Live + 5%Undesil"'dble 

Soil Movement (} 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: r. 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM $COre: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
O·2()01o '" RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (Em~ineering Evaluation) 

21·39 % = v~ ~~cgelation Implementation) 
40-100% "" M Monitor Weeds Present: 

I'OLYGON 
A B C D [ 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D [ F 
Spotted knapwecd I 

Sheep fescue 
Dalmation toadnax 

Crested whcnlgrass Cheatgrass 

Slender whealgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow swcctc10ver Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Olher Leafy Spurge 

Olher 
Oth.;: r 

Other Olhcr 

Olher 
Olh..:1' 

Use D (Domi nant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E r 
** Admin Use Olliv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F · Identify trigger areas (us ing II) on air photo" 

3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the s ile? 
Y Y N (check applicable items) --
o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

Y moreweeds o steeper slOI)e 

0 increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

o gu llies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Mat'erial? Y ~ N __ 

• Estimated pH.-!:::L ,.J,.. ( 
• Approximate area (in square feel) __ <I --s ~( 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ' ~ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N.-b:.... 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barrell Areas: Y ~ N __ 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % tolal cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarrenareas \,A.oo'~",I .. '!.. f( 

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

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N X 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y -- N --Number or gu llies ___ 



Commcnts., ____________ _________ _ Additional Vegctation : 

Species Present POLYGON 
A 8 C 0 E F 

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

r '--1' .... , 
, 

...-• .:7,., Fe> " 
, 1 ",,;:0 , '" ''I ""' 'nl ) 

-, , 
/-' 

'·f ... Q/-- t ~ 'I .1 ..-. XC< . ' j ... ...... 19 li' 

r ~""- '1 
, ;L:X e:: .J.-''1 

> • '1 ' ' 
, . ~ i ... "fAi1 ~ • f S o<- 1' / * 



....,\lndicate Pit Dum 
~~~=r~ ~_ 

.~. 

_-===-_-=:= :::::JI __ Feet 
o 100 200 300 400 



BRES FIELD FORM i 
Site 10: ' Site Na me: 

Team Members (Circle your name): T~ ,.,"", 
Number QfPolygons: ~ Slope: ~IO __ Aspect 
Area Description: _____________ _ 

Vegetation: IIY. of POLYGON 
covered by: A B C D E F 

I Live. ;p 

Iq 
-Noxious weeds { 
Litter ItoD 
Rocks > 2" I 
Bare Ground rr 

li:~/ 
I ~~i~;~ % ~~ 

·Up \0 5%""Of ,01 

weeds may count toward Live%. 
Vegetation (% li ve) score: 
0·20% = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 
2 1 .3~~- VI I Implementation) 

'~M 

Species Present : 
,'OLYCON 

A B C I) E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

I wheatgmss 

Yellow sweclclovcr 1-
Alfalfa i 
Olher ~/. <- Ir 
Olhl:l' n III. T 
Oiller 

Olher 

ru;;o I, F '. 0 " 

~;«l,!.-t ~.",., Field Dal.: ) b h Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
r ** Admin Use On/I) " h,.-{#. ~ad 

Vegetation (% live) 
(circle all relevant): ~ E NW NE SW SE 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesirfnoxious weeds 

ErOllon (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

Surface Litter <. 
Surface Rock ~ 

3. Site Edges: Arc ouler edges of tJ1C site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the sile? 

Pedestalling /1 Y .......- N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns ~ f1J/1i me rock ba rrier o depositioll8.1 area 

"i Vrnoreweeds o steeper slope 
Rills Depth 

iYincreased erosion l¥'1Css vegetation 
Rills Frequency I ~ o gullies ~her ~~"e. 
Gullies Depth 7 
Gullies Frequency eX Estimate width of affected edge (in feCI) M 
Soil Movement r 4. Exposed Waste J\1ate.-ial? Y V N __ 
TOTAL BLM Score: 1'1' • Eslimated pH r..-S--
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feel) J, 0t0 
0-55" M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed wasle ~ 
56-100 "" EVlE~Rineerin2 Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 

A B C I) E F 

Spoiled knapweed :r o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Dalmation loadOax r 
Cheatgrass F 6. Harren Areas: Y ~ N 

Baby's breath - • At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % lotal cover (live & litter) - Number of barren areas ~ 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N !/'" 

Leafy Spurge -----
Olh<.!f w.~ r 7. Gu llies (over 6" in depth): 
Olher "vi. i't~ 'I. Y V'N 

Y~---
Olh\.'f .. _1 ~J • r: Are any gullies aCliv1 eroding? 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or J ( Infrequent). 
Number of gullies 



Commentso ____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
l'OtYGON 

A B C D E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I Qnfrequent). 



#1501 - Christ. ..is 
~----------------------~-, 

Lexington Ave 

GIBSON WILLIAM J & GAIL H 

~ _-==:'!"'_~"::===:'!"'_""'!' Feet W 0 10 20 30 40 



..c' 
IS 

BRES FlELD FORM Sit. !D:t! Sit. Nam.: Ch 1"t'1 t. W Q I Field Date: 

8e. Team Members (Circle your name): UTA r;.. 
Number o f Po lygons: _ Slope: __ '0__ Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 
Area Description: _____________ _ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C I) E F Erosion (BLM Form) 

POLYGON 
A B C I) E 

Live (desirable) ~ s"""'ies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

bs sDccies 
*Noxious weeds 11<' 
Liller In 
Rocks> 2" :T" 
Bare Ground ao 
TOTAL (above 6 -items mUSl lotal 100(10) 

Surface Liner 0 
Surface Rock ;;t Movement 

Pedestalling . 0 
Flow Patterns "3 

3 Ri lls Depth 

Rills Frequcncy ;;l. 
Gullies Depth 7 
Gullies Frequency ~ 

ADJUSTED LIVE -I. Id', - Live + S%Undesirable 
Soil Movement 3 

·Up to 5% ofundesirabJc species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: ;Z~ 
weeds may counl loward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
Evaluation' 56-100 - EVffi~oineerin 

2 1-39 % = v~ ~~cgetation Implementation) 
40- 100% "" M Monilor Weeds ('resent: 

POLYGON 
A 8 C I) E 

Species Present : 
POLYGON 

A B C I) E F 
Spoiled knapweed F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whealgrass 

Dalmatian toadnax -
Chealgrass I.e 

Slender whealgrass T Baby 's breath -
Yellow sweelclover J. 
Alfalfa 

Kochia -
Thistle -

OlherM .. - 7" 
Olher 

Leafy Spurge -
()th" AI . i. ...4. 7' 

Olher 
Olher 

Othlor Otht'r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Ln frequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A 8 C 0 E F 
** Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BlM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger areas (using # ) on a ir photo* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
signi0 Y differentlhan remainder of the site? 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock ba rrier ~positional area 

0 more weeds ~eeper slope 

0 increased erosion ~5 vegetation 

8""" gullics o other • 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fee t) ;.s:-
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N "-- -

• Estimated pii __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

S. Is there evidence o f: Y N ~ 
F -- --

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence I-

6. Barrell Areas: Y .........--N 
• At Least 75 fl2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Nwnber of barren areas ~ 
~ ~ areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

7. G~er 6" in depth): 
Y __ N __ 

y~--Are any gull ies actively eroding? 
Number of gullies ~ 



Comments., ____________________ _ Addjtional Vegetation : 

Species Present POLYGON 
A 8 C D E F 

aceq. 

Use 0 (Dominanl), F (Frequenl), or I (1nfrequeot). 



I DUFFY MAMIE I & CARMIE R 

BABB BETTY 

~Irglnla St 

----------_. --_. ---------_._. ---

MARTIN CHALUSE D & JAMIE R 

_-==-__ ,!,:=====~ __ Feet 
o 10 20 30 40 



/5""I'1.,de Na n:: ~:'<~::'5. "'(' Field Dale : 7h/.9 Polygon [v.10,';on 
" ' ~_'~'~A~d~,~n~h~'~U~'~'~O~n~/~'~'~'-+ __ -+ __ -+ __ -+ __ -+ __ -} __ ~ 

BRES FIELD FORM Si 8 C Jl [ A 

Te:l lll Members (Circle your name): ~"a "'"' L" r.}~. ~ G "', .. L...~,..., J${ '.' ~ f l""".? 
Vegetm ion (% li ve) 

Number of Polygons: ---l Slope: __ '0 __ Aspect (circle all re levant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 
Erosion (BLM score) 

Area Description: POI" e ,,' Or. l.p VV-} 

I Undesir/noxious weeds 

~ ____________ ~ ____ ~L--~~o~,~h~,,~~~ ____ ~ ____________ ~~~==============~~ 
l'OlVGON Vl.'gl.'ta lion: "I .. of 

ground cuv('r{'d by: A C D [ F 

i, I 

-Nox iolls weeds 

Liller 

Itocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
, I 

·Up 10 5% I and 
weeds may counllOward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% '" IH (Reclamation Improvement) 
2 1·39 % -=- VI (Vegel:llion Jmpit:mcnlalion) 

Specil'S Present : 

Icscm: 

Crested wheat grass 

Slender whc:ttgrass 

Alfa lfa 

POLYGON 
ADellE 

" 

Erosion (BLM Form) 

Surface Liner 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Panems 

Ritt s Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gull ies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

\ 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56·100 - EV fE nl1ineerin 

Spoiled knapweed 

Dalmation to"dflax 

Cheiltgmss 

Bilby's breath 

Kochill 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Evaluation' 

l'OtYGON 
A B C D E 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I ( In frequenl), 

F 
Olher UlU: S Triggl'r II {,nlS 

*ltll'lIlify lrigg{'r ar{'as (using # ) 0 11 air phulo* 

3. Sill' Edges : Arc outer edges of lhe sile 
signilicmllly di ffe rent Iha n remainder oflhe si te? y...x N (check appl icable ilems) 

Ihll l' rock barrit'r 

x,llor{' weeds 

illcrcas{'d {'rt)sion 

gu llil's 

deposilional art'a 

sleeper slup{' 

less vegela tion 
otllt·r" _______ _ 

Estimate width of a llccled edge (in fi .. 'CI) __ _ 

4. Exposed WaSIl' Materia!'! V ___ N 
• tslim:lled pll __ __ 
• Approxim'Ltc areiL (in square feet) __ __ 
• Nu mber of arclLs wilh exposed W;lSIC 

5. Is Ihere evidence of: V N 

bulk sui I failure land slumps 

subsidl'lu' {' 

6. Barrcn Ar{'as : V N , --- ---
• AI Least 75 n- • Nol a rock outcrop 
• Less thall 10 % lolal COVl.'r (live & till er) 
Number of barren areas 
Do bllrtl!n areas 1,;0",'r over 25% ofllny polygon? 
Y N 

7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N __ 

Arc all)( gu llies actively eroding'? V ___ N 
Number of gullies 



Additional Vegetation: 

Species I'r{'scnl l'OLYGOl\' 
A II C 0 £ F 

IL .- c ( -v ... 
" 

.. .., 
J 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent) . 

• 



ORISCOLC DANIEL F & JANICE 

-

• 

I 

n __ ==-__ -==== ___ Feet 

~ 0 m ~ W 00 



BRES FIELD FORM SiteW: Si ame: ~~nr::I ~1+ Field Date: -(~ f 
L ." ,. ... b, t. 0( ~~, ~ .. ,., J Team Members (Circle your name): >...~,,,-,,",-,,-,,,~ 

Number of Polygons: _,_ Siopc: __ 10__ A peel (circle all relevant): N S W E N W NE SW SE ,.v .J Area Description: C ,,' a r ~- ,d 0"" xn ' ,0 c c,,,.o- ~ / , I::: 

Vegetation : Of. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A " C D E F Ero.lon (BLM Form) 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
l<.r snecics 

·Undesirable (weedy) ,r snecics 
-Noxious weeds ,,, 
Litter 1<.( 
Rocks> 2" 0 

Surface Litter ., 
Surface Rock 
Movement '2. 
Pedestalling 

. 
It> 

Flow Patterns 3 
It, Rills Depth 

Bare Ground It ~ TOTAL (above 6 

Rills Frequency I 
Gullies Depth In 

items must total 100%) 10(; Gullies Frequency cJ 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

'II. ., Live + S%Undesirable 
Soil Movement h 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: h'i 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 - M (Monitor) 
0-20% '" Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 - BV (Engineering Evaluation) 
21-39 % c: VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor \Veeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A " C D E 

Species I'rescnt : 
POLYGON 

A " C D E F 
Spottcd knapweed 

Sheep fescue D Dalmation toadnax 

Crested whealgrass Ii Cheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrnss Baby's breath 

Yellow sweelcJovcr Kochia 

Alfa lfa Thistle 

Olher 
Leafy Spurge 

Other Otha rn.I .... rlI" .. . II" - d l- , .f . 

Olher 
Olher 

Olher 
Olil';1" 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (1nfrequen t). Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E r 
..... Admin Use O"lv ·· 

Vegetation (% live) '-i( 

Erosion (BLM score) 17" 
Undesir/noxious weeds b 

Other DRES Trigger Items 
F - Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air I)hoto'" 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N,k::.. (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositiona l area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fee t) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ tk-
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of arcas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N..1::-

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Harren Areas: Y N ~ - - --
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & li tter) 
Number ofbarrcn areas ___ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _ N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ NX 
Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y N - - - -
Number of gullies ___ 



Comments·, _ __ ,-;-______ tr _________ _ 

.. (,-collJ MU...",.. J 
Additional Vegetation : 

Species Present POLYCON 
A B C D E F 

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



#1656 - Maryland Ave and Iron St 

SMT HOLDINGS LlC 

I P,O'<OER CONCRETE & FUEL CO 

_ ,Feet 
o 10 20 30 40 50 



~\..;,v 
BRES FIELD FORM Site 10: Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): fio.xx1t ' £b 
Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: __ to __ Aspect 

Area Description: _____________ _ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
snPcies 
· Undesirable (weedy) 
soccics 
· Noxious weeds 

Liller 

Rocks> 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 10(010) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
- Live + 5%Undcsirable 
· Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may counlloward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 <= RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21 -39 % = V! ~~Cgelaljon Implementation) 
40-100% - M Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whealgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow swcctclovcr 

Alfalfa 

m Irnlll" I 
Olher 

Olher 

Olher 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (1nfrequent). 

ma"vy I o..nct ~ Field Date: '-r/-r/rPf 
ii4E and JU\V1LRr NaKiiiillo 
(circle all re levant) : N S W E NW NE SW S E 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling -
-

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth ~, 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

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

Weeds Prcsent: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed F' 
Dalmation toadnax I 
Cheatgrass .1. 
Baby's breath / 
Kochia /' 
Thistle / 
Leafy Spurge 17 
~IJ).)( ta.d mil 
fJr1) t!61/1 ~ I~ 

Olh":1" 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
** Admin Use Olliv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 
--

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/ooxious weeds 

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

3. Site Edges: Are o uter edges of the site 
sig1antlY different than remainder of the site? 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barricr o depositional area 

1& more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion 

o g ullies 
o less v1tation 'fJ .ther o')(/DUS 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ NX 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Numb~r of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
S- Is there evidence of: Y __ N $-
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Harren Areas: :. ~ N 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total covr (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ___ 
D~arren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N w\'\Ol L ~\-\t),\\ 

7_ Gun;" (,]/" ;n d' p,h): 
Y N 
Are any gull i s actively erodmg? Y N -- --
Number of gullies ___ 



OJO--vV-
comments~ Jfift .. ~ ~~+ Puttd LiD WltvJ Additional Vegetation: 

Y\Q"f,\_ -0,L ~ __ R-Cf-'i.' i 

Species Prescnt 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E F 

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

• 



I 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: IJ "IL-
Team Members (Circle your name): l<el!; oc....r.._ I ." 

j 
\e;;l; 

Field Date: ~'1 

Number of Polygons: "Z- Slope: ~to-=- Aspect 

Area Descriptioo: & fit! Q r.c C7 e<Vt:'f I K 
(circle all relevaot):~ S W E NW NE sw siD 
~ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground ~ove ... ed by: A B C 0 E F 

EroalOD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

I ;';';;:;;:" 2.5 150 

1 ,';"';"; 'Y} 
10 1<; 

-Noxious weeds c: ~ 

Surface Litter I- .., 
Surl8ce Rock 

() 
Movement 4 

Pedestalling 2. ," 
~ ;0 1 un l 

Rocks > 2" I In 
Flow Patterns ." ? 
Ril~ Depth "- '" 

Bare Ground IGl 0 Rills Frequency 2 0 

~ ~ IOC 

1 ~L;:~+ . 

Gullies Depth b 0 

Gullies Frequency 0 0 

Soil Movement ?:. , 
~ especieS 

weeds may counl toward Live %. 
TOTAL BLM Scor e: 2. \ Z.., 
BLM score: 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 '" R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 

()'SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV-(R~~~eerin Evaluation' 

21-39 %~: ~~' Implementation) 
Weeds Present : 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Prescot: POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Spotted knapwecd T 

ish;;; fescue T t:. Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wbcatgrass T Cbeatgrass I " 

! ,.. I 
Baby's breath ,. 

Yellow sweetclovcr Kochia 

Alfalfa r-;:: r- Thistle 

Other III I ,In, h-
Oth" o ,. ;:;:..~ r:c 

Leafy SP"'8c 

Other mU"ff~-:I :r. I 

Otbcr 
-;;: lr Otb" OM" Il.~ r I 

Other 
Other 

[lj;o 4.F or I Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
.. Admin Use On/ll ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noJOous weeds 

Other BRF.S Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger areas (usl.ng #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Arc outcr edges of the site 
significantly different than remaioder of the site? 
Y----1.L N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

!Sf more weeds ~teeper slope 

0 increased erosion less vegetation 

o gu Ulcs o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) \ 0 
I 

4. Exposed Wute Material? Y ~ N __ 

• Estimated pH1:l5.. f z... 
• Approltimatc area (in square feet) \ 05 

• Number of areas with exposed waste ~ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N+--

o bulk soli failure o la nd slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y V N 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ~ 
Do barren areas covcr over 25% o f any polygou? 
Y_ N--->L' 

7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y __ N-L 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



Site 2000 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ SUe Na me: 2 000 Field Oa'e: -rj,,_ I rC 

tI..i M 4> u f'\k~"'" 
(circle all relJan'): N ~ WE NW NE SW SE 

Team Members (Circle your name): (u~"'" J O 
Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: __ '0__ Aspect 

Area Description: IA h11~1J3a,( g 

Vegetation: -;0 of 
ground covered by: 

Live (desirable) 
s ies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
5 " S 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100% 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

- Live + S%Uodesirable 

POLYGON 
A BCD EF 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and OOAt of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 - RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4()..10001o - Monitor 

Species Prestnt: 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbcatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclovcr 

Alfalfa 

Olha 

Olher 

POLYCON 
ABCOEF 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

cam O'lIQilYj mIlSQI1fY'i 

Erol loD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pcd"tailing 

Plow Patterns 

Rill, Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
S6-IOO -BV Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed ~ 

Dalmationtoadflax 
Cheatgrass It:" -
Baby' 5 breath I.e 
Kochia 11= 
ThistJe 

Leafy Spurge 

Olh<, ( n il lion IF 
Other 

Ot.h..:r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 

Polygon EvaJuatioD A B C 0 E F 
*. Admin Use On/II·· 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesirlnoxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger neu (using #) on air photo· 

3. Sile Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
signi0tly different than remainder of the site? 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional a rea 

Iii! more weeds Z steeper slope 
ji5 increased erosion o less vegetation sJ.t 
o guUies Il other ~. teo.. 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. E:rposed Waste Material? Y V N __ 

• Estimated PH.1&-~ ~ 
• Approximate area. (i square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste rlUI1\t'!t.u; 

5. 18 there evidence of: Y N V-
F -- --

o bulk soU faUure o land slumps 
o lubsldeoee 

6. Barren Areas: Y N 
• At Least 75 rr • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barreD areas --
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

V_ N Y 
Are any gullies activcly eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



Site 2001 

2000 

2023 



: Site Name! 1..001 Field Date: 1 -110 ·o~ BRES FIELD FORM Site ID 

Team Members (Circle your name): 

Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: -

Area Description: k,>.DtX. ~ 

KLe~IkL. 
to - Aspect (circle all relevant)(ffS W E NW NE SW SE 

Qa..p 

Vegetation: % of 
covered by: 

POLY 
ABC 

GON 
D 

Lilter 

Rocks > 2" 

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

t) 0-20% - R1 (Recl.a.mation lrnprovemeo 
21·39 % - VI . lrnplemeotau on) 

Species Pr esent: 

O(hcr 

Other 

Other 

POLY 
ABC 

GON 
D 

E F 

E F 

,,-",j c..Wvc-v+ ",.. t-.l S:l~l 
0.( +rcMJ 

El'OIIoD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Scon: () 
BLM score: 
0-55 .. M (Monitor) 
16-100 - EY"rEn";;'eerin. Evaluation) 

POLYGON 
Weeds Present: 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass -

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

( )lht'r 

O!.h..:r 

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

~ 7.t;.J '/ 
Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

.* Ad",i" U$~ On/v" 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosioo (BLM score) 

Undesir/ooJtious weeds 

Other DRES Trigger Items 
F -Identify trigger areas (using ##) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outcredges of the site 
significantly d~t than remainder of the site? 
y ""--L N_, _ _ (check applicable items) 

o time rock burier o depositional a rea 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 lncreased er osion o less vegetation 

0 gullies ~b" el' ~ o" J ~ v!(>; 
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. EIposed Waste Material? Y __ N_' _ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y N ./ 
F --

o bulk soil railure o la nd slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Bar ren Ar eas: Y __ N...L 
• At Least 75 ~ • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than to % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas - -
00 barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Cullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_N-.X 
Are aoy gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



CommenlSo ______________ _ 

:tiiL ~3: ~?~~;;;VW+ 
ptt ~':ll ; 7,14; Ib) rJ.~ -1y /i:J . 

~ 4pO?e d wo=sk -to E "'6 ...,l1( . 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

J 



Site 2002 

2023 

o 25 50 Feet 



BRES FIELD FORM SlteW:_ Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): ~ (I 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ 10 __ 1 Aspect 
Area Description: ___________ _ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
I~ies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
s ....... ies 
~ox.ious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%' 
ADJUSTED LIVE */. 
- Live + 5%Undesirablc 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0"10 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation improvement) 
21-39 % - ~ ~~getation Implementation) 
40-1000Io - M ouitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wheatgrau 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Otber 

O ther 

Other 

Use D (Dominaet), F (Frequcct), or I (lnfrequcot). 

Ja';. F ield Date: 1(. J Ir', 
0' 'Callne., LI 

(circle aU releva:t):~ WE NW NE SW SE 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Pattems 

Ril!sDcpth 

Rills Frequency 

Gulli", Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 
O-SS - M (Mooitor) 
S6-100 - BY-iEn";;'eerIn. Bvoluation' 

Weech Preseot : 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapwccd 

Dalmation toadOax 

Cbca"""" . 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spmge 

Other 

Otbu 

Otb" 
Use D (Dominaet), F (Frequeot), or I (lnfrequcot). 

Polygon Evalu'aJio.n A )I C D E F 
... Admin U"e a ni." *-
V ~getat!-0I.l (';'0 ~~e) . . ~4 -

Erosion (B'(Mscore) ,', - .. ;"j 

Undcsir/noxlodS ~~S;.:i. 7,· , , 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F ·]deotify trigger areas (using #) 0 0 a ir p hoto· 

3. Si~e Edges: Are outer edges of the s ite 
Si~tly different than remainder of the site? 
Y N _ _ (chock appucablc items) 

o lime r ock barrier o depositlonal area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

0 incr eased erosion o less vegetation 

o gulli" ,)(otber .1,{ r0l(! 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet; ~'lJ:1 h 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N --
• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approximate area. (in square feet) __ 

• Number ofarcas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N __ 

o bulk soil failu r e o land slu mps 

o subsldenu 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N _ _ 
• At Least 75 tt1 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 '/0 total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas __ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
y N --
7. G umes (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N __ 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N_ 
Number of gullies __ 



Additional Vegetation: 

Sp~lel Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



Site 2003 

2000 

2023 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): j2,u 'it'" I 
Number of Polygons: _,_ Slope: --1-10-2. Aspect 

Area Descriptioo: r oc.k:- (\ r ('~ Q.,,+ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
......... ics 1 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
s ...... ies 
*Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" qq 
Bare Ground 
TOTAL (above 6 

fm items must total 100010' 
ADJUSTED LIVE Y. I - Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
woeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
()"20% " RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 % - V! ~~getation Implementation) 
40-1000.4 '" M ouitor 

Species Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgras5 

Slender whcatgrass "I 
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfo1fa 

Other 

Oth" 

Olber 

Oth" 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

:2- D03 Field Date: 1 IS· D'1 

Jv<k 
(circle all relevant): NSlW E NW NE ~SE 
Ia", ... ,,1' ~crd< ddT 1--

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BVlin.ineerin. Evaluation' 

Weeds Preseot : 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Spotted Jauopwccd 

Dalmation toadOax 

Cheatgrass 
. 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy SP"'8c 

Other 

Otber 

Other 

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

./i rll,kv 
Polygon Evalu'lUion 

** Admin Use Onl; ' ** 
A C 0 E F 

Vegctatibl}. (~f Ii ~ej ~ ".- . . 
EroSion (BLNlscore} . "j 

. - . . - ~. - . 
Undesir/noti'c;ms ~cgdS:~ .. " 

Otber BRES Trigger Items 
F "'Identify trigger a. reas (using #) on air photo'" 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y _ _ N~(ebeckapplicableitems) 

o lime rock barrier o depositionlilarca 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o ot.ber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Wa.de Material? Y __ N~ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square fect) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V-

o bulk soil failure o la nd slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N V 
• 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 __ NL 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N_ 
Number of gullies _ _ 



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 

0.'i£ I'h' R""fl o.:t \0as ~ ,,,+ c "'" UW\i 
(j d-L'" . 

No I.,StUS. 

Species Preseot 
A 

POLYGON 
B C D E 

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

F 



Site 2004 

2000 

2023 



BRES FIELD FORM SUe 10: Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): }Z e.ef~,clo..\'\ I 
Numbe<"ofPolygons: lSlope: _l_tol Aspect 

AreaDescription: \i'''''' '' W ciit.: " {Yo"" 

Vegetation: ~. of POLYGON 
grou nd covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
/" s ..... cies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
/" soecies 

·Nox.ious weeds /" 

Liner /" 

Rocks > 2" /" 

Bare Ground /" 

TOTAL (above 6 ./ 
items must 10181100%' 
ADJUSTED UVE % 

./ - Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% ofundesil'able species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % - v~ ~~gctati.on Implementation) 
40-100010:: Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclovcr 

Alfalfa 

Olb" 

Other 

Ot ll~r 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F' (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 

Z.OO'1 Field Date: 7-\S""O, 

, IQdj 
(circle aU relevant): NiS}.V E NW NE SW SE 

, .I.!.hlt..rb Lu~ -\v..:.t 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter 

Surnee Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Store: 0 
BLM score: 
O-SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BVlEo";;'eerin. Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation lOadflax 

Cbeatgrass . 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Olher 

Othcr 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
** Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

Otber ORES Trigger Items 
F *IdentIfy trigger areas (ulling #) on air pboto* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N~(cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional ares 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N/ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square fect) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: V __ N ./ 

o bulk soU fa ilure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Bar ren Areas: Y N / 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
NumbC'r of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
y N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

y-- N ./ 
Are any gullies actively erodiog? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



Commentso ___________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



Site 2005 

2023 

25 Feet 



BRES FIELD FORM Site 1D:_Site Name: 2 005 Field Date: 7-110 0 c:; 

.JmL" 
t (cirelo aU relevant): N@V E NW NE SW SE 

Team Members (Circleyouroame): KA~ I 
Number ofPo!ygons: L Slope: ---1-to~~ 
Area Description: R..m k !2, . r R-a-p Iu LD.., CU, L '-< .:j + I 

Vegetation: '/0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 
snecics 
'Undesirable (weedy) 
soecies 

·Noxious weeds 

Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Litter 
Flow Pattems 

Rocks > 2" [1m 
Bare Ground 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 
lOll items must total 100(10) 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 0 - Live + S%Undesirablc 

Soil Movement 

·Up to 50/. of undesirable species and 0-10 of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: I n 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

O-SS .. M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV-ffi~';neerin Evaluation' 

21·39 % - V! ~~gctatioo lmplementation) 
40·100% - Monitor Weeds Pl"csent: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spetted knapweOO 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wbeatgrass Cbeatgrass . 

Slender whealgras5 Baby's breath 

YeUow sweetclover Kocbia 

Alfalfa Tbistle 

Olh<!f 
Leafy Spurge 

Olh<!J ( 11hcr 

OIlier ( llbl"r 

Olher Olb.:r 

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

Polygon EvaIU:-::D A B C D E F 
.. Admin Use On ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesitlnoxious weeds 

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

3. Sile Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N-...lL" (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depositional ar es 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 Incr eased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fcet) _ _ 

4. EIposecl Waste Material? Y __ N...lL 

• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approximate area (in square fcct) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N---LL' 

o bulk soli r.Uul"e o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Ar ess: Y __ NL 
• At Least 7S ftl • 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 (oveYin depth): 
Y _ _ N 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Numbcrofgullies _ _ 



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 

S;;;;; A & ~ e;;::; J? f i..-p V C,,? eM ' (:0 Species Preseot 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

=troo 
Use 0 (Domioant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent) . 

• 

. 0 h 



Site 2006 

2016 



?-OO& Field Date: "7/1S/oct 
/ . /QdA· 

BRES FIELD FORM SilelD:_SlteNamc: 

ream Members (Circle your name): /-<..u~ 
Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: _ 1_102 I 

Area Description: rJ 100r'kc qf ~ 

r . 
(circle aU relevant):g!; W E NW NE SW SE 

=:fa,...:J - r4 dL ~7 f4-(J 

Vegetation : ~~ of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erotlon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
i soecies 

·Uodesirable (weedy) 
soecies 
·Noxious weeds 

Surl'ace Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pod.S1alling 

Litter 
Flow Patterns 

Rocks> 2" 11111 
Bare Ground 

RillsDcpth 
Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 
W items must total 100%) 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 
ADJ'USTED UVE IY. 0 - Live + S%Undesimblc 

Soil Movement 

·Up to 5% ofuodesirable species and 0% of DOx.iOllS TOTAL BLM Score: 10 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live Yo. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

O·SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-100 - EVmnRineerin. Evaluation) 

21·39 % e V! ~gc.m,,~~n Implementation) 
4O-1000Io :M orutor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Spedes Prescot: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Spotted knapwoed 

Sheep fescue 
Dalmation toad[1ax 

. 
Crested wbcatgrass 

Cbeatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow swectc10ver Koebia 

Alfalfa 
Thistle 

Other 
Leafy Spmg. 

Otb" Other 

Otb" 
Otber 

Oth", Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or J (Infrequent). 

Polygon EVaJu'ati.OD 
U Admin Use Onl?" 

A )I C D E F 

Vegetatioo' ("6il,:,~j . . . 
. . "-~ 

Erosioo (BIJ.i~iet· . . - . . . - . 
Uodesir/nox.i'ojis' YI;ced$ ;; 

. 
:.~ f . , . 

Otber BRES Trigger Items 
F *ldentify trigger areas (using 1#) on air pboto* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y N ../ (cbeck appUcable items) - - ---
o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

0 Inc.reased erosion o less vegetation 

o guUies o otber 

Estimate width o[ affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. EIposed Waste Materiml? Y __ N ......--

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with ex.posed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N....L' 

o bulk soU failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren ArClts: Y __ N ~ 
• At Least 75 tr • Not a rock outerop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & Utter) 
Number of barren areas __ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
y _N_ 

7. GulUes 7 depth): 
Y __ N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N_ 
Number of gullies __ 



Commentso ___________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

ell " I Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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

------------------------- i Lr 



Site 2007 

• 
2[)11' 2007 



BRESFIELDFORM SiteID: Site Name: '2.001 Field Date: 1- ls '09 

Team Members (Circle your name): \Lu, cQ"'+_ +i_,""I ..... o"'<L""-· _________ _ 
Number of Polygons: _ _ l Slope: _\_to~ Aspect (circle all relevant): N~ E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: Q.ocX- Qt ' (J Qp,.p I1Yl f, Qt.L4-t.. ect~ .. crt; ·mJ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
A 

POLYGON 
BCD E F 

Live (desirable) 
soecies 
'Undesirable (weedy) 
soccies 

'Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" lot: 
Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 100 items must tota! 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 0 ~ Live + 5%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' 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetelover 

Alfalfa 

Olber 

Other 

Other 

Other 

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

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

RillsDeplb 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Deplb 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
BLM score: 
0·55 = M (Monitor) 
56·100 = EV ffinlrineerin2 Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
A 

POLYGON 
BCD E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmatian toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breatb 

Kochla 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Other 

Other 

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

F 

·' Polygo.nE¥'9.u~t!?J.1 ;;" , A ' :JJ C D E 
** Admin Use()n/y' !t '·~ '. : .', 

F 

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

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of Ibe site 
siguificantly different Iban remainder of Ibe site? 
Y __ N /lcbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 

o more weeds 0 steeper slope 

o increased erosion 0 less vegetation 
o gullies 0 other ____ _ 

Estimate widlb of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N ./ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas wilb exposed waste __ 

5. Is Ibere evidence of: Y __ N-1L., 

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N V 
• At Least 75 it' • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less Iban 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 deplb): 

Y_ N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



Comments, _______ --,--___________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



Site 2008 

2000 

2boe 
25 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Naille:;:-,,-, ..:;'l:....:D~O=-~--'-___ Field Date: -, JIS{O 'i 
Team Members (Circle your name): yg e~ 1, ..hn4"'-"'' ''-------------­
Number of Polygons: _ 1 Slope: _ I_tol Aspect (circle all relevant): N ® W E NW NE SW SE 
AreaD~cription: ____________________________________ ~ __________________ _ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
jcJ species 

'Undesirable (weedy) 
10 species 

'Noxious weeds 5 
Litter '!>I 
Rocks > 2" .-
Bare Ground . 20 

TOTAL (above 6 3q items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 100 
~ Live + 5%Undesirable 
'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 

Speeies Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass c: 
Slender wheatgrass ~ 
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 1: 
Other r<AM1- J.A L 
Other 

Other 

Olher 

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

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter (p 

Surface Rock 
Movement S 
Pedestalling 3 
Flow Patterns 3 
Rills Depth 1-

Rills Frequency 2- , 
Gullies Depth /" 

Gullies Frequency /" 

Soil Movement 5 
TOTAL BLM Score: Z¥' 
BLM score: 
0·55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV ffinlZineerin2 Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

ABC D E 

Spotted koapweed r::-
Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass r-
Baby's breath r 

Kochia :r:: 
Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Othe'.D!, L. j -r.. 
Other 

Other 

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

. polygonE"iiItra.tlo,n , .. ,~ A,.Ji C D 
** Admin "u;iij~iY./!~"~ ",~ ~, .' . ~ . 

E F 

F 

F 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
"I dentify trigger areas (using #) on air photo" 

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

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o moreweeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other -----

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ___ N-.L. 
• Estimated pH __ __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ _ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y___ N V-
o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ___ N~ 
• At Least 75 ff • 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 ft" in depth): 

Y N V' 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies _ _ 



Comments., _______ --:-___________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



GRIZZLYTfIL 



Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
2. svecies 

'Undesirable (weedy) 3 sveeies 

"Noxious weeds 12. 
Litter .... 
Rocks> 2" ~ 
Bare Ground I-
TOTAL (above 6 IdD items must total I 00%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 11 = Live + 5%Undesirable 
"Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M(Monitor' . 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass r 
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Other Y~bbt.1/" V"r.\.t,,~ Y-
Other wi \louJ l:-
Other h..J:ku.../ ~at, ..I. 
Olher ' J J 

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

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter 

Surface Roek 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 
, 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency , 

. Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TO:rAL BLM Score: 0 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (Enlrlneerin~ Evaluation) 

.' Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed '):. 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass I 
Baby's breath 

Koehla 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other fv\ L.l5ffl.-rtl I 
Otber 

Other 

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

F 

, 
F 

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

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly ~ent than remainder of the site? 
Y __ ' _ N (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y V N __ 

• Estimated pH~ ~ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) 4£XX)11-
• Number of areas with exposed waste -L-

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N __ 

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Area.: Y ,/ N __ 
• At Least 75 tt2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas _I _ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y VN_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

V_NY 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gu1lies __ 



Comments. ________________ _ 

Q,;t't-p-:S1 l>pe,' CD\;'f V'~Q., ~')..; ,,± 
Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

rug (j M..lA,U) @ 4, Q pH W ~\.vrf ) 

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



2021 

2000 

25 50 Feet 

2013 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name) : -i f g ~ 
Number of Polygons: l Slope: _ l _ to ~ pect 

Area Description: ~'-(1 ~ c. &:j Ccc- ~",,--b 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
.t-species 

'Undesirable (weedy) LA{ species 

'Noxious weeds ,/ 

Litter / 

Rocks > 2" ~ 
Bare Ground ....-
TOTAL (above 6 

100 items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % if . = Live + 5%Undesirable 
'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor' 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass ;:.. 
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Otber 

Otber 

Other 

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

'-DID Field Date: 7-IS-O"1 

l JQL\ 
(circle all relevant): N S @ E NW NE SW SE 

±o b(',dje-

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

, Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

, Gullies Depth : 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (EnJtineerin~ Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass .r:. 
Baby' s breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Olher VV\ U .;h.1") -C 
Otber 

Other 

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

.A1~~ . ". A "B C . D E F 
.: Ai;"i" 'sl '-'2,:' , } -,,-' -"'-

; .. :; i.J"Jii :;'), 1;:2:,; 1< , ''':- - , 

. ,,' -"' 
~;~, ~ [;;-", L:< ::Gc. , 

"i,}f I£'-r ,'\ ~ . ,,' , 
'~v~~u ,,!,'" ~ , 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F 'Identify trigger areas (usiog #) on air photo' 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Si~~t than remaioder of the site? 
Y __ N ' (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steepcr slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation .,' 
0 gullies ifotber Vf?2';t&~ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. Exposed wast~erial? Y -I N __ 
• Estimated pH .0 I 
• Approximate area (in square feet) ~ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _,_ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N __ 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N 
• 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 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N --
Number of gullies _ _ 



Comments. ___________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

i.\ .0 " ~ 

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



Site 2011 

100 Feet 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Naille: Loll Field Date: "/-/s _oc, 

Jodi Team Members (Circle your name): I<e.e ~ ( " I 
Number of Polygons: _\_ Slope: -=--to_-_ Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 
Area Description: ___ ",w,-,c""J ... k,-,1 .D"'~().----t'r",r' .:L-h,""-------"t3 r o,v<1 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
'2. species 

'Undesirable (weedy) ,0 
species 

*Noxious weeds ;' 

Surface Litter 
Surface Roek 
Movement 

. Pedestalling 

Litter 5 
Rocks > 2" .-/ 

Bare Ground <i;'" 
TOTAL (above 6 

lOO items must total 100%) 

FlowPatt= 

Rills Depth 'L 
Rills Frequency 3-' 
Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 7% 1= Live + 5%Undes.irable Soil Movement 

'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious . TOTAL BLM Score: 4 , 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

0·55 = M (Monitor) 
56·100 = EV ffinRineerinR Evaluation) 

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

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wheatgrass r 
Slender wheatgrass r-
Yellow sweetclover 

Cbeatgrass r=-
Baby's breatb 

Koehla ! 
Alfalfa Thistle 

Other 
Leafy Spurge 

Otber Otber 

Otber Otber 

Other Otber 

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

·' polygo.n Ey~y~o~ i' A .8 C D E F 
, ** Admin lise ,O;,lv\** ;'~ " " .. 

.... . ,-,'-- ~,a ~ -. (,:' 

li .< ~~r:'-: I": ' . .. :--. Vege.ta~0I:l~"!iy,e).",):, <to 
';''' -, i' 

' E . (BLM "'~-' r' Q~~~ f4i'~ 
.. 

; .!os!on ,... : .... -~sore "';:~~:' .~:" . " -.' . 1','.-. '" 
r- _ '.~ l"'~ '"f/" " ''''' ' , ~ __ ,-~.~_ .:.;,{. -.••• :jf;{ .r- '. IpD."esii/!\.oil(?4 ,~e.~Y ·';.f.,Vrl ~ .. (: ' .. 

Otber BRES Trigger Items 
F "Identify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto" 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Sigo~t1y different than remainder of the site? 
Y N_. __ (cbeck applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 

GV'more weeds 0 steeper slope 

0 increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

0 gullies o otber 

/ 
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) ~ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N V 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y vi N 
• At Least 75 It' • 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 v'N --
7. Gullies (over 6" in deptb): 

Y_N1 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N _ _ 
Number of gullies __ 



Commentso ___________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

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



2012 

2011 

2013 

25 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Naine: ) D 11.. Field Date: 1 - 1<; -0'1 

Team Members (Circle your name): ~~k .. JJ,"""'",,iIW~ ___ --::--, __ -=;:--__ _ 
> Polygon Ev.aluatio.n ·.~, A. .,B. C D 

. ** Admin Usi pitiy}'::: 
E F 

Number of Polygons: _ t Slope: _ 1_ 10_ 1_ ;;;:SpecI (circle all relevanl):@ WE @ NESWSE 
Area Description: Y 0 c..~ \:'J4,y- Y'I W 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
r soccies 

"Undesirable (weedy) 0 srecies 

"Noxious weeds 0 
Litter q 
Rocks> 2" I f) 
Bare Ground IgO 
TOTAL (above 6 

10° items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % I :::z Live + 5%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\ 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass l. 
YeUow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Other 

Otber 

Other 

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

Erosion (BLM Form) 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

, Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

. Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

A 
POLYGON 

BCD E F 

TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV ffinJtineerinR Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Otber 

Other 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

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

.' ' .. ' 

, . 

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:...L (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 

o more weeds 0 steeper slope 

o increased erosion 0 less vegetation 
o gullies 0 other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V 
o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y V N 
• At Least 75 ft' • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cov"! (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas __ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y V N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N ./ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



, 

Comments,, ___________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequeot), or I (Infrequeot). 



Site 2013 

2012 

2011 

2013 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 'l..r.) I ?> Field Date: l·,s· 0 "f 

Jed{ Team Members (Circle your name) : Ky rife { 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: --=-to_-_ Aspect 

Area Description: 5!rJe -e.(,\~ e o.\' Vw :C:\.~ 
(circle all relevant)~ S WE NW NE SW S!p 

Ii. t '61 tj.l ~:" ~ P "-}<... 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) "3 species 
"Undesirable (weedy) 

IS species 

"Noxious weeds /' 

Litter 5 

(; Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 5 Movement 

Pedestalling -
Flow Patterns 3 

Rocks> 2" ~ 
RillsDeptb -

Bare Ground he> 
TOTAL (above 6 

IDO items must tota! 100%) 

Rills Frequency -
. Gullies Depth -
Gullies Frequency -

ADJUSTED LIVE % '\?1t = Live + 5%Undesirable Soil Movement 5 
'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: lq 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

0·55 = M (Monitor) 
56·100 - EV ffinlzineerin2 Evaluation) 

21·39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40·100% - M (Monitor' Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed , 

Sheep fescue Dalmatian toadflax 

Crested wheatgrass 1: 
Slender wheatgrass r 

Cheatgrass .t 
Baby's breatb 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia r 
Alfalfa Thistle 

Otber 
Leafy Spurge 

Other 
O,her 

Otbor Otber 

Other 
Otber 

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

.JJ\C\~-kv 
·Polygon.Evalllaiio,O· .. ·. , , A. li C D E F ". ' • >:. ~ ;,.;- ',Fi- ......... _. : .** Admin Use .VIi/v"" ·' , ," 

Veget.~<?l.1:¢ijj,ieJ~!;, .. ~ .,:,.c !/§:.:. 
,.-':" . .. ':,' . . " 

<Erosion (IirYl'irsc6~);¥:· A/it:. 'd;:~ .,..' .: ': ,... - ,,.., ~ "' ~ i', '" 
- . "f.:~·f? "' . h' ..... :- -;:;: . ;~;II~J 

<.;r .. .,. Ii,; ... ; . .undeSir/~oiuo~J}V.e~;r ';:1N, I ;!:~:~ 

Otber BRES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different tban remainder of the site? 
Y ~ N __ (check applicable items) 

D lime rock barrier D depositiooaJ area 

g.- more weeds D steeper slope 

0 increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

D gullies D other 

Estimate widtb of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4.ExposedWasteMaterial? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas witb exposed waste _ _ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N \,./' 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ./ N __ 
• At Least 75 It' • 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. G ullies (over 6" in deptb): 

Y_N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N_ 
Number of gullies __ 



Comments. ___________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Specie. Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

" Ina i S SUP,S 

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



Site 2014 

2000 

2014 2007 



Z,OI':l. Field Date: ., - I S -0 '7 
~o...: 

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 

ream Members (Circle your name): [, 0 'If':''= l 
Number of Polygons: _ ,_ Slope: ~tO...2 Aspect (circle all relevant): ~ E NW NE SW S,E 

Area Description: (l,J»t u. • b ) ell-h.l. Io.dgw ~+ lM<-J.J..A. \J.>~5 
-\Y-

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 
Live (desirable) Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Pattertlll 

Rocks > 2" 
Rills Depth 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency 

, Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 
TOTAL (above 6 

/' items must total! 00%) 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED LIVE % 0 = Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% ofundesirabie species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 10 ' 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

0·55 = M (Monitor) 
56·100 = EV (EnJtineerin~ Evaluation) 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

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

Spotted knapweed Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadtlax 

Crested wheatgrass Cheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetciover Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Other 
Leafy Spurge 

Other 
Other 

Otber 
Olber 

Other 
Other 

i 

r 

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

~ tLS'ky 
-

: Polygo.n E¥.'!!K~o-!,·.~" ; A. '.JJ_ C D E F 
"" Admi" Use. OnJii"-":- -

.Ve etatitmf ·%'ilfuj'1/1f; ·~\~i~~ ~k~}' .::.:.,' 1<' . . g . "'. ~'''' ". Jc'. ., . ,. , ~- '< '~~'~"'" ~ .. ' " '-
"Erosloll, (B.T!MfIiore)ii&!· ~1?ij: ;:~~~~~ :,:,~:..~:;'j~ -:~}'~:-'-' ' .. '. ' ~. ........ ' ~, , '. ,,-..,... \.f .,. ~ 

. pn¥~if/~W6·$;t~~; ~·~~·:lt::· :~{. 
'.', .... l' I{c' . " iYi~' " :';-:<~~.~ -;.' ..•.. 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F "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 ------<check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier 0 depositionaJ area 

0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 

0 increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

-------
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y -- N 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y-- N .../' 
F o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y _ _ N ~ 

• At Least 75 If • 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 ./" 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y- N --
Number of gullies __ 



Comments., __________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

AIO ,is lMS 

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



I 

2028 

Site 2015 

2028 
2015 



Vegelation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 
Live (desirable) 
species 
'Undesirable (weedy) 
soccies 

*Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Roeks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 ./ items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % /' 
= Live + 5%Undesirable 

. 'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = R1 (Reclaroation Improvement) 
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor' 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Other 

Otber 

Other 

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

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surfaee Litter 
Surface Roek 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Ri1ls Depth 

Rills Frequency , 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: t ( , 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV /EllIzineerin2 Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapweed 

DaImation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Koehia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Otber 

Other 

POLYGON 
ABC D E 

: 

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

F 

F 

Otber 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 / (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber ----

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N-L. 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N--,.L 

o bnlk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 al • 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 d.epth): 

Y_N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



I , 

Comments. ___________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

' A B C D E F 

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



• 1017 
~()16 

2016 



,. 

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 7..0\1,., Field Date: '" -IS - CA 

.1,dv.. 
(circle all relevant) : N@)v E NW NE SW SE 

Team Members (Circle your name): k'. 0 'rfyv. 1 
Number of Polygons : _ \_ Slope: _ \_10-2l- Aspect 

Area Description: Q..ot y, Qd' p ~ ezr,., S . -h.t • . - ~ sLL~ ~~J 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 
Live (desirable) Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

species 
'Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

*Noxious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 
Rocks> 2" I\IJO 
Bare Ground 

Gull ies Depth 

Gull ies Frequency 
TOTAL (above 6 (Un items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED LIVE % 
0 - Live + 5%Undesirable 

'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

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

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor) 

Spotted knapweed Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wheatgrass Cheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Other Leafy Spurge 

Other Other 

Otlwr Other 

Other Other 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
•• Admin Use Only" 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

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

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly d~nt than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N _ _ (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N ~ 
• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

S. Is there evidence of: Y N r../' 
F -- --

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 rt' • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ---
Do barren areas cover over 25% of aoy polygon? 
Y_N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ N_ 
Number of gullies ___ 



Additional Vegetation: 

NQ Iss ues Species Present POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

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



..; 
v 

,---------------------------------------------------------------~=-~~~---. ~ 

Site 2018 

2000 . 

2023 N W+E 
S 

25 50 Feet 
I 

s: o 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: l.bl~ Field Date: ,- 15 -0 '1 

Team Members (Circle your name): Kf.tt "'" 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: --=-to-=- pect 

U titL, 
I (circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: axe£)" Q, «S(A.q~ ::b:2 ~'-' c....l ~ -'-'" ~ 1Y ~ ; \ , NO'<'I't-'j 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

ErosIon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
·2.e species 

'Undesirable (weedy) 
'5 species 

*Noxious weeds iO 
Litter S") 
Rocks> 2" 0 

Surface Litter , 
Surface Rock 

5 Movement 

Pedestalling (0 
Flow Patterns /" 
Rills Depth 0 

Bare Ground D 
TOTAL (above 6 

IOC> items must total 100%) 

Rills Frequency 0 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
15 = Live + 5%Undesirable Soil Movement 1'5' 

'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: I ~'L 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV (Bn2ineerin2 Evaluation) 

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100010 = M (Monitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Spccies Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed :F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wheatgrass F Cheatgrass r 
Slender wheatgrass b Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa :r: Thistle 

Olller V w..I,..r- r.1hvI :r: Leafy Spurge 

Otber 'n"~ .e.- X. 
Other vn",.L... J I. 

Other Olbor 

Olher Other 

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

~ A stu-
Polygon Evalua,tion A B ( D E F 

" Admin Use OnlL " 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds " 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F '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~ (check applicable items) 

D lime rock barrier o depositionaJ area 

D morewecds D steeper slope 

D increased erosion o less vegetation 

D gullies D otber 

Estimate width of alIected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N.L 
• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N-lL 

D bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 If • 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 (0v;J" in depth): 
Y _ _ N __ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies _ _ 



Comments. ____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

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



Site 2019 

2000 

N W+E 
S 

2028 • 
, 

• • 

0 25 50 100 



Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 
Live (desirable) 

36 species 
"Undesirable (weedy) 

5 species 

"Noxious weeds 0 
Litter 13<1 
Rocks > 2" I 
Bare Ground 20 . 
TOTAL (above 6 100 items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 4D .= Live + 5%Undesirable 
'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-I 00% = M (Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue F 
Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass F-
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa F-
Other U'::>[)t Y1 J: 
Other I 

Otber 

Other 

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

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter II 
Surface Roek g Movement 

Pedestalling l; 

Flow Patterns q 
Rills Depth /" 
Rills Frequency / 

, Gullies Depth /' 
Gullies Frequency V 
Soil Movement '5 

TOTAL BLM Score: 31 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV ffinJrineerin2 Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Chcatgrass 1': 
Baby's breath 

Koehia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other.1h <~Lvt!~ r-
Otber 

Otber 

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

F 

F 

Olber BRES Trigger Items 
' Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo' 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remaioder of the site? 
Y~ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 
o more weeds 
nYincreased erosion 
o gullies 

o depositionaJ area 

o steeper slope 
Q'less vegetation 
o other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) !l!. 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N---iL.. 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ NL 
o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ NX 
• At Least 75 al • 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 V 
Are any gullies actively ernding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



Comments. ____________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



Site 2020 

s 
2000 

2028 I ~ 25 50 Feet 
I 



BRES FIELD FORM SiteID: Site Name: 7...0 ~() Field Date: 7 -IS -Oc 

Team Members (Circle your name): i6 .e ~ '=1):==-cl-c.-:.::~-:-' ~~~~_-_-_-_-_-______ _ 
Number of Polygons: -.L Slope: --=-to-=- Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: CAl ltv+- (A.,,,,c.l r\ : ~ V'o:..r cfrI /lJQ.,-}b Sick I&M. A.w 
W~O-tv..,...j 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
A BCD E F 

Live (desirable) 
'2-! species 

'Undesirable (weedy) 
species " 
'Noxious weeds ,.,.-
Litter 5 
Rocks> 2" 7': 
Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
lot items must total I 00%) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % ZJ) = Live + 5%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 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Sleoder wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Other 

Otber 

Olher 

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

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

. Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: D 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV iEnJrineerinJ( Evaluation) 

A 
POLYGON 

BCD E Weeds Present: 

SpOtted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Otber 

Other 

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

F 

' I,'olygo.n ~v~){~tW,!" ;;, A .. ..B C D E 
** Admin Us.e .Oir:ty}'r_*;'~i- .~j:' .. 

F 

r':. .. 

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

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different thao remaioder of the site? 
Y __ N~(check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N ...../ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 If • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less tbao 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barreo areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_N....L 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



Commenu., ____________________________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (InJiequent), 



2021 {\; '-I 

2000 

25 50 Feet 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: '-0'-1 Field Date: ' - t!., 0'1 

I Jod Team Members (Circle your name): - \~ 
Number of Polygons: --1. Slope: - to - Aspect 

Area Description: flat ~"~ v< \ boy 
(circle aU relevant): ~ W E NW NE sWSD 
dIll C, V->"\Ic,i ' ~ 6.."'. Ilo:'I N 

Vegetation: % ~~y: POLYGON 
covered A B C D E F 

ErosioD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

~,;.,:;;;- I?:, 
I ,;;;;;'i;; 1-

-Noxious weeds 
---Litter -;:; 

Surface Litter 1/ 
Surface Rock 

S Movement 
Pedestalling ./ 
Flow Pattem5 I'A 

Rocks > 2" ./ 
Rill'Depth 2-

Bare Ground rtiC: Rills Frequency <t-

~ 
100 
1.5'1 

Gullies Depth /' 

Gullies Frequency ./ 

Soil Movement ./ 

~ ~.ot 
woedl; ~~ ~":" toward Live %. 
Vegetation live) score: 
0·20% - lmprovcment) 

TOTAL BLM Seore: 11-
8LM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV-ffi;';;'ccrio. Evaluation) 

21-39% - I\, lmplementation) 
' ~ M' Weeds Prescnt: POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapwced 

I Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass L 
. 

Baby's breath 

YeUow sweetclove:r Kochia 

Alfalfa 
Thistle 

Other ,,",.u..u ._ u.~ Ie 
Leafy Spurge 

Other 
Other 

Other 
Otb~r 

Other 
Othu 

,User '. F 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

)J\ (I <;W 
Polygon Evalu'a.tio.n 

** Admin Use Onlv 1.. 
A .ll C 0 E F 

,Vegetation (% live) . 

EJosion (Bf::M sc6rer ;t: ' "., - . 
UndeSir/noxi'olis ,~cedS-~ -

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F ·Identify trigger areas (using 1#) on air photo· 

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

o lime roek barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

O guJJies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y V' N __ 

• Estimated pH....i:..!:? ":l. 

• Approximate area (in square feet) 1000 ~ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste _, _ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N --
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N 
• At Least 75 ttl • 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 - -
Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
Number of gullies _ _ 



Comments. Roa }wlk.\j€ I (1,(-<' "-. Additional Vegetation: 

Species Preseol POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

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



Site 2022 



BRES FIELD FORM SitelD:_ Site Nome: l.O Z z.. Field Date: ] -15 DC, 

.I rv:lk Team Members (Circle your name): K'.u.'if""1" I 
Number of Polygons: i Slope: _, _ 1o_ 3_ Aspect (circle all relevanl): fJI(j) W E NW NE SW SE 

Area Descriplion: :, S lope.... o. t1:l' .:..~.J- -h> w to..L'u.--., 
oS 

-\-,,~ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

~ 115 
.s 

Surface Liner I ( 
Surface Rock 5 Movement 

*Nox ious weeds I 
Litter /.lLj 
Rocks> 2" 0 
Bare Ground 15 
i;:';s"~ '"' 100%) /g() 

Pedestalling (p 
Flow Patterns l'l 

I -z. Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency '1.-
Gullies Depth /' 
Gullies Frequency /' 

I = Li": ~Li LIVE ~ 30 Soil Movement '5 

:~~o ~: ~~unt lowar~ , ';:!v~ ~~f' TOTAL BLM Score: 'i t 
BLM score: 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
()"20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

o.SS = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV (Emdneerin Evaluation) 

21-39 % = VI Implementation) 
.0 ; ;"" ,=M Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A 8 C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed 1: 

Sheep fescue F Dalmatio n toadflax 

Crested wheatgrass , F 
Chcatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass • \') 
Baby's breath 

Kocb ia 

AIraUa -L 
Thistle 

01hl.'f ., .. , 
" IU .- Leafy Spurge 

Other Othel l' , ~ .A I 
Othl'r " 0,,,,, hu.Iti, '[ 

Orhl'r Other V , 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
.. Admin Use Only·· 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other DRES Trigger Items 
F *ldenlify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges : Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ NJL.... (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Esti mate width of affected edge (in fcet) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) _ _ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N /' 
• At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas --
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y __ N __ 

1. GuUies (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N-L 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y_ N_ 
Number of gullies __ 



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent). 

1 



s 
2023 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): I~e 
Number of Polygons: -L Slope: -Lto l;>ect 
Area Description: R oc'<. Rsp 14-12 "'" 

Vegetation: Y. of POLYGON 
ground c:overed by: A B C 0 E F 

~,:;,(desirable) 
S les /' 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
s~es \ 
-Noxious weeds I 
Litter ./ 

Rocks > 2" q~ 

Bare Ground / 

TOTAL {above 6 
IIIl items must tolalIOO%) 

ADJUSTED LIVE D;D I .. Live + ~%Undcsirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable spedes and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-2()OIo - Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 o/i - V! ~~getation Implementation) 
40-100010 - Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass L-
Yellow sweetclovcr 

Alfalfa 

Olba-

Other 

Othl!l" 

Olher 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent), 

2.02.3 Field Date: "1"- -Ot:j Polygon Evaluation A 8 C 0 E F 

l'+Od .... •• Admin US~ Onlll·· 

Vegetation (% live) 
(circle aU relevaot): Nf!!Yv E NW NE SW SE 

Erosion (BLM score) 
~ . .; [.1, "6 -hr" .. ,d 

Uodesir/noxious weeds 

ErosloD (BUd Form) POLYGON Otber BRES Trigger Items 
A B C 0 E F ·Identify trigger are., (using") on ail'" photo" 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement significantly different than remainder oflhe site? 

Pedestalling Y __ N ....,/ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns o lime rock barrier o depositional aru 
0 more weeds o steeper slope 

Rills Depth 0 increued erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frequency 0 gullies o other 
Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N-.L.. 

TOTAL BL.l\{ Sc=ore: ( • Estimated pH _ _ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) _ _ 
0-!5!i - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EV~iF.~~~eerin Evaluation' 

Weeds Prescnt: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y N ~ A B C 0 E F --

Spotted knapweed T 
o bulk soU faUure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass . 
6. BalTen Areas: Y ~ N _ _ 

Baby's breath • At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas _ 1_ 

Thistle 00 barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y..JLN_ 

[)'h,;-;;;\" IT (.n Ir 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

I),h" "'" ,,~kA 1..- Y_ N~ 
Ot.h-:/ Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies __ 



Commentso ___________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 

iNo IS~UC S 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (I.nfrequent). 



Site 2024 

2000 

N W+E 
S 

2014 

I ~ 
,2007 

I t . 
25 50 Feet I I 



FORM SiteID: Site Name: z.o vJ Field Date: .., /' SI09 
r ; 

ircle your name): iZ4.!i:l"-"'- I j.,.,cL 
os: -L Slope: _ _ to-=. Aspect (cirole all relevant):<N S W E NW NE SWp 

BRESFIELD 
Team Membem (C 
Number of Poly go 
Area Description: ~ .v-Lv-<-or -I- c;.,.-,J,. ;' ~ I" "i' <N- D" ~H .t. '?""6 

wu--L~ .,..,w 
Vegetation: ~. of 
ground covered by 

Live (desirable) 
ieo 

: 

·Undesirable (weed 
s ies 

y) 

*Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks> 2" 

Bare Ground 

Yo' 
0;' 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must totallW, 
ADJUSTED LIVE 

h" 

POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

C; 

5 
I ~o 

IW 
[} 

irable species and 0% of noxious 
.. Live + S-;.Uodcsira 
·Up to 5% ofundes 
weeds may count to 
Vegetation (% live 
0-20010 - Rl (Reclama 
21-39 % - VI (Yeg 
40-1 OO',{, ~ M 00l 

ward Adjusted Live %. 
) score: 

tion Improvement) 
ctation Implementation) 

Specics Present: 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

YeUow swcetclover 

Olher 

Oth", 

'to, 

POLYGON 
A B C D 

I 

T 

E 

), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant 

F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pede9ta11.iDg 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BY (En ' Evaluation) 

POLYGON 
Weeds Prcsent : 

A B C D E 

Spott<:d knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 
. 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy SP"'8e 

Other 

Other 

00" 
Use 0 (Dom.inaot), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

A!J51r---v 
Polygon Evalu'ati.o,o A .B C D E F 

.... Admin Use Onlv. ** 
V~getatibo (% ll~e) . ':'<., 

.Erosion (BLMic6ier )"'~;- " - - " . 
Uooesir/n&xfQ.us~ccdS:::f . .,7; . 

Other BRES Trigger Hems 
F *Ideotify trigger areu (using #) on air pboto* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly ~ot than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional a rea 

o more weeds o steeper slnpe 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o guJUes o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. EIPO!led Waste Materia l? Y _ _ N V 
0 Estimated pH __ 
0 Approximate area (in square feet) _ _ 
0 Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N V 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Bar ren Areas: Y __ N V-
• At Least 75 tt2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas __ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% ofaoy polygon? 
y N 

7. GuWcs (ov~ in depth): 

Y N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N_ 
Number of gullies __ 



Commentso _________________ _ 

rty., MYH-- s ,,4 ~ will,"'d tyC3. 

1\ /0 j25ue~ . , 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



Site 2025 

2000 

o 25 50 Feet 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: Zoz5 Field Date: 7 //'sloct 
,Jod., , Team Members (Circle your name): IW~ / 

NurnberofPolygons: _ , Slope: __ to _ _ Aspect 

Area Description: d OOY'/!....-v.- he "-".1..<"'"1 
(circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

91 w~....t~ ITc.;} 

Vegetation: ~II ~~y: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

ErO!lon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live . 
;.;.:;::::- 1 7 ~ Surface Litter 2. 

Surface Rock 
,<nee,,, <; Movement 'Z. 

·Noxious weeds 10 
Ped,S1alliDg 0 

Litter 7J1 
Flow Patterns "3 

Rocks> 2" "'Z-
R.iIh Depth G 

BarcGround I2h 

l;t~ 11111 

1-;.: 

Rills Frequency C 
Gullies Depth 0 

Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movement 1 <til 

~ : :. 0SjiCciCS • 01 
~- Live%. 

TOTAL BLM Seore: I"" 
BLM score: 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-2()oA - Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 - M (Moeitor) 
56-100 - i!V"ffi';;;;;'eerin. Evaluation) 

2t.39%,:~r Implementation) 
Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Spotted koapwecd 1= 

I Sbeep fescue Dalmation toadIlax 

Crested whcatgrass IT Cbeatgrass . 

I " 
Baby's breath I-

YeUow sweetclover Kochia 

c: Thistle 

Other V'" .'" hi.< ,,,,,. 1 •. 
Leafy Spurge 

Other 
Other 

Olher Otba-

Othtt 
00", 

,User '. F '. or J 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

PlCi-S 
Polygon Evalu'aJiOD 

** Admin Use Oirlv. ** ~ 
A .B C D E F 

Vegetation (% il~eJ . '".:" 
. -, 

--
.Erosion (B..u{ score)~ ./. '4'''' . . 
uiidcsithioxfouS·wcCaS-~ -;:1 .. . 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger areas (using II) on Air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remaioder oftbe site? 
V:.,L N _ _ (cbetkapplicableiterus) 

o lime rock bar rier o depositional area 

f\VnIo re weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion B"'Iess vegetation 
o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) A I 

4. Exposed WllSfeMaferia l? V __ N..,d 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approx.imate area (in square feet) 
• Number of areas with exposed waste .., 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N....JL 

o bulk soU failure o land slumps 
o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y _ _ N JL' 
• At Least 75 ~ • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarreo areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
y _N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
V __ N V 
Are any gullies actively eroding? V _ _ N _ _ 
Number of gullies __ 



Comments, __________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Preseot 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

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



Site 2026 

2000 

a 25 50 Feet 
I 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 2JJ2..&' 
tl..-< 

Field Date: f ;'s Jeer 
Team Members (Circle your name): 1Zu 13 IVe 1,Jp 
Number of Polygons: i Slope: __ 10 _ _ Aspect 

Area Description: rOC II:- (I r C o"p Q" 
(circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 
,b Dil <;t ~ r l.\v "1 tl f, 

Vegetation: ~o of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F Erosion (BLM Form) 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
/' soccies 

·Undesirablc (weedy) / sl1e(';jes 

-Noxious weeds / 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Litter 17_L 
Rocks> 2" U 
Bare Ground /' 

Plow Patterns 

IljlJs Depth 
Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 
ItlO items must total 100%) 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 
ADJUSTED LIVE IIY. / .. Live + 5%Undesimble Soil Movement 

·Up to S% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% ... Rl (Reclamation lmprovement) 

o-SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BV lRn2i.neerin Evaluation) 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100%" M fMonitor Weeds Preseot: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F Spotted knapwecd 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Dalmation toadOax 

Cbeatgrass 
. 

Slender whcatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Other Leafy Spurge 

Otber Other 

Olher Otber 

0",,, Otb", 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

--M a Iw 
Polygon EnluaJlo.n 

110* Ad",in Use Ordu ** - A Jl 0 E F 

V t::getatio~ ("',. li.'~cj «. . .-
B!osion (BWScoreY-1 I..'.", . 

' . . . 
UndcSir/noxioUs V(cMi- ~', - ;:/ . . 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *ldentify trigger areu (using #) on air photo* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N~(cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional Arltlll 

0 moreweed~ o steeper slope 

0 mereased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N V 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number ofarcas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ NX 

o bulk soU fail ure o land slumps 

o subsldeoee 

6. BarreD Areas: V __ N~ 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % tolal 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 V 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



CommenB., ______________________________________ __ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Prescnt 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 



Site 2027 



BRES FIELD FORM SiteID: Site Name: 2 0 2.7 Field Date: ~9 
J ,JoeL. 
I 

Team Members (Cirde your oame): / Lu ~ 
Number of Poly go os: _, Slope: _'_to ? r,:.t 

Area Descriptioo: SQI.L~ ~ ~ 
(circle all relevant): N~W E NW NE SW SE 

ru..- :<&!~ +Vc...:J 

Vcgetadon: % of POLYGON 
grou.nd covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
7<; : .cmecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 5 s.......,ies 

-Noxious weeds 0 
Litter 

-ofj 

Surface Litter .3 
Surface Rock 17_ Movement 

Pedestalling lP 
Flow Pat.terns q 

Rocks> 2" I 
Bare Ground 11,( 

(" Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 4 
TOTAL (above 6 Wi items must tota] 100%) 

Gullies Depth /' 
Gullies Frequency ,,-

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
~ D • Live + .5%Undesirable 

Soil Movement 5 
·Up to 5% ofundesirab\e species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 3' 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 '" Rl (Reclamation improvement) 

O-ll- M (Monitor) 
l6-100 - BVIR~";neerin. Evaluatioo' 

21-39 %." v~ ~ .. getation Implementation) 
40-1000.4 - Monitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Preseot: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapwced 

Sbeep fescue p 
Crested wbeatgm5S IF 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrnss 
. 

Slender whcatgmss r: Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa IT Thistle 

Other 

Other 

Leafy Spurge 

Olh" "''' OL L. A [ 

Otber 
Other 

Oth..- Oth" 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), Of 1 (Infrequent). 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evalu'aJioD 
.. Admin Use Dill,,"· -

A .B c D E F 

Ncgetation <,<,.ilve):,. _ . . . . 
Erosion (B;.M.se6re)' , j" 

· " . . - . 
Undcsir/noxIo.us ~~::: · . , · · 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *ldentify trigger areas (using f#) on Air photo* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
sign~tly diff~t than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N~(chcck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depollltionaJ area 

~eperSIOPC ~oreweeds 
increased erosion less vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N->L 

• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. is there evidence of: Y __ N-.L 

o bulk soU failnre o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 tr • 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~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



Comments, ____________ ;;-:;-:-.--___ _ 

gins ( 51; VWlf ) ma!j J:~ii'iliifi 
Additional Vegetatioo: 

Species Prestut 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

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



Site 2028 

.02B 2028 
2015 



BRES FIELD FORM SiteID, Site Name, l-Il2. ~ Field Date, ~tj 
Team Members (Circle your name): - K"'1f=-II-'Jc"',,,l.t .. ·.--~~=-,---____ _ 

e( 
Polygon Evilu'anon 

** Admin Use OnI" ** - A Jl c D E F 

NurnberofPolygoos, --L Slope, -Lto---2- Aspect Icirele aU relevant), N~ E NW NE SW SE 

~ 
f' I _. ~ E,!OsioD (B~$COie)\ . j"':";- .-:,." 

yegctatioo (% jive;) 

Area Description, I\od(- lZ:p 12',4) "" S bar tc o~ "''''' ...... 'If...... . 
"T ----0 Undcsir/!:ioxious~ceas~ ~ -;.:; 

Vegetation : -I. of POLY~N 
covered by: A B C D E 

I.~'i ;. 

I """ios 
'n 

~oxious weeds 

I Litter 
Rocks > 2" IIlOI 
Bare Ground 

. ,6 Ilot 
I ~Li~~~ . : ;2 0 
ruP to 5% . ~ SJ"."'ics and 0% 

weeds may ~o~unt toward ~;: %. 
live) score: I 0..20;10'. Rt" Improvement) 

21-39 o/~: ~ ~ lmplcmentation) 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

I Sheep fescue 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow swectcJover 

Ower 
OWer 
Otber 

Ower 
UscD( .F' . or! 

F 

F 

r-E-n»-IO-.-(B-=~--F-O-nn-)-'--=:P~O~L~Y~~~~NC-~~==~:::::::O=lli=e:r~B~R:ES:::T:n: .. :e:':I~te:m:'::::==~ 
ABC D E F -Identify trigger areas (using 1#) on Rtf pboto· 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gu1lies Frequeney 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL B~ Score: 'J 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BY ~ciin";;'cerin Bvaloationl 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapweed 

Daltnation toadflax: 

Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Other 

Ocber 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y _ _ N / (cbock applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegelation 

o gulUes o other· ___ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Wnste Material? Y __ N ./' 
• Estimated pH __ 
• ApproJdmate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number ofareas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N /'" 

o bulk: soU failure 0 land slumps 
o sub51dence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N ,.-
• At Least 75 ttl • 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~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gulLies _ _ 



Site 2029 



BHES FlELD FORM Site ID:_ Sit. Name: tul O! Field Date: 

G&~~ (c;rcl~iireI';t): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Team Members (Circle your name): L¢')f..u..! bAC 
Number of Polygons: _,_ Slope: __ 1o__ Aspect 

Area Dcscript;on: f,!1ll1\'\ Qr r,'''{;1Jl'' blAh , ,n Iv\n~< & 

VegetAtion: -I. of POLYGON 
ground (:overed by: A B C D E F 

Ero.lon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
SJ soecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) to s ...... ics 

-Noxious weeds n 

Surface Litter 11 4 
Surface Rock t;; Movement 

Pedestalling iT 
Litter K 
Rocks > 2" K 
Bare Ground 0 
TOTAL (above 6 

lro items must totail000lol 

Flow Pattert15 
~ Rills Depth t..-

Rills Frequency 'Z-
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 

ADJUSTED LIVE ~. k - Live + 5%Undcsirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 

Soil Movement '6 
TOTAL BLM Score: /2,'2-

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% ;: Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

0·55 .. M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV-ffin.meerin. Evaluation' 

21·39 %;: V! ~cgetation Implementation) 
4()"']OOOIo - M Monitor Weeds Present: POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Species Prestnt: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Spotted knapwccd 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass I~ 

Dalmation toadflax 

CbealgTaSS f . 

Slender wbcatgrass r Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover J:;:: Kocbia 

Alfalfa Thistlc 

Olher Leafy Spurge 

Other Olhcr 

Olll.:r Olher 

Olher U!h":f 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominaot), F (Frequent), Of I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
*'" Admin US#! Onl" ** 

Vegetation (o/. live) 

~ Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/ooxious weeds 7n 

Otber ORES Trigger Hems 
F *Identify trigger a reas (using II) on air photo* 

3. Site Edges: Ne ouler edges of the site 
si~antlY differcnt than remaindcr of the site? 
Y __ N __ (chcck applicable itcms) 

0 lime rock burier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

O increased erosion ~s vegetation 
0 gullies D ot er 

Estimatc width of affccted edge (in feel) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N..x.. 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N 4-
• At Least 75 ttl • 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....h 
Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 



~omments. Additional Vegetation: 

t\DJ::j- . 
Species Present 

POLYCON 
A B C D E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 



Rna' 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): _:""'_-'--' __ 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ 10__ Aspect 
Area Description: _________ ~"--__ _ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by : A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soccics 
-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks> 2" 

Bare Ground 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) 
N>J USTED LIVE % 

Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undes irable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 
2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- 100% = M (Monitor) 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweclClover 

Alfalfa 

Olher 

Olhcl' 

Other 

Qrher 

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

, 
Field Date: 

" 
, 

(circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

ErosIon (BLM Fonn) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Swface Litter 
Swface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

~OTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV (En.ineerin. Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Spotted Icnapweed 

Dalmatian toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Othl!l 

Othel 

Othl'l 

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

Polygon Evaluation A n C 0 E F 
•• Admin Use Only·· 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/llOJtious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F . Identify trigger areas (using #) on a ir photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different thon remainder of the site? 
Y ~ N __ (chcck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional a rea 

(3"" more weeds o steeper slope 
Q increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies (i} other ( " , 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y __ N __ 

• Estimated p~ 

• Approltimate area (in square feet)_ 

• Number of areas with eltposed waste_ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N_ 

o bulk soil fa ilure o land s lumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N_ 
• At Least 75 fe • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than ]0 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas __ 
Do barrcn areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Y_N __ 
Are any gullies actively erod ing? 
Number of gullies ~ 

Y~N __ 



Commeots., ____________ -.,-_ _ _____ _ 
L 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F , , 1.<_ • 
, - . 

. \ 

< . ~ - \ . 

" 
~ l ... ( '- -r u L Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

- , • r , . \-~ , , , , '" 
" " 

., ,- - I 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: }$\ Field Date: 

~.a~"t 
circle a relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Team Members (Circle your name): N~ ~~ 
Number o[Polygons: _1_ SI~pe: __ to__ ASpect 

Area Description: ~r~ i:<1-L of Mr, litIIM.t 'iin'n-'V''''AI.~~ , 

.: '?."' ,u." Onl ; '" 

~ 
. > 

1 " 

A Jl c ti IE F 

" , 

~ L'~ o ;..: 1M , ...... 
>. ~, • • '0 • 
, , A . T' . Oth~l . "" \t,m, .' 'r ErosioD (BLM Form) 

A B C D E F "Identify trigger areas (using #') on AV pboto 
Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter it 
,Rock 

S 
3. Site Edge!: Are outer edges of the site 
signifj.canUy different than remainder of the site? 

IO! V'jL N _ _ (chock applicable iteDlS) 

Flow Patterns Iq o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
I.m."~'h 

0-J.ncreased erosion D ieS! vegetation 

Live (desirable) 
I~o snecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) ; s.-...ries 

*Noxious weeds 15 
Litter .. ~ 
Rocks > 2" !> 

o guJJles o otber 
Gulli", Depth 10 
Gullies 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

Bare Ground . I '~ 
TOTAL (above 6 

\00) items must total 100(10) 

I :sou IS 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N~ 
TOTAL BLM Store: ~ • Estimated pH __ 

I BLM score: • Approximate area (in square foot) __ 

I~~~~M e,,' • Number of areas with exposed waste 

ADJUSTED LIVE 0;' 1!6-- Live + S".Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% '" Rl (Rcclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: V __ N.x.. 

A B C D E F o bulk soU failure o land slumps 
~ o subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax 11 
Cbeatgrass IF 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 

Baby's breath 1'1: • At Least 7S n'- • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liner) 

21-39 % - V! ~~getation Implementation) 
40-1000/0 - Monitor 

Species Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass If 
Slender wheatgrass I¥ 

·Uow swcetclover Number of barren areas _ _ 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
y N "urufa II. 

Leafy Sporge 

Other ' , " II:. 7. GulliCli (over 6" in depth): 
Oth" obM IF 
Other 

Olller V N~ 
00" Ate any gullies actively eroding? Y_ N 

I Use D I,F ," c! I 
Number of gullies _ 

-

Otber 

Other 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (infrequent). 
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Sp~ies Present 

' ''J I' ,,' , . ", 

POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

c 

a 

~ 
? 

~ 

,-

-
Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). "1i! 

{ 
,1 





6A P 5, te J.b:»... 
BRES FIELD FO Site ro,~Site..Name,- Field Date: 7. ~ of 
Team Members (Circ le your name ,) .... " tl-P L 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: __ lO__ A"spect 

Area Description: $c <t b (' +- I> 01 r) VV'\ ~ "" 
IVLI('I"'" ~ ) -

Vegetation: % or POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
snccies ? r 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soecics ,0 
-Noxious weeds I ".-

LiUer 2, 
Rocks> 2" r 
Bare Ground r;(Il 
TOTAL (above 6 

1 1I~' items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

I ~f = Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 
2 1-39 % = VI, ~~egetation Implementation) 
40-1 ()()% = M Monitor) 

Species P rescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue I ... 
Crested wheatgrass Ii) 
Slender wheatgrass !-too 
Yellow sweelc10ver 

Alfalfa --r 
Other 

Otht' [ 

Dthel 

Olher 

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

~ ... ia ,........ If c., Lt. ql -" ~t:a:l~ l/u"" ~ , ) 

(circle af! relevan l):@SWENW NE SW@ 

- L '1 <I " .f lA'lu ..,I .. .". , 
<, , ........ / /".'1 t ...... / 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Surface Litter )J 
Surface Rock 
Movement ,S 
Pedeswling n 
Flow Patterns /. 
Rills Depth , 
Rills Frequency "2 
Gullies Depth {; 

Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movement 5 
TOTAL BLM Se."" I ~) 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EViE~'ineerin' Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Spotted knapweed 7.-
Dalmatian toadflax 

Cheatgrass I" 
Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Otllel mo,i.,J -:t 
Ofhe< <, I ( -.:r; 
Other I 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
•• Admin Use On[, •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (HLM score) 

Undesir/ooxious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F · Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

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

0 lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetalion 

0 gullies ~ other ~J;2 .. ) 
Estimate width of affected edge (in fcct) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? y~ N __ 

• Estimated p~ 
• Approxi mate area (in square feet) J 0 
• Number of areas with exposed waste---.2.... 

F 
S, Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N~ 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o s ubsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N~ 
• At Least 75 ftl • Not a roc outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas --
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y __ N __ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth); 

y N~ 
Are any gu les actlvcly erochng? y-- N --
Number of gullies __ 



Cornments. __________________ _ 
Additional Vegetation: 

Lc , j Species Present POLYGON 
A B C 0 E " 

ott-....... 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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BRES FIELD FORM Sit. ID: SI •• Name: - ~ 

Team Members (Circle your name): ( :r:::: ....... Lw 
Field Date: ~ 

,, '- G (ok L. ,,' - t .... t el"" L, 
f (ci;c1e all re1cvoo.): N S W E - NE sw~6 Number of Polygons: .....L Slopc: ..1.-to Aspcc 

Area Description: ..L~'~r~;~""----"-L~I-JJ!L~CfC'2 t.V p.+ d- I?'Ip ~ I 

Vegetation: 0/. ~~y: POLYGON 
covered A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLl\t Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

I ~.:.:;;;;- I 

~ 
I , .;;.;:;.:.- I c-

Surface Litter 1 
Surface Rock 

3 Movement 

°Noxious weeds h Pedestalling 

'"' 
Litter 140 

Flow Patterns I. 

Rocks > 2" 1-
Rills Depth 0 

Bare Ground 1/" I TOTAL(abov:~M'J.' IIlV 
I ~- ) LIVE % ly5' 

Rills Frequency 0 
Gullies Depth I.., 
Gullies Frequency 2-
Soil Movement ~ 

f'DP . 
Livc%. weeds may counl lOward 

TOTAL BLM Score: 1 
BLM score: 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% "" RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

O,SS - M (MooI""l 
S6-1oo - EVIE~";neerin Evoluatiool 

~~:;~: ;.; \' Implementation) 
Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
Spotted knapwced 

I Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested whealgrass lIT Chcatgl1lSs F 
, 

i=j; Baby's breath 

Yellow swcetcJovcr Kochia 

Alfalfa IT Thistle 

Other /. • ',r, ]:. Leafy Spurge 

Other -, Other 

Oth~r 
( )ther 

Olher Otb.:r 

ru;o IF I,od Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
** Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosioo (BLM score) 

Undesirlnox.ious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F - Identify tl"lgger areas (using II) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: AIe outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? y.x N __ (check applicable items) 

-rt lime rock barrier o deposilional a rea 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

0 lnc.reased erosion P less vegetation 

0 gullies o otb" a "tI, ~ 
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N.,.2... 
• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5, Is there evidence of: Y __ N L 
o bulk soil failure o land slu mps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 ft.l • Not a rocl{ outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liuer) 
Number of barren areas ---
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
y _ N_ 

, . Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

~ N_lI'- ' 1 od'? any gu les active y er mg. VK., N_ 
Number of gullies -----L-



Comments. ____________________ _ 

) . 
), 4c,J' 

+ • . <1-. 
I b 

Additional Vegetation: 

Species Pl'"eseot POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (FrequeDl), or 1 (Infrequent). 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: z.fY"fs J[ :/J Field Date: ,-17-0 Polygo.n Ev>I~atlo A B 
Team Members (Circle your name): 720e ,/..k4 I-'·"·.!.A!!d",m!!in"-,;U",,,,-,,O,,"!!//' cc·,,"-+_+_-I-_I--I_+-I 

)/1 as-ki 
c E D F 

Vegetation 6'D tl~e) 
Number of Polygons: Slope: _l_to~ t (circle aU relevant): N§)WE ~ NW NE .]SW; SE _ < "i. j , , _ I¥osion (BLM Score)" 
Aroo Dcscription: '" <"'A«.< I'? I h . 

Vegetation: "'0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
'AC soeeies 

·Uodesirablc (weedy) 
snr.t'.ies 
*No,uol!S weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 11[ 
Bare Ground , 

TOTAL (above 6 
(IJD items must total 100(10) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
31\ - Live: + 5%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - Rl (Reclamation Lmprovcment) 
21-39 %.., v~ ~~ge.tation Implementation) 
40-100010 = M orutor 

Species Prescot: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested whcatgmss 

Slender wheatgrass I F-
Yellow sweetclovcr 

Alfalfa 

Otber 

Otber 

Otber 

Other 

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

v ' v Undesir/no,u'ouswctxli :=::l , 

Erosion (Bl..J.'\f Form) 
A 

POLYGON 
BCD E F 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

RiI1sDcptb 

Rills Frequency 

GulUes Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: I ( 
BLM score: 
o-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-100 - BY (E";;'ccrio. Evaluation) 

Weeds PrC!lcnt: 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Other 

Otber 

POLYGON 
ABC D E 

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

F 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
·Identify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly ~eDt than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N (check applicable ilctn!l) 

o lime rock barrier 0 deposltions.1 area 
D more weeds 0 steeper slope 
D increased erosion 0 1e.'I!l vegetation 
o gulties 0 otber ___ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feel) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N-LL 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approrunate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number ofareas with exposed waste 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V-
o bulk soli faUure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N-.L 
• At Least 75 ft2 • 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 §./ in depth): 

Y N V 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N _ _ 
Numberofgullies __ 



Commenu., ______________________________ ~-------- Additional Vegetation: 

Species Pres eDt 
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: _;-,Z~O.L:;.3~V~ ___ F;eld Date: '1 /1 Og Polygon Evahiatio» 
--:J If., .. Admin Use Onll' ** 

A F C o E 

Tenm Members (Circle your name): LUi C\4!o-. , ....J.OV.A f--,.-""='-"-'~="'-l-+----j-+-+-+---l 
~ Vegctatio~ (% -~ve) ,._" i::, 

Nurobe, of Polygons: _ I Slope: -,:::",10 _ _ Aspect (circle all relevant): N~ E NW NE SW SE 
Il ~ ~ ". F£osioo (B1:'1ic"",) '0 " • Area Dcscription: fCl1(}( OUW and cb/lld N c:! B.;f.t. 

... "'tD tindesir/nox(ous .~eeds-;,· I: _ 

Vcgetadon: -/. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
sno"I':ies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soecjcs 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks>2" GO 
Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 Vol 
items must total 100010 IGV 
ADJUSTED LIVE % ./ 
- Live + 5~oUndesi.nlble 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20%;; Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21 ·39 % - v~ ~cl'gcta,~~n Implementation) 
40-1000A - M oaitor 

Species PrC!lcnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 
Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

YeUow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Olb", 

Olb", 

Other 

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

~--~~----~==~======~ POLYGON Erosion (BLM Form) 

Surface Litter 
Surl8cc Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

RiUsDcptb 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

A BCD E F 

TOTAL BLM 8<ore: ,..., 

BLM score: 
().Ss - M (Monito') 
56-100 - EV·ffi;;-.i~eerin Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 

Spottod knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 
Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Other 

POLYGON 
ABCDE F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Other 8RES Trigger Item! 
·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~(cbcck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o lIteeper slope 
o Increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber· _ _ _ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N....>oL 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with ex.posed waste 

5. ts there evidence of: Y __ N V-
o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

6. BarreD Areas: Y __ N..L 
• At Least 75 W- • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. CulJies (0:1 in depth): 
Y N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
Number of gullies __ 



commeDts,,_--..!~::::!!.,",cJ~i:'_.!:'r2..::::.·C,(rr~Q=o.-p'IL-___ _ Additional Vegetation: 

oCr "-""= Species Preseut 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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BRESFIELD 
Team Members (C 
Number of Polygo 

Area Description: 

FORM SilO ID,-Site-Nam',,_' ~ Field Date: ir/d? 
i",le your na~. 
ns: ~ Slope: __ 0 

\;:"o«.IJ ,/",,+/, 
'/ 

Vegetation: % of 
ground covered by 

Live (desirable) 

, 
s eies 
·Undesirable (weed 
s ies 

y) 

-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

%) 
'/0 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100 
ADJUSTED LtVE 
- Live + 5%Undcsira bl, 

- 5, I. , " " 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

As 

F 

-Up to 5% of undes irable species and OC'1o of nox.ious 
ward Adjusted Live %. weeds may count to 

Vegetation (% live) 
0-20% = RI (Reclama 
21-39 % - VI (Veg 
40-1 Wit - M on 

score: 
lioo improvement) 

elation Implementation) 

Species Present: 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow swectclove 

Alfalfa 

r 

Oilier 

Otho::r 

OIlier 

itor 

POLYCON 
A B C D E 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F 

L~" Cr L S, ,( Itu 3> 
rcle aU relevant): N S W E NW Nt! SW SE 

e" I ,? R, It,.'" -'~ 
" ,,"-i> l ~1~J - ..vb>1 ~ 01,".fi 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 
BLM score: 

0-55 - M CM,o;:!,tor) 
56-100 - EV nai'neerin Evaluation' 

POLYGON 
Weeds Prescot: 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmatian toadflax 

Chcatgrass -
Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Olh('r 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evalu ation A B C D E F 
** Admin USI! Onl)' ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uodesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *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 __ (check applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depositional a res 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste l\hteria l? Y k- N __ 

• Estimated pH-X 
, Approximate arca (in square fcct) J../.L 
, Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

Is there evidence of: Y N 5, 
F - - - -

o bulk soil fallure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N 
• At Least 75 ttl • 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. Gu llie!ll (over 6" in depth): 

Y N - - --Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N - ---
Number of gullies ___ 



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 



Site 2038 

2000 

2040 
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ORES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 

Team Members (Cirde your name): La1y o 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ to __ Aspe<:t 

Area Description: (br+b sr/ o 1 unO 

Vegetation: Y. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 
Live (desirable) 

)Ii srv-ries 
·Undcsirable (weedy) 

5 s ...... ies 

°Noxious weeds 1\ 

Litter ~" Rocks > 2" ~ 

Bare Ground f\;; 
TOTAL (above 6 

liJ) items must totall OOC'Io' 
ADJUSTED LIVE Yo ':)J - Live + 5%Undcsirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 - R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 % = V! ~~gctation lmplementation) 
40·100010 - M oDitor 

Spec:les Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested whcatgrass If 
Stender wbeatgrass I, 
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa rr 
Olh" ~m, ' :r: 
Olb~r I"ud :r 
Othcr fy ... ", 

Otlll;, 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

rit1 (J.9- /)03 1.~eld Date: 7!!'I1!fI 
mCGlIKj,n~ ?/umh 
(circle aU til;t): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

/{ I'm hat t b~ m l ~1J':?Yl 
.J mUS<l.LC 

Ero.loD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter I ~ 
Surface Rock 1'1 Movement 
Pedostalling II. 
Plow Pattern! rC 
Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth In 
Gullies Frequency [(l 
Soil Movement IQ 
TOTAL BLM Score: I ~-., 
BLM score: 
O-SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV-rinoi~eerin Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapwecd 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass :t: . 
Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

(Ith':T l:r 
(~ It''r 

Ot.Lcr 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
•• Admin US~ Onlv" 

Vegetation (% live) ?JO 
Erosion (BLM score) .5 
Undesirlnoxious weeds 5 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F -Identify trigger neas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges oftbc site 
Sign}cantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock bar-ricr o deposiCional lIrea 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
Jl1l Increased erosion ~ less vegetation 

o gullies iil .,b" a x po:.~ ( I 
WC ~ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Wa5t~al? Y -1- N __ 
• Estimated pH \ e.5S 
• ApprOldmatc area (in square feet) ~ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ---..::im 1'-' 

I 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y _N+--

o bulk soil (ailure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N---t. 
• At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarrcn areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _N_ 

7. GUlli6 (over 6" in deplb): 
Y __ N_X_ 
Ate any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



Additional Vegetation: 

Spedes PreseDt POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

hx?sf 0.01 of ';:Ire thocp 's 0 pile 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 



Site 2039 



BRES FIELD FORM Si'e lD:_ Site Nome: Field Date: Polygon EVIIluation A B C 0 E F 

Team Members (Circle your name): _____ _ 

Number of Polygons: _ Siopc: __ '0 __ Aspec 
Area Description: ___________ _ 

** Admin Use On/v" 

• (circle all relevoc.): N S W E NW NE SW SE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Vegetation: ./. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

ErolIon (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger ltenlS 
A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

1:':;::::- Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

I .::::'i':; 'l' eoy! 

'w=!. 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestolling Y __ N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
RiUsOepIb o increued erosion o less vegetation 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency o gullies o other 

~ I ~L"'';; . I 

"Upto 5% ospedes 
weeds may =~- . Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% " R1 (Rec:lamation 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N __ 

• Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EY·(En';;'eerin. Ev"'uationl 

2l-39%,=~~' I 
Weeds Present: 

POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y N __ 
A B C 0 E F --

Species Prescnt: POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Spotted Icnapwced 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

~fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass - 6. Barren Areas: Y N 

Slender whealgrass 

~ sweetclover 

Olh.:r 

Baby's breath • At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas --

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon'! 
Y N 

Leafy Spurge 

Olb':l (lth"r 7. GuUles (over 6·' in depth): 

Qlh ... .,. ( hhe'[ Y N -- --
Oilier 

I""iJ;Q :F ;I 

Othel Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies __ 



Comments. ___________________ _ Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 



Site 2040 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: .;lo Yo Field Date: 7/1;5/0 Polygon Evalu.UOD A B C 0 E F 

Team Members (Circle your name): wgue m ~Cou;f~ PLum b .. Admin Use Onll1 •• 

Vegetation (% live) 
NurnberofPolygons: _ Slope: __ to ____ Aspect (cin:l~ all reiei?,; S W E NW ml~~:'~ 

Erosion (BLM score) 
Area Description: ~, A. "c "';'\,, ;N. \-., .. 

Undesirlnoxious weeds / ." ..J J rr ,l'Y"'! 
Vegetation: -I. :~y: POLYGON Ero.lon (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 

covered A B C 0 E F A B C 0 E F "' Identify trigger uea, (ulImg 1#) on air photo· 
Livc · . Surface Litter 

~ ,-ROCk 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges nftbe site 
signi~t1y different than remainder of me site? .':'::i.-;--
Y __ N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

fFi;;;;: o lime rock barrier o depositional area 
Litter 

1 lUlls Dcplll 
o monweeds o steeper slope 

Rocks > 2" 'b( incr eased erosion o Jess vegetation 
r.;: Rills .0 guU;.. fl. ...... R~d 

Gullics~ 
Estimate width of affect cd edge (in (e(:t)4- mIn 

I ~Li:~:; l 

Gullies 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Wasle Material? Y ~ N 

I 'UplO 50/, of '0 TOTAL BLM Score: • EstimatodpH~ + s w:t may count toward LIve 0/0. BLM ... "': • Approximate area (in square feet) ~ P 
Veg tion (% live) score: 

1 ~~;~~EV • Number of areas with exposed waste 
I~:~a - RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

%~: ~ ~ .. lmplementation) 
Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N::;,L 
A B C 0 E F 

Species Presenl: POLYGON o bulk soil f.llure o hIRd slumps 
A B C D E F o subsidence 

~ Dalmationtoadflax 
- 6. Ban"en Areas: Y N '-I.. 

Slender wheatgrass 1 B,by', b ... 1II 11: • AI Least 7S It? • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

Yellow sweetclovcr Kochia Numberofbarren areas --
Alfill, Thislle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

!.cofy Sp"",c 
Y N 

Olha 

0111" 
, 

.~.--I l:r 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Ol her "'b" E. -: CA. i I., Y_ N~ 
OLher ~ Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

ru;- :Fi ;:-;;;I I UscD I.F '. or I 
Number of gullies __ 



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 

Species Present POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

-r~I!' 4j fQ f6 'Ii Pi 1 a7Jib ifl #'6 tfl .., 0'" , I • 

,f§;if,;,?*t;ilf/~£i !fd!kil 
, ~~~;r5'; :r k-%i.o 1':1! to , 11 M I to;ililr:Lo I 



Site 2041 

2041 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

_ ••• '._ •. 11;' .~ "" • 



BRES FIELD FORM Site lD:_ Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): _____ _ 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ 1o __ Aspect 
Area Description: _____________ _ 

Field Date: Polygon Evaluation A 0 C 0 E F 
** Adm;,t Use On/v ** 

(circle a ll relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesirlnoxious weeds 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A " C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other DRES Trigger Items 

A B C D E F - Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo· 

fTIV' Surface Liner 

"Undesirable (weedy) 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the sile? 

-Noxious weeds 

Litter . 
Rocks> 2" 

Pedestalling - Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 lime rock barrier o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 
Rills Depth 

0 increased erosion o less vegetation 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency 0 gullies o other 

~ 
~-J:;:;~ I 

~ 
Live %. weeds may count toward 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N _ _ 

• Estimated pH _ _ 
BLM score: • Approxi mate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ I ~ 56-100 - EV{Enll!ineerinll! Evaluation) 

2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Lmplemcntation) 
, . M Weeds I)rcsent: POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N 

A B C D E F --
Sp«ies Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C OJ E F 

Spotted knapweed 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

i Sheep fescue 
Dalmation toadfl ax 

Cheatgrass 6. Rarren Areas: Y N 

Slender wheatgmss 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % tota l cover (live & litter) 
Numberofbarren areas ---

Alfalfa 

Olher 

Th istle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y- N - -Leafy Spurge 

Other Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Oln.:r 
Other Y N - - --

Other 

Use , , ~. 0" 
Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N - - --
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Number of gullies _ __ 



Site 2043 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: Ll! '< .3 Field Date: '7 //r ~ 
Team Members (Circle your name): Lo.~ )(2..) M 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ 10__ Aspect 

Area Description: ~ OrUu, ~ncI r 

eColl'j-hQ.Y PlV",,\:' 
(circle all relevJt): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

a ,~k$ 

Vegetation: */0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Ero.lon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 
/' ~ies 

·Undesirable (weedy) V Ulf'Cies 
°Nox.ious weeds 7 

SwfiIce Rock 
Movement 

Podestalling 

Litter 
Flow Pattema 

Rocks > 2" ,/ Rilb Depth 

Bare Ground 7 Rills Frequency 

TOTAL(~::~ 
items must to 100010\ 

Gullies Depth 

Gulli¢Frequeney 
ADJUS~ UVE ,.-. 
- Live + UDdesirable 

Soil Movement 

·U~S% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may COUnl toward Adjusted Live %. 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

8LM score: 
Vegetation (0/. live) score: 
0-20010 '" R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 

o-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-IOO - EVlEnmneerin. Evaluation) 

21·39 % = V! ~~getation Implementation) 
40-1000Io =M anitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed 

Sbeep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wbeatgrass Cheatgrass . 

Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow swectclovcr Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Olh<!r Leafy Spurge 

Olbc:-. 0111 .. " 

Olh~ 
Oth!;"1 

Other Olhl!l 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (InfrcQuent). 

Polygo n Evalu lion A B C D E F 
.. Admin Use Onl" •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F *Jdentify tr igger Ireas (uslng #I) on air photo* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly. different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ Nx.. (ebeck applicable items) 

0 lime rock barrier o depositional a rea 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 Increased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. EIpOSed Waste Material? Y __ N:L 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square fcct) _ _ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 
o bulk soil fail ure o la nd slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y _ _ N.;/-
• At Least 7S ttl • 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 (OK" in depth): 
Y _ _ N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
Number of gullies _ _ 



Additional Vegetation: 

Species Pl"esent POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 



Site 2045 

• 

25 • 
I I 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: U! "\ , Field Date: ? I r> &7 
Team Members (Circle youTname): - La). u '- , 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ to__ Aspec 

Area Description: a.n v\L s.)0r 0\9 .... ) 

tlIlCCaI'&!;t.. ey J I"""b 
t (circle all relev 0: N S-W E NW NE sw SE 

~'" \\<" ) ~'" \ 

Vegetation: y. ~~y: POLYGON 
covered A B C 0 E F 

Ero,loD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Livo . 
, ~';";:;;';- Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 

I .,;:.::;;; 
, l' ,0YI Movement 

,woeds I 

Liner 

PcdestalliDg 

Flow Patterns I 
Rocks > 2" 7 

rs;;;;;:: .I 

Rills Deplb 

Rills Frequency II 

I . (oboV~ ~ """'" 

I ~L;~;:; 'LIVE % / 
['iJi>i05% 01 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency II 
Soil Movement 

TOTAL DLM Score: 7 
weeds may Livc%. 

I 0-20% •• /'oliV') s<:o~: 
Improvement) 

BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) ,L 
56-100 - BV~iE~';;'eerin valuation' 

21·39% ll' Implementation) ,:;.; : 
Species Present: / 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

~fescue 7 

Weeds Present: 
11 POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed / 
Dalmation toadflax / 

Cheatgrass 7 . 
Baby's breath / 

Koehia / 
~ Thistle ! 
Olh<!t Leafy sp",81 

Olb':l lllhl.'T V 
Otln.,. Olher 

Other Oth..:r 

UscD 0' -;;;I Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
** Admin Use On/,,"'· 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesirfooxious weeds 

Otber BRES Trigger Items 
F "identify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto" 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N..!:f=- (check applicable items) 

0 lime roc:k ba.rrler o depositional area 

0 more weeds o steeper slope 

0 inc:reased erosion o less vegetation 

0 gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feel) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y~ N _ _ 

• Estimated pH..::J.2 

• Approximale area (in square feet) _ _ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N $-
o bulk 5011 faUure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y _ _ N-.:K:. 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not 8 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_ NJ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
Number of gullies _ _ 



Additional Vegetation: 

Spedes PreseDt POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequeo.t), or I (Infrequeo.t). 





BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: Field Date: <I[ \~'t<,,~ Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 1P13-
.. Admin US~ OnII1 ** 

lUll): N S W E NW NE r..' SE veg~tation (0/. live) . 
",, 'f':<:iIlJ -;jI:{il.' ' ,-I) Eio"".(sm.tsl:dOJ) ~· v',; 1 

o - ~-"I. ; .... i. '~. • ": ~'\Ji.deslr7nbxioUS"\IJetds· , ~\ J"l.J "I. .' l' J.~ 

Team Members (Circle your name), ~t. 1 &C~Ub 
Number of Polygons: .L Slope: _'0_ Aspect (circle . 

Area Description, ~~rtk\ rK tnw5bM.~ C 
, . ~ ) " ' "';; 

"'" . 00 • i '" :b, Ids ft .. ~ ErOlloD (BLM Form) bA ' • ~QL Y F'l <J 1'\ \, \' thef1l TH .A\.teml~ , 'L 

• , ~ t' c .I\:. oJ; IF, , ~:--l..4entilf;tri~erJ"lrc~~sltf"j >_ft ai#-,iu,tot 1 
Swfi L' , . " -- • ace Itter '1 ., "'t , • " .. _,... .-

Surface Rock 1 I j 1"1 : .3,~"'e;Edp':1' Arcbtk.cr ·~gC9oftbesrte"\ ..... : I 

Movement '~1-M~ '\ . \ ,~lIYdiffertnt~rantin4trOftbeJite? t 
Pcd"talling I:. , ~ •. ," " " ~~bdck i~~ble.i\Cl"jl IF -; 

Plow Pattern5 
, , ·i -' )~. V ~ Q tinJe-roc.kparrier I \, fJ depiositioD~;! 

Rills Depth 
o more weeds . 0 .oIe"'" ~.,. 'f!" 
W1Dc~alled erosion o Jess vegetation 

Vegetation: ~. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 
Live (desirable) 
species 
·Undesirnble (weedy) 
§'pecies 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency o gullies o otber 
Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) _ _ 
TOTA.L(above 6 
items must totall()()%) 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? y.x N __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH~O 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fcct) __ 
0-55 - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EV-rE~';;'eerin Evaluation) 

ADJUSTED LIVE ./. 
- Live + 5%Undcsirnble 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0"10 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - R1 (Reclamation lmprovement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y N 

A B C 0 E F -- --
21·39 % - Vl (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Mc:nutor 

Spotted knapweed 
o bulk 5011 faUure o land slumps 
o subs[denc:e 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sbeep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass . 
6. BArTto Areas: Y N 

Baby's breath • At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas 

Crested wbea.tgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y _N_ 

Alfalfa 

Oth~r 

O(b~r 
Ofh~'f 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Oll\l::r 
( )lber Y _ _ N __ 

Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (lDfrequent). 
Number of gullies _ _ 

---

Other 

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

• 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 2(,1 4 f Field Date: 71tto!...n Polygon Evaluation ABC D E F I 
,f4J. "1 .. Admin Use Onlll .. I 

---lI-W--NE-S-W-S-E Vegetation (1'/0 live) 

; ( ( Erosion (BLM score) 

Team Membe", (Ci.-cle yow-name): (~IIP (}1Ct4"3h o~ 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ to=-- Aspect (circle all re van~ _ 

Area Description: Ocolno 9P djlch I12Cfh <ufo !rOt 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must 10tal 1()()o1e) 
ADJUSTED LlVE % 
- Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0"10 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live ~o. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
().20% - RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40·1()()o1o - M M~itor 

Species Preseot: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wbcatgrass 

Yellow swcclClover 

Alfalfa 

alb" 
Olho!t 

Olli!.:r 

Olher 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Undesirlooxious weeds 

ErosloD (BLM Form) POLYGON Other- BRES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F ·Identify trigger nus (using #) on air pboto· 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Sile Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement signijicanUy different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling Y_-_ A_ N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 lime Toc:k barrier 0 depositional area 
. 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 

Rills Depth Jf.. increased erosion 0 leu vegetation , 

Rills Frequency 0 gullies 'f( otherc_-4 ' cp.as!!'tiC· 
Gulli" Doptb INa S he 
Gumes Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N_~_ 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) 0.,' -M (Monitor) • Nurnberofareas with exposed was~ 
S6-100 - BV ffin2ineerin Evaluation) 

POLYGON . j)f 
Weeds Present: ABC 0 E F 5. Is there cVldence of: Y _ _ N__ ' 

Spotted knapweed 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
o lubsldence 

Dalmation toadflax 

Chcalgrass • 6. Barren Areas: Y N t( 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
Kochia • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

Number of barren areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

leafY Spwge I-Y~=-=-N=-=-=-_________ ---1 

Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Olllel Y N jI 
Ollll:r Are any gu~ctively erodmg? Y __ N __ 

. Number of gullies 
Usc D (Dommant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). - -
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_ Field Date: ' b&/Oq ;)(\ f..(q BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: ~~:;;J..:1--­
Team Members (Circle your name): ; I 1(1 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ '0 __ Aspect (circle aU rele'van NSWENWNESWSE 
Area Description: 5=!\ I th S fO( f1 () £ .fro I / 

ErOlioD (BL.'1 Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation : IY. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter '! 
Surl'ace Rook 2 Movement 
Pedestalling 10 
Flow Patterns lid 
Rills Depth 1.15 
Rills Frequency 3 
Gullies Depth 0 
GuJlies Frequency 10 

Live (desirable) 
Ij species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
/0 species 

·Noxious weeds 2. 
Litter 

~ Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 13 
TOTAL (above 6 

(l) items must total 100'%) 

Soil Movement II? ADJUSTED LIVE ./. 
Jo - Live + 5%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: I "~ 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM ICOre: 

0·S5 - M (Monitor) 
~6- IOO - EV lEn";;'eerin Evaluation' 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 - Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% c M (MOnitor 

Spotted knapweed Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue If Dalmation toadflax 

Chea.grass If- . 
Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Crested wheatgrass If 
Slender wheatgrass Ir 
Yellow sweelclover 

Alfolfa Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

(hh"n'\ .. "~,... cd If 
Olb<<0<1"1)- /YJ"n & II 
OLbc."1 

, 

Ollk."'-
( )lher 

Oliler Oth"-l 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent). Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent). 

Polygon Evalualion A B C 0 E • 
U Admin Use Onl" H 

Vegetation (% live) ~) 
Erosion (BLM score) I'J\ 
Ul1desirlnoxious weeds [Q 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger areas (using II) 00 air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
s ignificantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y:.....t- N _ _ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o morcwteds o steeper slope 

;a increased erosion .,a less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N ~ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ NL 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6.BarTenAreas:Y~ N~ 
• At Least 75 ttl • Nota rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & Htter) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_NX 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_N....4.. 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies _ _ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID:_ SUe Name: 205( \ Field Date: 'ltv/oct Polygon Evaluation ABC D E F 
.. Adm;" Use Onlv •• 

~ N S W E NW NE SW SE r:,v-"g,-:'_1a_tio=o-,(~%.,.u_·v-,e)'-:-_t--+_+---1f--+_+-_ 
Team Members (Circle your name): LQG I I e me Co \ )(\~ 
Number of Polygons: _Slope: __ to O · Aspect (circle all reth~ 
Area Description: SO! t tb S !rIp dO) I rr.Jrp C hO n nQ i ; f-"E~ro~S~;O~O~(~B~L~M~SC~O~"'~)'--If---1_-+_-+_+_+_ 

J Undesir/nollious weeds 

Vegetation: -/_ of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
species 
·UndesirabJe (weedy) 

I species 

-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100-10) 
ADJUSTED LIVE -/_ 
- Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to S% ofundesirablc species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 - R1 (Reclamation improvement) 
21-39 % - VII ~~gctation Implementation) 
40-100-10 - M onilor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whealgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow sweele10ver 

Alfalfa 

Olh<! f 

Olh,'r 

Other 

Olhcr 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfn:quenl). 

Ero.loD (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F · Identify trigger area! (using II) on air photo· 

Surra..: Li_ 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outcr edges oftbe site 
Movement significantJy different than remainder nfthe site? 
Pedestalling Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

Plow Patterns 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 

Rills Depth 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 
o inc:re.asOO erosion 0 less vegetation 

Rills Frequency 0 gullies 0 other ____ _ 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feel) __ 

Soil Movement 
4. Es:posed Waste Material? Y __ N __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH 

BLM score: . • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 - M CM.~to~} . • Number of areas with exposed waste 
56-100 - EV fF.noineerin Evaluationl --

POLYGON . 
Weeds Present: ABC D E F 5. Is there eVidence of: Y __ N __ 

Spotted knapwecd 0 bulk soil faUure 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

OalmatiOD toadflax 

Cheatgrass • 6. Buren Areas: Y N , -- --
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ft • Not a rock outcrop 
Kocma • Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 

Number of barren areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge I--Y __ ,-_,---N~~~ __________ _ 

Othc-r 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
(>tht"f Y _ _ N __ 

OW.:! Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
. Number of gullies 

Use D (Donunant), F (Frequent), or I (Iofrequent). --
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Team Members (Circle your name): L&.R [A{)ylA.,. 
n 

Numbe, of Polygons: -L Slope: _ '_ to 
Area Description: !?-<.xX. ~ p,,;::p IlV' 

VegCtattOD: ./0 of POLYGON 
grouDd eovCl"ed by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soecies 

*Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" ~ 
Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
In-D items must total 100%) 

ADJUSTED UVE % dJ - Live + 5%Undcsirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious i 

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % .. VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
40-100% = M (M~itor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested whcatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow swcetclover 

Alfalfa 

Olb", 

Otber 

Otber 

Olher 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

./V ltt 
2..05 ( Field Date: , -11.- CFI Polygon Evaluation ABC D E F 

I lodLL ~·~·~A~d~m~m~U~"~O~.~~·=·-+ __ ~ __ +-~~-+ __ ~ __ 
• hf'c, Vegetation (% live) 

(circle aU relevant)&> W E NW NE SW SE J-.:.:~::::::.c.:':"::'2_+_l-+_l---I--l--
. N ~, ed"" "! -\rD-J I-'Eros==;o=-o "(B::::L"M::s<:o=",,,-) -\--+--I-+--f-+--

I =-e Uodcsir/ooxious weeds 

EroiloD (BLM F) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
orm ABC D E F ·[denlify trigger arcss (using 1#) on air photo· 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
Movement signifieaotly different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling Y __ N-L (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 lime rock bar rier 0 depositiona l area 
o more weeds 0 steeper slope 

Rills Depth 0 Increased erosion 0 less vegetation 
Rills Frequency 0 gullies 0 other _ ______ _ 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ _ 

Soil Movement - : / 
"U 4. Exposed Waste ~aterial? y _V_ N __ 

TOTAL BLM Store: I \. . Estimated pH~ ~ L 

BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) .\2.:...' 
O-S5 - M CM:~tcn:) . • Number of areas with exposed waste--2-. 
56-100 - EV ffiQlrineerintl Evaluationl 

POLYGON Ib'd f' Y N Weeds Present: ABC D E F 5. Is ere eVl enee o. ____ __ 

Spotted koapwced 0 bulk soU fallu re 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass . 6. Barren Areas: Y N 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ft'! • Not a rock outcrop 

• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Kocbia Number of barren areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy Spw&c 

Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Other Y ____ N __ 
Other Are aoy gullies actively eroding? Y ___ N __ _ 

Number of gullies 
Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (infrequent). --
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: d l I:: I ar; ",o;;,u ...... 0;;. UJ..IcfI 
Team Members (Ciccle your name): bCt 811e mce(J !~ 
Number ofPo!ygons: _ Slope: _ _ to _ _ Aspect (circle all reI . 

, 

NSWENWNESWSE 

COfrfl'1e lAIC! kr - -- -

col/eG-k,r 
Area Description: 'Rock s¥" a.f. <nIJl-h Pt1ri ('.orru1e LAJflh-

ErosloD (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Vegetation: % or POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E • 
Live (desirable) Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

·Nol(ious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Pattcrn5 

Rocks > 2" 
Rills Depth 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 

items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED LIVE ~. 
- Live + 5%Undcsirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
l6-100 - EV 1E.lrinccrin Evaluation' 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - R1 (Reclamation Improvement) , 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
, 

40· 100% '" M lMonilOr 

Spotted knapweed Spttles Present : 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E • 
Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax: 

Cbeatgrass . 
Crested wbealgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alralfa Thistle 

Olbl!r Leafy Spurge 

Other Oth<!r 

Olh ... .,. Other 

Other OW.:r 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E • 
... Admin US~ Onil)·· 

Vegetation (010 live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uodesir/noJtious weeds 

Otber BRES Trigger Hems 
F 1tldentify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder or the site? 
Y _ _ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o mor e weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o guWes o other 

Estimate width or affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N __ 

• Estimauxl. pH __ 

• Approl(lmate area (in square rcct) __ 

• Number or areas with exposed waste 

5. Is there evidence or: Y N • -- --
o bulk soli failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N 
• At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & littcr) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
y _N 

7. GuWes (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N __ 
rue any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number or gullies __ 
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2.()F, "l Field Date: 7UI,h'r! Polygon Ev"ua1I~. A 
~, ... Admin Use On/~ ;''' ~ 

.B c D E F BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Slle Name: ..... "-L:+'--,­

Team Members (Circle your name): [41"1 "treA'~ 
WSE 

,Vegctatio~ (% rr,,:~ 
&oslon (Br¥si~)" ~. "; 

• '::<'-' 

-"~', . . . .. Number ofpolygons: i Slope: 10_ Aspect (c11Cle :ll! ;;~'r ,_ .. _. ,, __ H 

Area Description: 'fJGlU~" em.".. S.t.Nl oJ UiY'oil , 
fl-r:, tfnd~;t/t~6~;" ~" :'11 " i 

, 

-

.t . , . ' '' . ~ _;' ,. ' 'J -' .", _ . • , .1\ t· 

PO}.YGPN 1 - , I ' W • i .~~, . ' I -,',' 
Erosion (BLM Form) • • ' 0 ~er T , ~ltcms . .;J 

A )J , C; ,' I!~'f~f . '. ?d~tiIy1~~_r .. reas.~~g ~ 1l R.. l~~ p ... ~g~. 
Surface Litter . '\ lA'" of" I 

Surface Rock ') .l , ,11 1" - \~ .Ij. S((.'·£l2~: ~ iut~ ;'~~nre'~~ i j tj 
Movement •. , H- I .H l' . si~c1mt1y arn-creot'1b~ renWn~ b 'the site • 
Pedestalling Y N __ (check applic;able.h~ms) ~ .. ', 

, . Cl h,&{, •• 11<6' 
Flow Patterns 1 I. 1 

. '"lIme ' ' arrier ' depositional arei f' 
, , -:< ~' . ~ ,'''' 'I ! ' J t 

Rills Depth 
_. . . ~re;'W ds J f' • 0 ' steCJ:lcr's oj) . I! 
, ~ . , JJ-in ' ell • ,. [j ' " .II \; • 

Rills Frcquency ,- I..,.."' ,, : r 
eteas ~rosiod ,J, , leu veg Sl' op ,~ • . 

' J • ~ ' ,.1 ' I \. \ ' ltJ ~ ' I \. , · eJ gullies' '" o'tb .. , 
Gullies Depth \ U II' ,.I ' >~ I \.; ;, ,-1 • .4- i , " 1.1 ... ;. ,.. ' ., ....... 1 . ' . 

'EStimai.<:kdth of '~t~ ~~ (ui C;ct) ', I Gullies Frequency ,.j { ' ;~rJ I J 
, 

. · ., .... '. ~"l~'. 
Soil Movement .. • • ~. I'" . .f - ~~ t - , . < .. ~~ \Jj 

TOTAL BLM Score: 
, '4, E.f.1! W;, .Mat,od,/l ,Y " ~ • 

_ Estimated pH_ '_ • ....-r-
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

Vegetation: -/0 of POLYGON 
grouod covered by: A 8 C D E F 
Live (desLrable) 
.spccies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

*Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 
, 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%)_ 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
- Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of nox.ious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
()..20% '" RJ (Reclamation lrnprovement) 

a-55 .. M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BV'rEnRineerin Evaluation) 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N X. 
A B C D E F 

21-39 % "" VI \'Iegetatioo Implementation) 
4()"IOO% - M (M~tor 

Spotu:d knnpwccd 
o buik soU failure o land slumps 
o subsidence 

Species Prescot: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 
, 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N$ 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & Utter) 
Number of barren areas 

Sbeep fescue 

Cresled wbcatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 
Th.istle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spw-gc 
Y __ N Alfalfa 

Other 
Other 7. Gullies (02 6" in depth): 
Olbcr Y __ N 

Othcr Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies __ 

Oth" 

Otber 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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Ji/I i~ V 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: '=:V J ..., I' l t lQ Uate: - ' - I\p ' V~ Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 

J-o.:J...... ** A dmin Use Onll} •• 
~ Vegetation (% live) 

SWSE 

iM..J Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesirlnoxious weeds 

Team Members (Circle your name): (,ge 'tf':X'= \ J. 
Number of Polygons: _\_ Slope: ---.L. to...3.- Aspect , '-' 

Nea Description: £." \::. ~ ~ Ok' ~(\ s eN. c-O iM..J 

EroiloD (DLM Form) POLYGON Othtr BRES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F *Identiry trigger neas (using #) 00 air photo· 

Vegetatioll: ~. of POLYGON 
ground cover ed by: A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder oftbe sile? 

Pedestalling Y __ N----1L.. (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns o lime rock barrier o depositional a rea 

Rills Depth 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

o Iner-eased erosion o less vegetatinG 
Rills Frequency o gullies o otber 

species 
·Ulldeslrable (weedy) 
species 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" \00 
Bare Ground 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) _ _ 
TOTAL (above 6 

lUll items must total 100(10) 

Soil Movement 
4. E:a:posed Waste Material? Y....lL..- N __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: 0 • Estimated pH~ ,. 
BLM acore: • Approximate area (in square feet) 20 
o-ss - M (Monitor) 

Evaluation) 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ~ 

56-loo-EV 

POLYGON I 
Weeds Present : 

A B C 0 E F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

ADJUSTED UVE ~. O"/, - Live + So/.Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and OOf. of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetatioll (% uve) score: 
0-20010 - RJ (Reclamation Lmprovement) 
21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4O-100% - M (MOnitor 

Spotted knapwecd 
o bulk soil failure o land s lumps 

o lubsidence 
Species Pr esellt: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass . 
6. Barren Areas: Y __ N---->L 

Baby's breath • At Least 75 n: • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (uve & liner) 
Number of barren areas 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow swectclover 
Thist1e Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Sp"'8' 
Y_ N_ 

Alfalfa 

Olhcr 

Olba Oth.:r 7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Olh('T 
( >I.ber Y_ N--->L 

O\.b..:r Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (InfreqUCllt). 
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... 
AJ~i' BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID:_ Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): l '!1) O I Me.£! Ai~A * 
Number of Polygons: 1... Slope: __ '0 __ Aspect (circle ~el~ 

Field Oate: 'll " 
): N S W ENWNE~:v.sE I t·~ \', N • ,.. .. 

,~r • , 
Nea Description: f'JDIZJ1i ~ j),.~ or bku.l4ij -i}'ilUI ", • 

Polygon E valuaUoo A B C 0 E F 
... Admin USI! Onlv •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosi6h.(BLM'Scort)i , .. ~. -. 
Und"esrr/noxio,Js \veeds: 1 

,. , , ) 
• . 

• ' PQt.yGbN:. J ' ~ . \ . Other BRFS THiter )tems ":"\ I .. ~ , 
ErosloD (DLM Form) . Vegetation: ~. of POLYGON 

ground ~overed by: A B C 0 E F A . a t C' 
~-

D \ )<E F • • '; * ldcnfJ!y triaur areat"{usblg') en ilir patol(,,* 

Surface Litter ' . 
" ,A . ' . . • • .', , 

~ i :, . ~ . r .~. 
Surface Rock 

. , \, 3. Site'Sdges: ~ o.!}tl:r cages of tBe sitv.2.1' +~ , 
Movement SlgQifiCaJ¥JY differfnt tbaq;.mnaitldp'ofthe site'? ~ 

Pedestalling Y ~N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Pattcms o lime roc:k barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth 
6-.more weeds 8..Jteeper slope 

OlJnereased erosion o less v~et.tion 

Live (desirable) 
species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground , Rills Frequency o gullies o otber 
Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 
TOTAL (above 6 , 

items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 
4. ExpOliedWasteMaterlaJ? Y __ Ni 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
O-SS - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56·too - BV lEturinecrin Evaluationl 

ADJUSTED LIVE ./. 
.. Live + j %Uodesirable 

·Up to 5% ofundeslrable species and 0-1. of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Pretent: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N.:i,.. 

A B C 0 E F 

21·39 % - V~ ~~gc:tation Implementation) 
4().IOOOIo - M onitor 

Spotted knapwecd 
o bulk soil fallure o land slumps 

o subsiden~e Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cbcatgrass . 
6. Barren Areas: Y __ N ~ 

Baby's breath • At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than to % total cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wbcatgrass 

Slender wbcatgrass 

Yellow swcctclover 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y_N_ 

Alfalfa 

Olb.!r 
Othd 

7. Guillet (0'A 6" in depth): 
Olllt"r Y N 
Otb":J Am any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N)(.. 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Numberofgullies ___ 

Olb.!r 

()lh\.'1' 

Olher 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or J (Infrequent). 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: LcI:;3- Field Date: -::!ll£. Polygon Evaluation IA IB Ie 10 IE IF 
•• A.dmin Use Onlv ** 

Team Membe" (Circle your name): L~u , Me( ... o~ 
Number of Poly go os: l Slope: to Aspect (cirel; relevant); N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Vegetation (% live) U-
. EnI,.on~1$LM ...... ) - ~ :i ~ 

keaDescription: I>IH.\1I. s,16J; oTWWLiIj11ai\ tillJ(t= fh ct-ire tOM, '.: 
, . Undesimlo><i&ls Wfea. 1'1 ' J.l r ' ~ I ", [-. II 

Vegetation : ~. of POLYGON , 

ground covert<! by: A B e 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
~ soecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
5 soecies 

·Noxious weeds 1-
Litter lie 
Rocks > 2" '" Bare Ground '.Z...o 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100"10) I"" 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

~ - Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 '"' Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 % '" VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40·100010:: M lM~nitor 

Species Present: POLYGON 
A B e 0 E F 

Sbeep fescue f' 
Crested wbeatgrass f 
Slender wheatgrass F 
Yellow sweetclovcr 

Alfa1fa 

O,h" C, 12. ... t: 
OLh~f • 
()tlk;:f 

Other 

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

. ..-, ~ 

POLYGON 
B € J;D • E · IF 

El'OtIloa (BLM Form) 
A 

Surface Litter 1\ d .; [ ,\~ I 01- ,," 
Surface Rock 

S Movement 
I I a",p' l \J> ., 

• 
Pedestalling 3 

~ 

... . Other DRES Trlgge-: Hems 
. 1' I*ldcotp')it,rigger arcu(wmg 1# 1.on air photo· 

,', '1 " J e" 1 ' .... ' e , .... Od F$ 
., Sl E'" ':) - . -~ ~ fib . .• . 3. Ite "'6U' Are.outer =gCli 0 e Site .•.• ".,. 

si&n!l}caPt\)'-dilICl'CJlt thp.o. rem~der of thij'sit~.1'i" 
y -'I!- N--L.1<f,~~k allP¥ca~11 itcQ!Si ,· ,'" - . , 

Flow Patterns q '~ I) ' 'I' r ' A llD:i~rock.ba","¥r .Jtl(..c1epositioDlll uea 
o morewteds . ' aCr Steeptr~.~ 1\· I 

Rills Depth :z. 
Rills F rcquency 1-
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movement 8 
TOTAL BLM Stort: 1-lo 
BLM score: 
O-SS - M (Monitor) 
5&'100 - EV (EDJrlneer1.na Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

CbcatgnlSs 

Baby's breath 

Koehia 

Thistle 

Leafy SpW'gC 

ntht"r 

Olhel 

Owcr 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

Ji:" -

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

C!t-inereased erosion ~s vegetation . L . 
AiuUi.. .8.0.0., '€l!9- \J,;I\J II"MH .. 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. EIposed Waste Material? Y __ N ~ 
• Estimated pH _ _ 
• Approximate area (in sql.UU'e feet) _ _ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

S. Is then:: evidence of: Y __ N ~ 
o bulk soli f.ilure 0 land slumps 

o sub51denc::e 

6. Barrell Areas: Y __ N ~ 
• At Least 75 ~ • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas 
00 barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in dcpth):i:' ~.\ 't'~e.7. 
Y_ N,JC 
Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies _ _ 

.. 
.\ 
I 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: !: ~2k'9 
Team Members (Circle your name): I~ ' ,e cne. n:, j '~hr:1 PJ, J cnb 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ t~ Aspect (circle alliev 0 : N S W E NW NESWSE 

Area Description: Q']cltlillest octp OF ka i I 

ErollOD (BL.~ Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Vegetation: -I. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 
Live (desirable) Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

species 
-Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

-Noxious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Patterns 

Rocks > 2" 
Rills Dcptb 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequcncy 

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 

items must totaIIOO-A,) Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED LIVE -/0 
.. Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

O-~~ - M (Monitor) 
S6-100 - EV-iFnlli~eerin Evaluation\ 

Vegctation (% live) score: 
0-2()OIo "" R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21-39 % - V~ ~(getation Implementation) 
40-100010 - M ooitor 

Spotted knapwecd Sp«:ies Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass ;r:: -Crested whcatgrass 

Slender wbcatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow sweelclover Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

()th~'r •.. ~,~_ :r 
Olba 

Olh!!J 

OIlier '><1", .fo' \n' I :r 
Other Otb':l 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
.... Admin U!l~ Onlv .... 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/nox.ious weeds 

Otber BRES Trigger Hems 
F "Identify trigger areas (u~ing #) on air photo" 

3. Site Edges: Are outcr edges of the site 
Signitntly different than remainder ofthc site? 
Y N _ _ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

QI more weeds o steeper slope 

o Increased erosion o Jess vegetation 

f« o gullies ~ otber CMr YK? UJl'5 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. EIposed Waste Material? y ..JL.. N __ 
_ Estimated pH ~ 

- Approximate area (in square feet) --12L t-'6 
- Number of areas with exposed waste --.iIl. 

F 
5. Is there cvidence of: Y _ _ N~ 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N >( 
• At Least 75 ft~ • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liuer) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _ N_ 

7. Gumes (over 6" in depth): 

Y __ N.JL 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N _ _ 
Numberofgullics ___ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 'LOlDO 
k cL Team Members (Circle your name): ~M. J U 

Number of Polygons: -L Slope: _t _t~ ASpec 

Field Date: 1-1 b·09 

NWNESWSE 
Area Description: Y! ty" ..h;..\--..v< a fe(j.. b \...m.....; roc Y< !fI r rt+:p • 

Ero.loD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground cove.red by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Litter 1<;( 
SurfAoe Rock 't. Movement 
Pod01talling I e; 
Flow Patterns 1 j 0 

lUll, Depth 1-2 
Rills Frequency 1 7_ 

Gullies Depth ./ 
Gullies Frequency ./ 

Live (desirable) 
2,0 species 

°Undesirable (weedy) 
'5 §~ies 

°NollioU5 weeds ) 
Litter ~4 
Rocks > 2" 0 
Bare Ground 

" TOTAL (above 6 
tDC items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement <5 ADJUSTED LIVE % 35 ... Live + S'"I.Undc:5irable 
°Up to 5% of undesirable species and 00;' of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 1 '7j 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-2()O/o - RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 - M (Monito,) 
56-100 - EY-ffin-;.J;.eerin Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

21-39 % '"" VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M (M~nitor 

Spotted knapweed 11: Spedes Prese.nt: POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue r:: Dalmatian toadflax 

Crested whcatgrass Cheatgrass , I . 

Slender wbeatgrass F Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclovcr Kochia :r:: 
Alfalfa ::r: Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other .J. 11: 
(Jtb" r ,j"~,, \ 
OLber 

Olher Otb" ... \""i: 1 -.: 

Olher om ... r .J 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

A ask/ 
Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 

.. Admin Use Onlv" 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uooesir/nox.ious weeds 

Otber BRES Trigger Items 
F *Identify tr:Igger area, (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edge!: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y / N _ _ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 
o more wtflls [j/sIeeper slope 
iSJIlncreased erosion ~' vegetation 
o gullies other ~ j b,/l :::i t 

I 
Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) 2-

4. Ezposed Waste Material? vL N __ 
• Estimated pH 4 .0 .... 2-
• Approximate area (in square fect) .50 
• Number of areas with exposed waste --=L-

S. Is there evidence of: Y Nv 
F --

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N L 
• At Least 75 ttl • 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 (OV~,f in depth): 
Y __ N __ 
Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 1- 0 "1.-
lolA.<. 

Field Date: ~ 
Team Membe", (Circle your name): ;0.i!jf-" J JO 
Number of Polygons: _ ,_ Slope: ~ to ~ Aspec' (circle all relevant): N~ E NWNE SW SE 
Area Description: __________ _ 

VegetaUon : ,/, of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

ErolioD (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Live (desirable) 

2f) I soecies 
'Undesirable (weedy) Ie soecics 

'Noxious weeds 0 
Liner 3" 
Rocks > 2" I 

Surface Litter 
1 '6 

Swface Rock 5 Movement 

Pedestalling 

Plow PattemJ 

Rills Depth I 

Bare Ground 1'1£: 
TOTAL (above 6 

00 items must total 100%) 

Rills Frequency I 
Gullies Depth 1/ 
Gullies Frequency ./ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % I~ - Live + 5%Undesimblc 
Soil Movement 

'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0"10 of noxious I weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
TOTAL BLM: Score: ,Q 
BLM score: 

Vegetation (% Live) score: 
()"20% - RJ (Reclamation improvement) 

0-55- M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV·~eerin Evaluation) 

21·39 %:EO VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100010 = M (M~itor Weeds Presenl: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Spedes Present: POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Spotted knapwccd 

Sheep fescue .l.-
Dalmation toadOax 

Crested wbeatgrass (-
Slender wheatgrass ")t 
Yellow swectclover 

Cbeatgrass . 
Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Olbotr Leafy Spurge 

Oth .. J 
nlh.:r 

0111 .. .,. O.her 

Olher Ot Icr 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

);ilw 
Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 

** Admin US~ Onl" ** 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (ULM score) 

Uodesirlnoxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F ft ldeotUy trigger areas (using #I) 00 air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
y V N __ (chcck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depo!lit.ional area 

o more weeds o sleeper slope 

GVlllereased erosion Mtss vegetation 

o gullies GYo'b" ~J..,~ 
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ../ N __ 

• Estimated pH-15 2 
• Approximate area (in square feet) ..1Q..+t 

• Number of areas wilh cxposed waste _ ,_ 

F 
5. Js there evidencc of: Y __ N...J.L 

o bulk soU failure o land slumps 

o subsldent=e 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total covcr (livc & Iittcr) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas covcr over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N--.L 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: Ibl6/-z "'"' I Field nate: __ 

Team Members (Circle your name): /.{),!;'J "; NI "- CO Y ~hcy 1'1'100.1 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ 10 __ Aspect (circle all relcvant/N S W E NW NE S.W SE ,. 
Area Description: . _. 

.. 'I k j . ) 

Vegetation: ·1. of 
c=overed by: 

I Live. , --
OI1I\N":,PCl 

A 

• go> 

POLYGON 
BCD E 

Erollon (BLM Form) 
F 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 

~ 

'-, . , . . 
P(fLY,GONi -

A · B :J C 'P, \',E 

III 
'. -,), .. • 

; I . \ rJ 

Polygon Evaluation I A I B 
** Ad",in Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

ErosiOn (BLM sCore) 

C I D E 

. . " L~ ' f ." ~ uooesibnoXiollS we6b . ,; '., 

F 

"F. 
) I I 'TUtller BRES Trigger Items 

·li:Ienft~ trlggerateas (using # )"OD air phOtol 

" 
... , ", . -!'" , O#-~. 0,.· . 

... • .iL. . . 
~'b 3. Sltentges:' Are-auld '1-'locs'bfthe Site 

'0 
1-1: 

Movement a ." I . '" 1 j ";· 1 sJgn~4ant1y '~frsrentotpad're[t'ijlmd~[/pftb.e si~? • 
"rv-";P .. " 

Litter IiiD 
Rocks> 2" r.;: 
Bare Ground [i;" 
~.., H''-LoO \ ............ e 6 
items must totall()()%) \ot) 
ADJUSTED LIVE ·1. .,.., 
- Live + 5%Undesirable ~ 
·Up to 5% ofuodesimble species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 % ,., VI {Vegetation Lmplemcntation} 

r.. .. ,. •• 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

ABCDEF 

I Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclovtr 

Alfalfa 

O.b" Q, (I., i:ML 
Olb ... 

Olher 

Other 

Ill~1 

!c 

f% 
R:' 
r-1: 
]I:C 

tor 11 

Pedestalling ~ 
Flow Patteml ,": 
RiU, Depth 5 
Rills Frequency ~ 
Gullies Depth 5' 
Gullies Frequency Iz 
Soil Movement ~ 
TOTAL BLM St:ore: Ra l 
BLM score: 
().55 - M (Monitor) 
S6-100 - EV (EnaincerinR Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmationtoadflax 

CbealgrasS 

Baby's breath 

Koehia 

Thistle 

LeafY SP"'8' 
Olher 

OWt"r 

Oth..::r 

POLYGON 
ABC 0 E 

f " 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F 

Y-Elll\:" \ (jb'~i'Pp~blej4'ms) "'; • 
o lime rock barrier ~ deposition.1 area 
o more weeds 0 steeper slope 
~increased erosion 

~ullies 

o less vegetation 
o other ____ _ 

Estimale width of affected edge (in feel) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N.:::L 
• Estimaled pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feel) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

o bulk soil r.Uure 0 la nd slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Are.,: Y __ N Jb.. 
• At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litler) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y N 
Number of gullies -- --
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BRES FIELD FORM Sl'e ID: Site Name: =-,,~=""--__ _ 
Team Members (Circle your name), i:11}1.a rr~Ca,,~,hQ'-I 4Mb 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ '0_0_ Aspect (circle all re(evanty. N S W E NWN 

1f!5tel 

ESWSE 
Area Description: <:"co th of r()(..lt crrfl.Q /; (, 1.(5 

El'OIlon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

VegetatJon: 'Y. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter ~ 
Surface Rock .s Movement 
Pedestalling .?' 
Plow Patterns (0 
Rills Depth In 
Rills Frequency n 
Gullies Depth n 
Gullies Frequency n 

Live (desirable) 
~5 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
~ species , 

·Noxious weeds I;) 
Litter ~5 
Rocks > 2" L, 
Bare Ground 1» 
TOTAL (above 6 yfJ items must total 100"/0) 

Soil Movement 5l ADJUSTED LIVE 'Y. 0 - Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM s. ... : I'lJ) 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

O-SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV re~.;i,eerin. EvalUAtion' 

Weeds Preseot: POLYGON 
A B C D E 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% .", M iMOnitor 

Spotted knapw<:ed Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass I~ . 
Sbeep fescue I 
Crested wbeatgrass .. 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 
Slender wbeatgrass ;r 
Yellow sweetclovtr 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Oth"G",,· \ {In',,,,' If Leafy Spurge 

Oth" R,,~ 
thher 

(')tht.T Otht!:r 

Other Oth.:r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or [(lnfrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
.. Admin Use Only ·· 

Vegetation (% live) I ~" 
Erosioo (BLM score) '0 
Undesirlno~ous weeds 1'1 

Otber BRES Trigger Hems 
F · Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
y:1L N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock hurler J! deposition.l ut. 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
~ inereased erosion o Iw vegetation 

o gullies 1d. otber oo loe WQ fe... 
Estimate widlh of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Exposed wastrrial? Y~ N---.:1:.... 
• Estimated pH 
• Approximate area (in square feet) _. __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. ls there evidence of: Y __ N-+-

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. BarTtD Areas: Y N X 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25'/0 of any polygon? 
Y __ N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depl.b): 

~ any ;1li¥ activeIY eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ill 
.1 

, Nume: GA <l- P 1.Dul Field Dute:-1/'O/rfl. 

(.(!lIlr.l( ~f\ro rt ",rl '\ lYlVl' C< ... NL\X-riAO- \ Team Members (Circle~our name): 

Number of Polygons: -L ~tb--to Aspect (circle ~II relevant): N S W E!'lW NE SW SE 

Area Description: OK o\- p <i:,'!ill \l,.'Xll,~ fvru...1 ClOSf tv ~ Cll.t..£4 
Vegeta tion: % of 
ground covered by: 

Live (desirable) 
soecies 
*Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

*Nox ious weeds 

Liner 

Rocks> 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
= Live + 5%Undesirable 

'GON POLY 
AB C D E F 

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

of noxious 

0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvemen( 
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation implementati, 
40- 100% = M (Monitor) 

,-

,) 

Species Present: 
(GON POLY 

A B C D 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yel low sweelclover 

Alfalfa 

Otlwr 

Olh~'1 

Oth~'1 

Orh":f 

E 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (lnfre :lfrequent). 

F 

Erosion (BLM Fonn) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Plow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Deplh 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM 8<:0 ... , 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-t OO = EV (En.ineerin. Evaluation) 

POLYGON 
Weeds Present : 

A 8 C D E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toad flax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Olher 

Other 

Olill'! 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent). or I (infrequent). 

'fv\.~~"\~ e. -
Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

•• Admin Use Onb •• 

Vegetation (% l,ive) 
, 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/oox iollS weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F - Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site 
Si&1cantly different than remainder of !.he site? 
V N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

.d:}()n~ weeds o sleeper slope 

fJ increased erosion o less vegetation 

gullies o other 

Eslimale width of affected edge (in feet) lD..:::.\'l. ~ 'L 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ NL 
• Estimated p~ 

Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
, 

• , 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ NL 
o bulk soil failure o land s lumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y~ N 
• At Least 75 ft2

• at a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (li ve & litter) 
Number of barren areas _1_ 
~en areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

V N_ W hili\" AI \ vIOl> n 

7. Gullies (over 6" in deplh): 

"1xe~ny g~l1ies activ1Y eroding? vi-N __ 
Number of gullies 
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f'Ylo. E.+u-
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: llicr::.J::""'li..l.LjI,-_ ::d' ~I ~ u ?Lr/() :! 

I ' d i ll LI ) Team Members (Circle your name):~", ~< /I hr'! , ~II" y!J,.'''l_ t'hei fJ.5 .,..., 
Number of Polygons: ..L S lope: Lto-.!:i Aspec 

Area Description: Si,l e "' ''g, cJ IA,) 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
I3R species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
1 species 

·Noxious weeds I 
Liller 'i I~ 
Rocks > 2" h 
Bare Ground 116 
TOTAL (above 6 

VDO items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

G'1 = Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of nox ious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21 -39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- 100% = M (Monitor) 

Specics Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue F 
Crested whealgrass ,/ 
Slender wheatgrass / 
Yellow sweetclover ,/ 
AJfalfa !--
(),ha ClmH r T 
Olht'r 

Olh~'1 

Orh..:r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 

(Cir~~ all rele7:!:; 1-~ WE NW' NE SW@ 
I I Y\.C: 

() 

POLYGON 
Erosion (BLM Form) 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter . ~ 

Surface Rock 
Movement ~ 
Pedestalling }.,I 
Flow Patterns 

I '"' 
Rills Depth In 
Rills Frequency 11"1 
Gullies Depth I", 
Gull ies Frequency 11"\ 
Soil Movement I~ 
TOTAL BLM Score: ~ 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = Ev-ffi~ldneerinll Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed / 
Dalmation (oadtlax 7 
Cbealgrass / 
Baby's breath / 
Kochia I 
Thistle ,/ 
Leafy Spurge 1/ 
Othel 

Olhe, 

Olhel 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
•• Admin Use Only·· 

Vegetation (% live) , Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items ; 

F · Jdentify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edgcs: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly:;:rent than remainder of the site? 
y _ _ N (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gulUcs o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N-= 

• Estimated p~ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: y.L.. N _ _ 
• At Least 75 ftl • NO( a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ~ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
y---".L 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N .......--
Number of gullies ~ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Slle ID: Site Name: ~(I~ q _ Field Date: ' II I ko - ---- -

IS WENWNE SW SE 

Team Members (Circle your name): [ U&llf m 0. Co I ~~ 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ to__ Aspect (circle all rele~O: 
Area Description: po f- h £r()m rm II t, ~Q, ,~ 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Vegeta.don: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soecies 

: ·Noxious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Patterns 

Rocks > 2" 
Rills Depth 

BaroGround 
Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 Gulli" Depth 

items must total 100(10) Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED UVE % 
- Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-2()OIo = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

o-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-100 - Bvffi;;.,i~eerin B"luation\ 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
21 -39 % - V~ ~cgeta,~~n Implementation) 
40-100010 - Monitor 

Spotted knapwccd Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Dalmation toadflax. ::t 
Cbeatgrass 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover 
Kochia 

Alfalfa 
Thistle 

Other 
Leafy Spurge 

Other 
Other 

Otber 
Other 

Other 
Othct 

Use 0 (Dontinanl), F (Frequenl), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evah{atloJl 
** Admin Use Onlv·* . 

A B C 0 E F I 

Vegeta~oo (~~ve) _ ~. 
, - , 

f£osion (BCM SCQro) ~ 
. . . . 

• I~ ~ 

UndesirlnOXlOUS weeds''- .. . . . .' 

F 
Oiber BRES Trigger Items I 

*IdentJIy trigger areas (using #) on air pboto* , 

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

o lime rode. barrier o depositional aru 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gul"" a other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N-L 
• Estimated H P _ _ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
s. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N-X-

o bulk soU failure o land slumps 

a subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N1 
• At Least 75 ft'- • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas __ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ NL 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID:_ SUe Name, L".... .... -

Team Membe" (Circle your name): ,--,u . ~Ik'b 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: __ 10 __ Aspect (circle aU~1 

1'1t:IU .... alt:; II I Polygon Evilu'a.tiO,D _. 
** Admjn Use On/II .,, -. 

WSE 
Vege.tatiol,l (~~~e) . 

A. 1I C D E F 

-. 
~. E_rosi~n ~B~ Score) ~. ~, 

, • ~U~diSWiiI't~t{ >r.'.!d.i.17 l"~ :.,: " :> • 
ArcaDcscription, "~iMMllZae!r lV..t, d'-ttl\. IW\ U," fDTtr. . oE; ,~ 

. • I f ... ., 
• • or - . ..... f)tf • • .. 0 

b'~ I\w .. f1l ""'-~ 0 -
POLYGON '~·· ,- 0 

I .rI ""t"lfMiR:.:s l'ng~?m~" - : Erosion (BLM Form) 
A B C D ' .~ E ·\ \F ~ 'Idbltify {ngge~ ,,~a, (u'\lng ~) ~d'.~ ~~ot';;;'" 

Vegetation: % of POL'YGON 
ground covered by: A BCD E F 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement significantly different than remainder oftbe site? 

Pedestalling Y ~ N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow PattCID5 o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

RillsDopth 
o mare weeds 'lJteeper slope 

d]o;.Jnereased erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frcquency -o gullies IS.otber ~ 
Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

_s~ies 
·Undesirablc (weedy) 

, 

species 
·Noltious weeds 

I Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground . 
TOTAL (obov. 6 
items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y~ N __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estima"'" pH..R.. 
BLMscorc: • Approximate area (in square feet) ~ 
(),SS - M (Monitor) 

Evaluation' 
• Number of areas with e1lposed waste 

S6-100 -BV 

ADJUSTED UVE % 
.. Live + 5%Uodcsirable 
·Up to 5% ofundesUable species and 0"10 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - RJ (Reclamation improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON s. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N ~ 

A B C D E F 

21·39 % ... VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4O-100% = MiMOnitor 

Spotted koopweed 
o bulk soU fa1lure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Species Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Dalmation toadflax: 

Cbeatgrass 
. 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N 2:1 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kocbia 
• Less than 10 % tolal cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow swectclover 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy Spurge 

Alfalfa 

Oth" 
Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Other Y_ N2SL 

Other 

Other 

Oth" 
00", Are any gullies actively croding? Y __ N __ 

USC D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrcqucnt). 
Number of gullies __ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 

, 
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~'l~-! .. J"1\ P )..0 7 1 
BRES FIELD FORM Sile ID:_ Sile Nome: 

Team M embers (Circle your name): k , .. Or( L .• /I , ~£f,-£..Lh~~ __ ~..d....._ fl\l~J.. 
Number of Polygons::J Slope: __ 10_ _ Aspcc 

'-....~oo 

Area Description: p ,c eck. '(} \.Jed I.'./- "\"L,o.>. S\ a.,., _ I... ~ - IV >.2 

~ Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

£ r.-", L r:. C. H .... b. _ 
.. Adm in Use OnlY •• 

~, 

relevanl): N@}wE I.rw ~E Vegelation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 
. II a" I, . " ,\J" 2-( 

Undesir/noxious weeds " (..'{ 
f .. " ./ 

Vegeta tion: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Fonn) POLYGON O ther BRES T rigger Items 
A B C D E F - Idenlify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo· 

Live (desirable) 

I" I t"""""" soecies 
· Undesirable (weedy) 

boor k-species 

-Nox ious weeds ) I 

Litter h" 2 
Rocks> 2" 1..- ~ 
Bare Ground 1'4) 1 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) l(;j! 00 

Swface Liner 3 .." 
Surface Rock 

S-
3. Site Edges : Are outer edges of the site 

Movement 2- SigKOIIY different than remainder of the sile? , , Y N _ _ (check applicable items) 
, 

Pedestalling C> 
Flow Patterns f- a o lime rock barricr o depositional area 

18:' more weeds o steeper s lope 
Rills Depth a '2.. o increased erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frequency In "- o gullies o other 
Gullies Depth 0 C> 
Gullies Freque ncy 0 c) Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
bt l If) = Live + 5%Undesirable 

· Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement ""5 1« 
4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y __ Nk 

TOTAL BLM Score: n ru • Estimated p~ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-5S = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 
56-100 = EV (Enl.!ineerinl.! Evaluation) 

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

POL YGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N2::.... 
A B C D E F 

Species Present: 
POLYGO N 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue .:! 
Crested wheatgrass I::L- -t 
Slender wheatgrass -r 
Yellow swcetclover I 
Alfalfa 

SpoUed Icnapweed I-r 11: o bulk soil fa ilure o land slumps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toad flax h-_ II 
Chcatgrass t:= I" 6. Ba rren Areas: Y ~ N __ 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 fe • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % lotal cover (live & litter) 

--r Number of barren areas __ 
Thislle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Olh,," f- lL I- , I--r Leafy Spurge 
Y _ N_ 

Olh':f /,' 'oo .. T 
O'h~'l' 

I 

Olh~r 

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

Olhe< <; , I ( -r 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): -
OU,., f- ,J,,\ L,"_ I-r Y Nit-;; 
{)lhl"l ,! ' l Are any gull actJ vclyerodmg? Y _ _ N _ _ 

Use D (Dominant)Y(Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gull ies _ _ 
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(!;'A(! ')...UTl. ~ '/' BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: t/Of 
-;J Plv ..,) 

W SWSE 

Team Members (C ircle your name): CL ... .,.e I k' I C:--) &c I L. ~ 'k - . 6 ... ...... !t. 
Number of Polygons: "). S lope: __ '0__ ASpecl (circle all relevant): N S W E1 
Area Dcscription: eo< )..1 IH t:t t"'U"", .. w" ... / Wl "", 'JI./...~"'-r~t . ~ . ::Z::~ I:. j l! .... 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Litter If Q 

Surface Rock 
Movement ~ ~ 

fS' 
Pedestalling (, 

Flow Patterns 2- t. 
,r Rj'~ Depth :> 

Rills Frequency I?' :2-
Gullies Depth () 0 
Gullies Frequency In () 

Live (desirable) 
II :> 11(' species 

· Undes irable (weedy) 
2 species 1< 

·Noxious weeds In I . 
Liner IS- ')0 

Rocks> 2" 12 ?. 
Bare Ground I ~& 121 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total J()()%) Itt' 100 

Soil Movement I ... ~ 5 
TOTAL BLM Score: l iC~ I~~ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
1/ 40 = Live + 5%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may counlloward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EVrn .. ineerin. Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21·39 % = VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
40· 100% = M (Monitor) 

Spotted knapweed X Species Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Dalmation toadflax rI 
Cheatgrass F-
Baby's breath 1-

Sheep fescue :r:. F' 
Crested wheatgrass ~ r: 
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweelclover Kochia 

A1falfa Of Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other "",,,,,.,l h I 
Othl.:r ')t tI , I"l J:. 
Other 

Other Other 

Olher Othl'r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
•• Admin Use OnlY •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uodesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Ite ms 
F · Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

, 

3. Site Edgcs: Are ollter edges of the site , 

significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Eslimale width of affected edge (in feel) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y __ N---X-
• Estimated p~ 
• Approx imate area (in square feet ) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N-----lL 

D bulk soil failure D land s lumps 

D subsidence , .\. .,, 1\ 
• 

6. Bam,. Areas, YL....... NX 1'-, ,. !i 
• At Least 75 fil • 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_NL 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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fI, il ,? )..U7' ~ 
Polygon Evaluation A 8 C D E F 

•• Admin Use Only ·. 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 
Undesir/noxious weeds 

BRES FIELD FORM Site lO:_ ~me: 
. if-. _~ -...,. )1 

Team Members (Circ le your name): ~ L'I i t.. "" £ 1"1 &"'$'" Ih =~(~ if ... ....,.', 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ ~A~pec[ (c irCI~ al l relevant): N S <V E NW NE SW SE 
Area Description: ___________ _ 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other aRES Trigger Hems 

A 8 C D E F - Identify trigger areas (using 1# ) on air photo. 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Swface Litter & 
Surface Rock II 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significanlly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling h Y~ N _ _ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 1/0 '9"" lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
Rills Depth ?- o increased erosion W iess vegetation 
Rills Frequency "2- o gullies o other 
Gullies Depth tJ 
Gullies Frequency If) Estimate width of affected edge (in fecl) __ 

Live (desirable) ,-species 
*Undesirable (weedy) 

~ 

species ; 
*Noxious weeds 1(' 
Litter Is-
Rocks> 2" 7f 
Bare Ground 5, 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total l()()%) {;IJ 

Soil Movement " 4. Exposed Wastc Material? Y ~ N __ 
TOTAL BLM Score: l""fl • Estimated pH~ 
BLMscore: • Approximate area (in square feet) _1_ 
()"S5 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste----J.--
56-100 - EV ffin~i~eerin Eva1uation) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
Iw - Live + 5%Undesirablc 

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

I 0-20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N-2L 

A B C D E F 

2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor) 

Spolted knapweed 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Species Present: 

POLYGON 
A 8 C D E F 

Dalmation toadflax ., 
Cheatgrass -r 

. 
6. Barren Areas: Y X- N __ 

Baby's breath • At Least 75 ft l 
• Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (l ive & litter) 
Number of barren areas ___ 

Sheep fescue l. 
Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweelc10ver 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y)<....N_ 

Alfalfa 

:)th" Q.l~1 ,"'. L 1 
Othl."r Other 7. Gullies (over 6·' in depth): 

Othl'r 01he! Y_N-X-
Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ Orhl."r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 
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t" ' sl .. v ...J il,I\P :1-071 
BRES FIELD FORM S;te ID:_ S;te Name: F;eld Da'e: ~ 
Team Members (Circle your name): Te , Q.,,, L " 0 1'1 F. .... ,- ( Lv",,! ' ) Jtt't'-c 'JE ,» ,,64 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ '0__ Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W E NW SW SE 

Area Description: (;,) ,.1 lAI .lk :'J t ./ ",\ <' ''''u AI lit ,\ .. b-k J 'J .... , 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
grou nd covered by: A B C D E F 
Li ve (desirable) 
species Ii (.' 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soecies 'I 
*Noxious weeds I, 
Liner ill) 
Rocks> 2" III 
Bare Ground 14, 
TOTAL (above 6 

line items mUSllotal 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

II, = Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of nox ious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetatio n (% live) score: 

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

Species Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue I:r. 
Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweelclover II 
AJfal fa 

Olha 

01h(,1 

Dlllt'!' 

Olh\.'r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Erosion (BLM Form) I A POLYGON 
B C D E 

Swface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement L 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns Il 
RWs Depth 

Rills Frequency 1(1 

Gullies Depth Irl 
Gullies F requency ) 
Soil Mo ve ment "\ 
TOTAL BLM Score: II 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A 0 C D E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmatia n toadflax I:I 
Cheatgrass -r 
Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other Cn ... L ./ I, 
O,h" ."'L.I . . A I., 
O thet 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), o r I (lnfrequent). 

F 

F 

Polygon Evaluation I A 
•• Admin Use Only ·· 

Vegetatio n (% live) 

Erosion (ELM score) 

Undesir/nox ious weeds 

B c D 

Other ORES Trigger Items 

E F 

· Identify triggcr areas (using # ) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly differenl than remainder of the site? 
y=---X N __ (check applicable items) 

( Iimc rock ba rrier o depositional area 
o morc weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 
o gullies o olher ____ _ 

Esti mate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Exposed Was te Mater ial? Y -X- N__ t 0 
• Estimated PH-=i- I~Y \ ... L ~ .- ...... ~ 
• Approx imate area (in square feet) rt'- t~.... 11" 
• Number o f areas with exposed waste ..LC..... , 1. 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ NX 
o bulk soil fai lure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Bar ren Areas: Y~ N __ 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas __ _ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? Yv -
7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N __ 

Are any gull ies actively erod ing? Y __ N2-:::: 
Number of gullies _ _ _ 
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IA l~ IC 10 IE IF 

- 'I:> " I ... t!dl-;;'''--,' '-~'J--''''- f ' 1''''Ti l.. I .' U · . , . /: _:;\ ,. <sl , .. , . . ' . . I · •• "" 
.,., L.J ,or, • ....L A " , ...... J I 

It.. OOLYGON " , ... . '1 'Otbcr BR1i;s Trlggcr 'Jtcm.\ V'1 ! . 
POLYGON -.J Ero!ion (BLM Form) A B 6 J\ D lE';F .. .ldct;firyh;gg~~i&a!(dslng~)onA.af~bl~ 

ABCDEF . ~ ~\. t.,-,. , . 

. . '. "c ').... . t, ".. . .~ I \ .;-f\ ~ , 
' Live (desirable) V Surface Litter • -. I , ~ 'S. S~'Edg~: \Are op~r ed~s~~IlJ~'tf . . 

Vegetation: -/a of 

~es Surface Rock '. - 'Sikniticantly ~t~ ~der ofQl~ ~ltf~ : 
·Undesirable (weedy) Movement • , Jy~ f'l-~-'~ clhcdk ll;>p'tlc'aSle~) l -i f..t 
_,,,,,,,Ics Pedestalling " ,- : '" I 0 I.l."':'~~'rlt. IT ~P01¥"I'!! .... . I 

*NOxiOUli weeds Flow Patterns ~ore weeds 0 steeper slope 

Litter 0 :I1A n .\.. 8--lncreased erosion 0 less vegct~tion Rocks > 2" 

I B"" r,----" 

I~~~~~~OO%) I I I I I I I ADJUSpm LIVE % 
- I 

e species I 
woods may count toward Adiusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - RI (Rec1.a.matioo 
21 -390/0 - VI( 

- >.1 ; 

Species Preseot: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

I Sheep fescue / 

Crested wbeatgrass / 
Slender whcatgrass 

~ 
AlfaJfa 

Olb" / 

Olb" 7 
Olb", / 

I Olh.,.-' 

U",D Ir II 

I val .. 

Gullies Oeoth 

Gulli., 

Soil Movement 

~ALBLMScore: 

Vo-~, "" ·Mvu~ 
"iii-1M _ RV I 

Weeds Present: 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 

I Baby', breath 

I Koehl. 

Thistle 

Other 

Other / 

~ ), F, 

A 
POLYGON 

BCO fl F 

17 
f7 

/ 

I. or I 

o gullies lJ.otber ~ j & 
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y~ N __ 

• Estimated pH~ _ h "-
• Approximate area (in square fect~ \~ 
• Number of areas with exposed w~~ __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N-L 

o bulk soli failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 tt2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N fl'.-, 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: ,....,...W r,!,;,u ..... m:. " '"T Polygon Evalu'ali0-!l ABC D E F 

Team Members (Circle your name): ~W: I MC.{, .ll!1~ 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: _10_ Aspect (circle a relev; 

U Admin Use Onll1:"* 
Vegetation '% live\ -, . 

ESWSE ' v . . ~. " . . . . •. , 

1,,« .. $\-., ~~"'j:g'3~ ~0>1»:: . ' . : -, ,,:. .. AreaDcscriptioo: SW ilRlb,,," 0(; WAIVL'1 ~ 'AJtsl-- 6f >l'~U,,«,,$\-
. • ,Un~esI.lfIl0'4Il\lS .~c~;" "of • .. ,'" , J\I 

VegetatJon: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks>2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100(10) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
- Live + S"-.Undesirable 
·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) 
4()..IOOOIo - M (Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover I ~ 
Alfalfa 

O<h" 
O<h" 
Olber 

Other 
Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 

i 

~,\" .• k .' ..' 

; Ero,lon (BUd Form POLYcp~-,:,\ ,~ \.. . ':/ Otber.~RESTri~er'itcI?~ · ! ' j 

) A B cs. n. E ~ F i ' *IdentIfy bigger' areal'(ushig #I) oQ. llir pboto· 
• .~ \ ) .1 (\ .. ,.. .. ' , . f ",." • ), _!r, 

Surface Litter '. .: • "If" ,' ~ ' '\. \. ." '\,. \.' J 

SurfaceR.ock ' ,'I 3: SlteEd&cs; Are~tereOges.Q\tbe~lte L '" h 
Movement :'\'. { ~\ '-. I'- J . • \ignifjcantl1diffcre6t thaQ-~mainder of thq site? , 

Ped.stalling .. " r ~\I" ~ N~ (c~kapplic4;lC(tems) '\: "., .. 
Plow Patterns 0 lime rock barrier 0 deposltiona] area 

-3..more weeds 0 steeper slope 
Rills Depth Q...lncreascd erosion 0 less vegetation 
Rills Frequency 0 gulUes .s.s.ther ~ • 
Gulli" Dep<h "W/iCl e 
Gullies Frequeocy Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement It 
4. Exposed Waste Material? y~ N __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: _ Estimated pH~ 
BIM score: _ Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
()..5S - M (Monitor) _ _ Number ofareas with exposed waste ..2....-
S6-100 " BV Evaluation' 

w··"·p t· POLYGON 5. Istbereevidenceof: Y N~ 
ICc:u:I resen. ABC 0 E F -- --

tted cd 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
Spo knapwc 0 subsidence 
Da1mation toadflax 

Cheatgrass r:c . 6. BlUTeD Areas: Y N JI..... 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 W • Not 8 rock outcrop 

• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Kochia Number ofbarren areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
~Sp~~ ~~=-=-==-=-________________ ___ 
Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Other Y __ N...2L 
Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Number of gullies 
Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). ----
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BRES FIELD FORM S;le ID:_ S;le Name: Field Date: ~ 
Team Members (Circle your name): ~ ... . ., 0 '" L 
Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: __ 1o__ Aspect 

t , I" A, &~:, L •. "", Ilm;A; pl~ ,,"\ 
I 

" SW SE 
Area Description: 1>,\,1 W./lL") \f'M I l i, lis ,V (c .i (' ... . t- 1-.... ~ ,...,I f 

.... • • j , 
... ,'"' 

A ...... y"'/ 'v 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Live (desirable) 
species ]0 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species "2-
*Noxious weeds I 
Litter "2-

Surface Liner 7; 
Surface Rock 
Movement 2 
Pedestalling 6 
Flow Patterns I ~ 

Rocks> 2" >Ii 
Bare Ground r.;~ 
TOTAL (above 6 

'()~ items must (Ola] 100%) 

Rills Depth 0 
Rills Frequency 0 
Gullies Depth () 

Gullies Frequency 0 
ADJ USTED LIVE % 
= Live + 5%Undesirable ).1. 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 

Soil Movement U 
TOTAL BLM Score: h 

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegcration (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Q...55 = M (Monitor) 
56-1 00 - EVrnnizineerin2 Evaluation) 

2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- 100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: 

PO LYGON 
A B C D E 

Species P resent : POLYGO N 
A B C D E F 

Spotted knapweed I ,.~ 

Sheep fescue :r 
Crested whealgrass 

Dalmation toadflax ::L 
Cheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass I:r: 
Yellow sweetclover IF 
Alfalfa ,. 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Other (~L ., ' .r.. 
Olh~'1 

Leafy Spurge 

Olh':l ~v~! ", j -. 
Othel Other 

O,hl'f 
()lh!."1 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
.. Admin Use Onlv •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 
Undesir/noxious weeds 

O ther ORES Trigger Items 
F · Identify t rigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the sile 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y ~ N _ _ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o inc reased erosion .D{1ess vegetation 
o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y __ N ~ 
• Estimated p~ 

• Approximate area (in square fect) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
S. ls there evidence of: Y _ _ N~ 

o bulk soil fa ilu re o la nd slumps 

o su bsidence 

6. Ba r ren Areas: y.k... N __ 
• At Least 75 ft1 • Not a rock outcro p 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas _, _ _ 
00 barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_N---"" 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Y _ _ N .-..-
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SlteW:_ Site Name: Jo 7)i' Field Date: YI7!09 Polygo.D EviluaJio.n 
** Admin Use Onl,)! •• 

IA IJI I C I D IE J F 

Team Members (Circle your name): ~ 1/" 0 I <. Co 'Jl"#ij 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ L Aspect (circle all retCt)~ W E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: SauH I Slela d mJ I hu OIl ' n" 'PACt 

veg~~tion (% ~Y,~) ~.. 1,-: l 
,. EroSIOn (BLlv,tscorc) - ' .• ' 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
groUJld covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soecics 
-Nox.ious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground . 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total l000la) 
ADJUSTED LlVE % 
- Live + 5%Undcsirnblc 
·Up to 5% ofundesirnble species IlJ)d 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 - RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 % - Vi ~~geta~~D lroplcmeotatioo) 
4O-100% =- M onitor 

Species Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 
Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

A1fa1fa 

Oth" ~S 
Oth" J 

OIlier 

Other 

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

J tiod~ir/n~JouS ~~_;,-~ 1" -(1 

Erosion (BLM Form) 

Surface Litter 
Surl'ace Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow PatterDJ 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Seore: 

BLMscore: 
O·SS - M (Monitor) 

A 
POLYGON 

BCD E F 

56.100 .. EV I'Bnltineerinll: Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapwccd 

DalmatioD toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Koehia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

~ 
If 
I. 

rr 

O<hor "'!ilion 11: 
Other 

Oth" 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Other DRES Trigger Items 
*Identify trigger areu (oslng #) on air photo* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the si te 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
VJ N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

~ lime rock barrier 
D more weeds 

ft{I lnc:reased erosion 

o gollies 

o depositional area 

D steeper slope 11 
o Jess v~pX)S 
i<1 oth" m inC IAi< sk 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y-f.- N __ 

• Estimated pH ~ 
• ApprOlumatc area (in square feet) ~ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N.-l. 

o bulk soU faUure D land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N 4 
• At Least 75 ~ • 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.-L 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: '2P':f9 Field Date: Polygon EvaJuatioD ABC D E F 
. -- ~'~'~A~dm~'~n~U~,~e~O~nh"~'~'-r __ +--t __ -r __ t--t ___ 

Team Members (ClfCle your name): ~.~ ~ Vegetation (% live) 
Number o(Polygons: -L Slope: to AsPect (circle \dI ry:1~J':"t): N 5 W E NW NE W SE . ,.. , ___ , l~ . .: • 

. '. - .. ,. ~,-r "., v; 1.\.:' I ;" ,L .Ar'" "'~' J;rosIOC(. LM'.,.",n>",', • •• 'il Area Descnpnon. ",. 0\ ,'AL ..... ,.,.. . .. 1.. ~ " ., , ', , ... .. , 0-, 
~~ ~") "t '_""I\JE) .~~iItnolU~woeon i. ' r- • , , . .... , )~ . , 

_______________ ---.-"'" 1lU-<:.....:t:><."""'W"""-""QA,,,-,-r,, .. ,. , ., • 
V",e"tlon, % of POLYGON / ErotlOD (HLM Form) ~ti':\!I'''@~ · -:..& - , j Jl' • ~cr 'W Tjlgge"lt~.,ti L''t'" 
grouDdoovoredby, ABC D V F A " C :-1l ' · I)f:.l':- ~t!!entl\"t~!i!l5\.~''l'In!Vtr~''CJt~ 
Livc.(desirable) SurfaccLitter oj \ ".0.' I ,... • t 'l...,!; _*~ ' .. '"~~.\. '" ~;lt~J .... 
,,,,,,ies Surface Roo:k l / " ""S, ,,\ 3.'{>it~g .. : tue 0'l.~r ~ges gj;'I'i' ' \tf; h" "1 
·Undesirable (weedy) Movement • r/ ~ ~anjfi~Y 9ilTcnmt than ~dcr ~t1be site? . 

I _ies Ped 1lin '/ - \ v 'i'" J)t" v ~bdk nnD\i",'bl' ite~ 
. esta g / 'J~ _ ,'" ~ )" / fU#. 11 

-NOXIOUS weeds P ... r1 lime,rock bir.rie'r ~. 0 dep,ositio~rea r \ 
Flowattcms II '" I I~ .i 0, -

I Litter " 1\4' :\" , \t.! n s f~m91.~M'~ds )). ) .· .. 0 st~per .t!0p!; '! 

Rocks > 2" ~ls Depth • •• 10- t fl i;qc:~asect. $~ll.0J' C\. 1es~fj~~tlon 'j 

Rills Frequency / ~ ~, '. q. JJqU,lt!I .. '/ U,otber 14 ' .! .. Bare Ground I ~. I " q , 4 J "' . , , 

TOTAL (a1}ove6 GulliesDcpth , ' r .• I ...... t r' , '~ ' i· t (0 ,'\, \.. . .. I. ", -:-')J 
items must' total 100%) Gullies Frequency / ~ ~ . " • \ Eslt~te wiflth~ affee~ed ffse ~Ul foot) ~ II ~ , 

AD~YSTED LfVE % Soil Movement,/' tJ ,' '\l lll' . r. ', I v~ ) ,,~I" I" v' lkk ' 
-.Jive +S%Undesirable _ • .7. " . • r'\ ~EJ:PO!,ed~astell"~U.'l.. Y.....l- N 
-Up to S% of undesirable ~ics an~ 0% of noxious TOTAL B~ Sc:ore: . ' . . . ,~ ~~ pH ,. . f . • .) ; 
weeds n:mycou~t toward Adjusted Ltve %. BLM~: . ~. I I, .... . ~f~at: arca.\.in~~are feen~ J • 

VegetatIon (% live) score: 0-55 - (Momtor) -0 • . ' NumbCi'6l:lD"JI~ .Lith ~xP9se<t,waste -X....J 
0-20% - RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 _ BV ffinmncerin Evaluation) :.cr- , . 
21-39%=Vl(Vegetationlmplementation) POLYGON . f N V 
40-100010 '" M iM,;rutor Weeds Present: ABC D E F 5. Is there eVIdence 0: Y____ _ "" ___ 

POLYGON F 0 buJk soil fallure 0 land slumps 
Species Present: ABC D E F Spotted knapwced 0 subsidence 

Sh 
' Ol\lmatiOD toadfl.. f 1-________________ -=--=-______ _ 
~- £ Crested wbcatgrass 1: Cheatgrass I ~ - 6. Barren Areas: Y ____ N 

Bab 's breath ~ • At Least 75 tr • Not a roc outcrop 
Slender wheatgrass "'t- y _L • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

Koehi Yellow swectelovcr a Number ofbarrcn areas __ _ 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Alfalfa Y N 

Olb" Leafy Sp"",' f-,:=:::..:==------------------
elba Other 7. Gullies (OX 6" in depth): 

) ' Other Y N 
(tIer ---- I" . I odi"" Y N Othcr Are any gu ues actIve y cr n6 ' _ _ 
Other Number of gullies 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). ---
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BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID: Sit, Name: dOW 
Team Members (Circle your name): 1~lle mcC.au:lfvOLj 
Number of POlygons: _ Slope: _ to Aspect (circle all re ~aht) 

F;eld Date: 71L7/cR , 

:N~~NESWSE 
Area Description: MoM 51d~ fro cI 

POLYGON Vegetation : ~. of 
ground covered by: A BCD EF 

I Livc.lu¥ 
«nN""" 

............ ;u 

.......... ;...., 

Litter 

weeds 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100% 
ADJUSTED UVE -I. 
- Live + !5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 01 

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% 1:1 RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) .- .---. _ .... 

Species Present: IA 
POLYGON 

B C D 

I Sheep fescue 

Crested whcatgrass 

:,..., 
Yellow swcctclover " + 
Alfalfa 

Other 

Olba 

Other 

Olher 

lure 0 (Dominant). F (FreQuent). or I 

E F 

1?rd i:!ne!l HfIll'~. 
dlkk 

El'OIioD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surlace Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedcsta11i.ng 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Sc!Ort: 

8LM score: 
0-55 - M (Motritor) 
56-100 - EV-tEn"b,ccrin. Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Spottnd knapweod 

Dalmation toadflax I%: 
Cbcatgrass r:c -
Baby's breath 

Kocltia 

Thistle 

Leafy SP"'8c 

Other 

Oilier 

Owcr 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Enlu.tion A B C D E F 
u Admin U.f~ Dniv .... 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosioo (BLM score) 

Uodesirfooxious wcOOs 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F ·Identlfy trigger Ar"US (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
si~ant1y different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime roc:k barrier o depositional ar-u 

o more wetds o steeper slope 

~ Increased erosion J!rI' less vegetation 

o gullies jZI otber 11-m -, Je-
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. EIposed Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 

• Estima""pH~ 
• Approximate area (in square fcet) Ii" 
• Number of areas with exposed waste 3-

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N L-
o bulk soil (aUure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ NL 
• At Least 75 tY • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas __ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. GuJ1les (1 r6" in depth): 
Y __ N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Numberofgullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ SUe Name: ,JOKI Field Date: '/lJ.i£FI 
Team Members (Circle your name): l~! Ie ale-Co "d h p !~ 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ to Aspect (circle all ; evant ~, (.N S VI E NWNE SW SE 

ideh 
J 

Area Description: Qorth sHe fm I / dm I 0002 d, Ie h 

Erosloa (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
: Vegetation: ¥. of POLYGON 

ground covered by: A 8 C D E F 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Patterns 

Rocks > 2" 
Rills Deplb 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Depth 

items must lOtal 100"10) Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED UVE % 
- Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM &ore: 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live Yo. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 c Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 - M (Momtor) 
56-100 - BV (Bng;;,ecring Evaluatioo\ 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21·39 % "" VI (Vegetation implementation) 
4()...100"1o - M (M~nitor 

Spotted knapweod Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 

Sbeep fescue Dalmation toadflax L:t: 
Crested wheatgrass Cbcatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass :t: 
Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover ::r Kochla 

Alfilla Thistle 

OLb" 
Leafy Spurge 

Olba 
Other 

Other 
Other 

Other 
Qthcr 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominanl), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluat10n A 8 C I) E F 
** Admin Use Onlll ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesirlnoxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger arus (using") on air pboto· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges oftbe site 
sign\6cantly different than remainder of the site? 
y -2L N (check applicable items) -- \ 

o Ilme rock barrier o depositional arca 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

.N increased erosion K leu vegetation 

~ gullies ~ otber 'tfIII...{XW U ie-
Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Exposed WlUte Material? Y __ N __ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ NL 

o bulk soU Caoure o land slumps 

o lubsldence 

6. Ban"en Areas: Y N .k 
• At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (livc & litter) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N __ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM S;le ID:_ S;le Name: Field Date: Polygon Evalua tion A 8 C 0 E F 

- .... $4'1\ Ii;, .1. L .. r~~ "- ;;~ ..... J, plv ..... j 
.. Admin Use Only •• 

VegClation (% live) 
(circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/nox ious weeds 

Team Members (Circle your name) :CT ... , (l .... ,..> L., ... ""1\ Ii;, . ~_.L "Y~~ "- _ I';~_J. fl 
Number of P o lygons: ..L Slope: __ to__ Aspect 
Area Description: ___________ _ 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F - Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Liner { 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Axe outcr edges of the sile 

Movement 2- significantly different than remai nder of the site? 

Pedestalling 
Y __ N~ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 
1 i o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
Rills Depth "2- o increased erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frequency I ...., o gu llies o other 
Gullies Depth 7 
Gullies Frequency "3 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

Live,<desirable) J. 
species 

*Undesirable (weedy) I ~ 
species 

·Nox ious weeds 2 
Litter III 
Rocks> 2" ).) 

Bare Ground l(f 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total l()()%) IUD 

Soil Movement Ie:- 4. Exposed Waste Materia l? vY N _ _ 
TOTAL BLM SCOn!: 37 • Estimated P~ 
BLM score: • Approx imate area (in square feet) 2. 0(; 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 = EV-rE~'i~urin Evaluation) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
~ = Live + 5%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may COUol toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Prescnt: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N--lc... 

A 8 C D E F 

2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor 

Spotted Icnapweed 
o bulk soil failure o land slum ps 

o subs idence 
Dalmatia n toad flax -:or 
Cheatgrass 6. Barren Areas: YA- N_'_ 

Baby 's brcath • At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less Ihan 10 % tOlal cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas __ 

ThisUe Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y..),:::N_ 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue -r 
Crested wheatgrass J 
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover h: 
Alfal fa ..., 
Olher 

Olhl'l 
Olhel ""~ 1.,.1 IT- 7. Gullies (over 6" in deplh): 
Olhel 

Y*"- N_._. . N 
Olho:r Are any gullies actively erodmg? Y ~ _ _ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or J (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies --2--

Olh~l' 

Olhl'r 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (infrequent). 
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.:;l(\V"S _ F;eld Date: '//Z(f)9 

~SWENWNESWSE 

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: --:d!~...L-,-­
Team Members (errol. your oame): [-;'8ue /)/ (! 7h ~ '!t,,a 'j, 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ to __ Aspect (clfCle all re'eva~t). . __ . __ _ _ _ __ 

Area Description: t kcth SI~ 1c r F t rrul ~~r+h <It BaoPjm~ n trI.ll /l{j d h Qt hoo n·j'm!p' 0. ~ 

Erolloll (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: e;. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter rv 
Surface Rock 

ill Movement 
Pedestalling '\ 
Flow Patterns Go 
Rills Depth 1'1 

~ Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth In 
Gullies Frequency '1 

Live (desirable) 

~ species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

I soeeies I,() 
·Noxious weeds J~ 
Litter I ~('l 
Rocks > 2" ::J 
Bare Ground 15 
TOTAL (above 6 iP items must totall()()l'lo) 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED LIVE % 
)!> - Live + 5%Uodesirablc 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

o-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6--100 - EY I'Enaineerin Evaluation' 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
! 0-20% "" Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

POLYGON Weeds Present: 
A B C D E 

21 -39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M CMon.itor 

Spotted lcnapweed ~ Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wbeatgrass Cheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 
Yellow sweetclover ~ 
Alfalfa r 

leafY Spwgc 

(hher ""Lr. ~I 
Otb~~ ~ 
Otba ;0-

Olh" r~v ~ Ill: .J 

Oth", mll\.n~ I 
Ot her 

Olher 

Use D (Dominant), f (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
.. Admin Uu On/v ** 

Vegewion (% livt?) I,,> 
Erosion (BLM score) ,'7 

f Undesir/noxious weeds Ll~ . 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *ldentify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto· 

3. Site Edge5: Are outer edges of the site 
sign$canUy different than remainder of the site? 
Y::..Jc. N __ (cbeckapplicablc items) 

o lime rock burler o depositional Rl'"U 

Or more weeds ~ steeper slope 
iii Increased ero5ion 0 less vegetation,.J 

,~ ~ gullies ~ otber ~) IJ ; 

,n 3U~ 
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) 

,Ie 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 
• &timated pH ~ 
• Approximate area (in square fect) ~ <! Ie tL-
• Number of areas with exposed waste --- 0 I ( 

' . NX 
J 

B 
5. Is there evtdcnce of: V __ ~ 
o bulk soil (aDore o land slumps 
o subsidence 

6. Bar-reo ArCJils: Y N X 
• At Least 75 W- • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y-Jr N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y 4 N_ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site 10: ').O~~e Name: & J-,4- ~ R rr...- r Field Date: 71,10« Polygon EvaluaHon A B c D E F 

Team M emtX!rs (Circle your name): 71 p... .,.. 8 C. f-:-'c"-,A"d",m"in"-"U:,",:,O""",,I,,-,-'c" +-+----j-+-+----jf-----' 
Vegetation (% live) 

Nu mber of Polygons: _1_ Slope: _£~ .. JO__ Aspect (circle all relevant): N@N(j) NW NESW SE 

Area Dcscription: tec{g ;",.J ~#. h ".I - "-;" d.-•• h 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covel'"Cd by: A 8 C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Live (desirable) 

'{O species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

f soecies 
·NoxiollS weeds I 
Litter )0 
Rocks> 2" () 
Bare Ground 1., 
TOTAL (above 6 -items must total )00%) 

Surface Litter '" Surface Rock 0 
Movement 

Pedestalling 1 
Flow Patterns 3 
Rills Depth 7 
Rills Frequency ~ 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Freque ncy 0 

ADJUSTED LIVE % fI) -- Live + 5%Undesirable 
Soil Movement ""3 

·Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM 5<0,.: Iii 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Li ve %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
()..20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56--100 = EV (Em!:ineerinl!: Evaluation' 

21·39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- 100% -- M (Monitor) Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
ABC D E 

Species Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
Spoued knapweed 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadnax 

Crested wheal grass 

Slender wheatgrass F 
Yellow sweetclover r 
Alfalfa 1 

Chcatgrass rf Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Other 

Olilel 

Leafy Spurge 

I Ok.,i .. -' L I r 
Oliln 

Dlh!.! .. 

I ~~""E~< 11 
~Il ~_':i 

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

F 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

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

3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site 
significantly d iffe~nt than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N_..-/_ ( (.check applicable ilems) 

o lime rock barrier o depositionnl area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate wid th of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated p~ 
• Approx imate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F' 
S. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N~ 
o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N--.l.C" 
• At Least 75 ftl • 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~ 

7. Gullies (over 6" i])Aepth): 
Y __ N_I/'_ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 
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... < 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:~?-~ite Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): ITT A I.­
Number of Polygons: ..L Slope: ~to__ Aspcc 

Arca Descri ption: Recl • .-.... p &11.. b,J 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 
Live (desirable) 

)" species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

10 species 

"Noxious weeds -r 
Litter )" 
Rocks> 2" I> 
Bare Ground 170 
TOTAL (above 6 

/00 items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 10 = Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 
2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- 100% = M (Monitor) 

Species Prescnt: POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 'I 
Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass r 
Yellow swectclover T 
Alfalfa 

O#TI" ~ r 
Ol~'i'nrn J. L. .r r 
Other 

Orher 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 

!oZ"c. ('~ 
') 

'f'" .~. ~i;;ld Onte: 7!akr Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

I!,C, .. Admin Use Onlv •• 

(circle al l relevant): N~ E NW NE SW SE 
Vegelation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Erosion (BLM Fonn) 
POLYGON O ther BR ES Trigger Hems 

A B C 0 E F · Identify trigger a reas (us ing #) on air photo· 

Surface Litter 3 
Surface Rock 

R~ 
3. Site Edges: Are outef edges of the s ite 
significantly ~nt than remainder of the site? 

, 
Movement 

Pedestalling 0 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth 0 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegeta tion 
Rills Frequeocy 0 o gullies o other 
Gullies Depth 0 

Gullies Frequency (:) Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement "J 
4. Exposed Waste Mater ial? Y __ N~ 

TOTAL BLM Score: If~ • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approx imate area (in square feet ) __ 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56· [00 = EV (Engineering Evaluation) 

Weeds Prescnt: 
POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N--.J 

A B C 0 E F 

Spotted Icnapweed 1: 
o bulk soil fa ilure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass f 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N ~ 
Baby's breath IT • At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & li tter) 
Number of barren areas ___ 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
y~-

Othel 
7. Gullies ~th): 

Othe! Y __ N 

0111('1 Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 

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



c ~
 " 

'" 

~ 

~ 

2. 

~.
 

, 
.., 

• , 
a g ~ 

9- ."
 '" " ~ • 

>
 

.. 
• ~ 

.. 
0 " - ~ f 

.., 
n

O
 

r 

" 
.. 

~
 

"
C> 0 2 '" ."

 





AtisW 
02'(., Field Date: J -17:..,OC Polygon Evaluadon ABC D E F BRES FIELD FORM Sit.!D: Site Name: --!"4cl1 

Team Members (Circle your name): i6L~t!,. ! Jaz4 d-L r:·~·~A~d~m~,~n~U~'~.~O~n~ru/~'='~ __ -+ __ i-__ +-~~-+ ___ 
W ME SW SE Veg~tation (% live) Number oCPolygons: -LSlope: -1-to~ Aspect , , _ . -he=J- ErosIOn (BLM score) 

Undesirlnoxious weeds -
Area Description: 1JJ1.,t 51 "'l'& (),,{~]C'.-! -\n vJ~~ +V...J-

Vegetation : ~. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
'i5 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
20 soccies 

otNoxious weeds ,:, 
Litter l.C 
Rocks > 2" V 
Bare Ground 10 
TOTAL (above 6 IIiD items must 101811000/0) 
ADJUSTED UVE ./. 

~ - LiVe + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% ofundcsiI'able species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live Yo. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21 -39 % III VI (Vegeta~~n Implementation) 
40-100010 -= M €MOnitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue , 
Crested wheatgrass F 
Slender wbcatgrass 1= 
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa I ~ 
Olbu II"t I ".'" I. 

Olba 

OIlICT 

Olher 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

EroiloD (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger items 
ABC D E F *ldentify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto· 

Stuf""" Litter I In 
Surface Rock 5 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling ItA Y ____ N~ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns let 0 lime rock barrier 0 dcpositionall'lrea 

Rills Depth I 2- 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 
o increued erosion 0 less vegetation 

Rills Frequency z... 0 gullies 0 otber _ ______ _ 

Gullies Depth ,.,., 

Gullies Frequency /"" Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

Soil Movement I c; 
4.ExposedWuteMatert.l? Y N~ 

TOTAL BLM Sc!ore: 3S • Estimated pH__ - ---
BLM score: . • Approximate area (in square foet) __ __ 
O-!iS - M (Morutor) . • Number of areas with exposed wasle 
56-100 - BV CEnlrineerin Evaluation) --

POLYGON . . ./ 
Weeds Prestnt: ABC D E F 5. Is there CYldence of: Y ____ N--,-,,-

Spotted knapweed I. 0 bulk soil raUUrt~ 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbcatgrass ~ l=" 6. Barren Areas: Y ____ N L 
Baby's breath h- • At Least 75 rtl • Not 8 rock outcrop 
Kochia • Less than 10 % total cover Oive & litter) 

Number of barren areas 
ThistJe Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy Spurge 

(J,h" "" ' • ... . LI'lhL. 11Y r 7. Gullies (over 6" Indcpth): 

Olher Y __ N~ 
Othcr Are any gullies actively eroding? Y ___ N __ _ 

. Number of gullies 
Use D (DollllIlant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). ------

----
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BRES FIELD FORM Site 10: Site Name: ,J?tIlkIO---4¥U.,-_ 
Team Members (Circle your name): --;::)€<Y\i\; c...r Ala n;\ , pJJ="'i-~-nA; Ph p I pTZ, 
Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: _to_ Aspect , , 

Area Description: S i A e. e~e d; u )a.. l\;, "'a J.-rs;.J 

rn:.L-t: ~!..::! is. l ~ 
Polygon Evalua tion A B C 0 E F 

la n;\ , e lin <>Hi'~ '" ( •• Admin Use On/v" .. , Vegetation (% Live) b ... 
iNW NESW SE r<l,.., Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/ooxious weeds 1';-

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other ORES Trigger Items 

A B C D E F · Identiry trigger areas (using #) 0 11 a ir pho to· 
Live (desirable) 

len species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species :3 
"Noxious weeds :l.-
Litter 14 " 
Rocks> 2" ::!. 
Bare Ground lin 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must tolal 100%) InD 

Surface Litter {.., 
Surface Rock 

'51 
3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement significantly different than remainder o f the site? 

Pedestalling i q Y ---l.L N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 1:2 o lime rock ba r rier o depositional area 

in D" more weeds o steeper s lope 
Rills Depth o increased erosion lilAess vegeta tion 
Rills Frequency 11"1 o gullies o other 
Gull ies Depth In 
Gullies Frequency In Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
14i! = Live + 5%Undcsirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement 1,.<; 
4. Exposed Waste Ma terial? Y _ _ N...JL: 

TOTAL BLM Sco",: un • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56· 100 = EV-rE~aineerina Evaluation' 

21·39 % = VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
4().. 100% = M (Monitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 
A 8 C 0 E F 

Species P rescnt: 
POL YGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 1-
Crested wheatgrass p 
Slender wheatgrass / 
Yellow swcetcloycr T 
Alfalfa .r 
01h"r .. "" .,-P.J.l,;!- L 
O!h('r 

OOw!" 

Spotted knapweed T o bulk soil railure o la nd s lumps 

o subsidence 
Dalmation toad flax [7 
Cheatgrass -:r: 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
Baby's breath ..,- • At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 7 • Less than 10 % total cover (live & liller) 
Number of barren areas ___ 

Thistle /' Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 7 
Y __ N __ 

Olher fl1 .1 _\ rr 7. Gullies (o/, in depth): 
Other Y __ N __ 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Dllk'1 Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Wrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 
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~ 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:1?Site Name: 8~) A R & ,( Field Date: __ 

Team Members (C ircle your name): -=-;;"----r!....!:P-.:::....---',J.'---~!3!2...!c."__ ___ ___,-------
Number of Polygons: i Slope: OOto__ Aspect (c ircle all relevant): Nf:;W E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: (lu/Ufe/:: rtf' kt"x..l;:- kc> ClJ&lt,''''I= !mU 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
~o species 

·Undesirable (weedy) t5 species 

. *Noxious weeds ;). 

Litter 00 
Rocks> 2" ~ 
Bare Ground ~ 
TOTAL (above 6 ~ 
items muSl lQtal 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
= Live + 5~Undesirab le ~ 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Litter W 
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 

Pedestalling 0 
Aow Patterns 1< 
Rills Depth 0 
Rills Frequency 0 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movement I ~ 

*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Soo ... : It; I 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 = M (Monitor) 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 56·100 = EV (En2ineerim!. Evaluation' 
2 1·39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
AB C 0 E 

Species Prese nt: 
POLYG ON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wheatgrass Cheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass j) 
Yellow swcetclover 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

011l ... r Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Olht.'r 

Other 

oJt,,,,,, •• C'_ ~ _ 1 J' 
I 0"'41, it;' ~T 

{)lh('1 

Usc 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 

F 

Polygon Evaluation I A I B I C I 0 I E l F 
•• Admin Use 011[" •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 
Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
. Identify trigger aN!8S (using # ) on air photo· 

3. S ite Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the sile? 
Y __ N V'(chcck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of arfected edge (in (CCI) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N t.-/" 
• Estimated p~ 
• Approx imate area (in square fect) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 
o bulk soil failure 0 land s lumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren AN!3S: Y __ N~ 
• Al Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % tolal cover (live & liuer) 
Number of barren areas _ _ _ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N _ _ 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N~ 
Number of gullies __ _ 
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J;, fo sh 
-U)<;('l Fleld Date: 1 -17-0 ~ Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 

** Admin US~ On/v'" 
h Vegetation (% live) 
Ie aU relevant): ~~ SW SE 

Erosion (BLM score) ,J.j <1a-J- .J.iJ IJJ tr ~ 
Uodesirfnoxious weeds 

Team Members (Circle your name): 
Number of Polygons: ...L Slope: -LtO--2 

BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID: Slte Name: _.L& 

J otk I Kn'#h 
Aspect (c!fc 

Area Description: 6DLL~ V 1.6-p.< I 

ErotioD (BLM Form) POLYGON OtheR" 8RES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F "'Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo'" 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Litter III 
Surface Rock 

5 
3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement Significantl~rent than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling I c, Y _ _ N (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns q o lime r(Kk barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth "l 
o morc weeds o steeper slope 

>-
o increased erodoD o less vegetation 

Rills Frequency O gulUes o otber 
Gullies Depth ./ 
Gullies Frequency ./ Estimate: width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

Live (desirable) 
I/O species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
25 soceies 

°Nox.ious weeds t: 
Liner L5 
Rock.s>2" 0 
Bare Ground ,') 
TOTAL (above 6 

100 items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 5 
TOTAL BLM Score: I ~<; 

4. ExposedWuteMaterial? Y __ N...L 

• Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 - M (MotU",,) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EV iE";';;'ecrin. Evaluation) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 45 - Live + S%Undesirable 0 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
()..20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Prescnt: 
POLYCON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

A B C D E F 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4{)..100% os M (Monitor 

Spotted knapwecd II 
D bulk soil (allure o la nd slumps 
o subsidence 

Sperles Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Dalmatian toadflax 

Chcatgrass - Il'" 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N.....L 
Baby's breath , 

:1: 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kocbia 1..-
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas 

Sheep fescue r 
Crested wbcatgrass I" 
Slender whcatgmss ~ 
Yellow swcctclovcr 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y N 

Alfalfa , t) 

Olb" ~' , eL I=. 
(hh" VI. IJ _ L F 7. GuUies (over 6" in depth): 
Othe< ~ 0.1-",- '_ IL Y_N V 

Olba 

Other 
Oth" rI d A 11"", I- Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I Qnfrcquent). 
Number of gullies _ _ 

- - _. 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent), 

. 
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BRES FIELD FORM Si'eID:_SiteNam" tX.V::lU t<lelO Date: 7/trlo 
f/..,&( 
SWENWNESWSE 

Team Members (Cirde your name): La &'& ~ H CCa >Ii";' /1..,11.1 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ ,o __ vAspect (circle all r - '---n"- ... ' 

Area Dcscription: t.u,.,.d z;"J".,'" /" 0 " d di.Jc ,", 

ErosloD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Vegetation: e;D of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Litter I e, 
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 
Pedestalling 3 
Flow Patterns "1 

Live (desirable) 
30 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
:5 species 

"Noxious weeds 0 
Litter '10 

Rill, Depth 0 
0 rulls Frequency 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 

Rocks >2" 0 
Bare Ground It.;"" 2, 
TOTAL (above 6 

fI:o items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 1 \ ADJUSTED LIVE ·/D 35-- Live + 5%Uodesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Scor t : J\ 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

O-SS - M (Mooitor) 
Evaluationl S6-100 - BV lED . 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20"10 - RI (Reclamation lroprovement) 

Weeds Pr escnt : 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M CM~nitor 

Spotted knapwecd Species P resent: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass II 
Sbeep fescue l=' 
Crested wbcatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 
Slender whcatgrass f 
Yellow sweelClover 

Alfalfa F 
Thistle 

Othr!r.5c.:.Y'n" I 
Leafy Spurge 

OLb~J 
(ill1l'r 

Olher Olbt"r 

Olher OLh..:r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infroquent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluatio n A B C 0 E p 
•• Admin US~ Onll) ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uodesirlnoxious weeds 

Otber BRES Trigger Hems 
F "Identify trigger ueu (using II) on air pboto· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of tile sile 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
y1 N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime r()(:k ba.rrler o deposit ional a rea 

o more weeds }lK.steeper slope 

)( increased erosion o less vegetation 

o guUies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

S. Is there evidence of: Y __ Ni 
F o bulk soil failure o land s lumps 

, 

o subsidence 

6. BArTen Areas: Y __ N-X 
• At Least 75 8.1 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Numbcrofbarrenareas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y __ N_ 

7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_N1 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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_A tLSW 
BRES FIELD FORM SUeID,_SUeName: .2 091 Field Date: '""T ·11-Q'l Polygon Evaluation ABC D E F 

.. Admin Use On/v" 

rw l®®:JE Vogetation (% live) 
Team Members (Circle your name): ill'~h I JoN 
NumberOrpnlygo":vZqSl~pe: +to~ As~7(Circle aU relevant):@WENW ~J 
Area Description: ehk Cur!1l.< -Iv (J '1J I~~ m . _ 

VegeuCion: ~. of POLYGON 
F I ground covered by: A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
141: 

• 

~species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

0 : species 

-Noxious weeds c) 
Litter I..",; 
Rocks > 2" 0 
Bare Ground 11_< 
TOTAL (above 6 

lOb items must tot.a.ll000lo) 
ADJUSTED LIVE ~o 

IF> - Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% " RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 % "'" VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4()..lOOOIo '" M fM~tor 

Spcdcs Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass F 
Slender wbcatgrass F 
Yellow swectclover 

Alfalfa r= 
Olb" vUkhu elL- J;; 
OlbO' 

Ot her 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

. Erosion (BLM score) 
~'---I.mr<""'-
r Uodesir/noxious weeds J 

Erotlon (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F *Identify trigger areas (using fI) on air photo· 

Swf ... Littor ltD 
Surface Rock r .... 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edg~ of the site 
Movement I ~ significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling I -; Y __ N-L (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns I Cf 0 Ume rock barrier 0 depositional liI.rea 

Rills Depth 2. 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 
o Inereased erosion 0 less vegetation 

Rills Frequency "'Z- 0 gullies 0 otber ____ _ 

Gullies Depth D 
Gullies Frequency r;, Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement S 
TOT 

~_. I ..... / 4. EJ:poscd Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
AL DLM ~ore. I -'I ~ • Estimated H 

BLM score: . • Appro)(im~le area (in square feel) __ 
o-SS - M ~~tor) • • Number of areas with exposed waste 
56-100 - BY lnn . EvaluationJ --

POLYGON . / 
Weeds Present: ABC D E F S. Is there eVIdence of: Y __ N-=-

Spotted knapwced 0 bulk soil failure 0 land sJumps 
o .ubsidence 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgmss 6. Barren An~u Y ../ N 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 tt2 • Not a rock outcrop 
Kochia • Less than 10 % total cover (live & liner) 

Numberofbancn areas V 
Thist1e Do bllJTeD areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Loafy Spwge I-Y=I=N-==-________ _ 

Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Other V-tL'N __ 
Othcr Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N -./ 

. Number of gullies I 
Use 0 (Dommant), F (Frequent), or I (lofrcqucDt). ---+--
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AI! fiStw 
20th... Field Date: ' ~n -oq Polygon Evaluation ABC D E F BRES FIELD FORM S;te lD:_ Sit. Name: 

team Membe", (Circle your oame): W9""" 1..1.", 
I 

Jcdd 1-:~"~A:!d!!!m!!.!!·nC'(J~'~.~O!!n!!llvt.·::·=--1_-+_+_-I-_I--+-
E Vegetation (% live) 

Number of Poly go os: --.L Slope: ~to~ Aspect . . . ~. _, 
Erosion (BLM score) 

- UndesirlnOltious weeds 
Area Descriptioo: 6r11tdl h'C!J'~ Ie; l:2oY~6 \AlA..I~ \y;;:J ~ 

Vcgebtion: ~o of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
4! soe<:ies 

'Undesirable (weedy) 
0 soeeies 

°Noxious weeds 0 

Litter 16" 
Rocks > 2" 0 
Bare Ground 2.0 
TOTAL (above 6 

lot: items must totall()()GA.) 
ADJUSTED LIVE ~o 40 - Live + S-;.Undcsirable 
'Up to 5% ofundcsirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % .,. VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4O-1()()GA. - M (MOrutor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 1" 
Slender wheatgrass '" Yellow swectclover 

Alfalfa b 
Olher 

OLbu 

Other 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

I 
. 

ErotioD (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F -Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

Surface Li.., 'i 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges oCtbe site 
Movement Z, significantly different than remainder oftbe site? 
Pedestalling ? Y __ N~ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns :3 0 Lime rock barrier 0 depo~lilional area 
Rills Depth 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 

-z. 0 increased erosion 0 leu vegetation 
Rills Frequency "'Z- 0 gullies 0 other' _ _ __ _ 

Gullies Depth 2-
Gullies Frequency Z- Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement ~ 
...... 4. Exposed Wute Material? Y N L;"""'" 

TOTAL BLM Score: 2; { • Estimated H - - --

BLM score: . • Appro~e area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 - M (Momter) . • Number of areas with exposed waste 
56-100 - BY I'Bmtineerin Evaluation) 

POLYGON . . / 
Weeds Present: ABC D E F 5. Is there eVIdence of: Y __ N_v_ 

Spotted knapweed 0 bulk soil faUure 0 Iud slumps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadllax 

Cbcatgrass 6. Barren Areas; Y __ N L 
Baby' s breath • At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
Kochia • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

Number ofbarrcn areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy SPW1!e 

Other 7. GuUies (over 6" in depth): 

Oili<r Y-L N_ _ ./ 
Othcr Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

. Number of gullies l 
Usc 0 (Dammant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). --



:i =
 

~
 

a a 
a 

.. '" 
z 80 
>-o

J
"
, 

0 .. '" <
 

;; • ~ - .. ~ a. 

'" 

<i-B
 

! -~ 'i " l .. 1 e-o ~
 

'" 

-I 



(f
) 

;::
;: 

(l
) N
 o (
0

 
V

J 



W9 3 
/Jd. 

BRES FIELD FORM Sltem, SIte Name' -r-T''''" 
Team Members (Circle your name): -~ /Jd. 

"'"""'il • 
Number o[Polygons: i Slope: ~to---.3 "'peet (c 

Field Date: '-\1-01 

Area Description: '>l!2p-e.cl. QV-liU C!.d~r-u'.,J- to -VJ~ ~~ 
Et'OIIoD (BLM Form) POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Vegetation: ~D of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Litter ~ .. 
Surface Rock C; Movement 
Pcdesta.Uing I ( 
Flow Patterns (" 

RillsDeptb 3 

Live (desirable) 
13E species 

*Undesirable (weedy) 
./ I species 

*Noxious weeds ./ 
Litter .3C 
Rocks > 2" ;' 

Rills Frequency 2-
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullles Frequency ID 

Bare Ground l,B 
TOTAL (above 6 

lilt items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement "'-ADJUSTED LIVE % 
1;6 ; 

- Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% ofuodesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL DLM Seore: I J,~ 
weeds may eount toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 - M (Monitor) 
()"20'/o = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 - BY ffinRinecrin. Evaluatinn\ 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

21·39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4()...l OO% - M iM~tor 

Spotted knapweed Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Crested wbeatgmss != 
Slender wheatgrass F 
Yellow swoctclover 

Alfalfa 
Thistle 

Olb" ~\}..~bu ~ Leafy Spurge 

Olb~ 
Other 

Od.er 
Olht'r 

Other 
Othcr 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 

..,hI (J s-Iw' 
-

Polygon Enlualion A B C 0 E F 
.. Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uooesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *ldcntify trigger areas (using II) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the sile 

SignificantI~':~:(~t than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
o Lncreascd erosion o les~ vegetation 

o guUles o otber 

Estimate widlh of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approlcimate area (in square feet) _ _ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste 

5. Is there evidence of: Y N .-
F --

o bnlk soil (aDure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N ~ 
• At Least 75 w: • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarrcn areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _ _ N __ 

7. GuWes 7 depth): 
Y _ _ N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID: Site Name: l.O~~ Field Date: 1~\l~O9 

-kdv.. Team Members (Circle your name): ~ ~ r kdv.. 
Number of Polygons: ...L Slope: -=-to -=- Aspect :circle aU relevant)~ WE NW N~ Sw SE? 
Area Description: WlJ"Vt.l. !?& a c:L-

Ero.tOD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) : Surface Litter 

i Surface Rock 
Movement 
Ped.stalling 

I.species 
I ·UndesUal>l. (w<edy) 
! species 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Pattcms 

Rocks > 2" 
Rills Depth 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 I Gullies Depth 

items must total 100%) Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM &=ore: In 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 0 - Live + S%Undcsirable 
°Up to SOlo ofundcsirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
()"20C'1o = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Q..SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-I00 - BVrn,;;.;;,cerin. Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

21·39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4().IOO% D M fMonitor 

Spotted knapwced Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wbeatgrass Cheatgrass 

Slender wbcatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow swcctclovcr Koehla 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Olh" 
Leafy Spurge 

Olb¢I Other 

Olher Olh~ 

Olher Othcr 

Use p ~m.inant). F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
... Admin US~ Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosioo (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other DRES Trigger Items 
F ·Identify trigger areas (usLng") 00 air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges ortbe site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y _ _ N --- (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional UCB 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
o increased erosion o IC5lI vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N _ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ./ 

o buJk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y L N 
• At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarrcn areas ~ 
~; areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

7. Gullies (ov~" in depth): 
Y __ N _ _ 
Are any guJlies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 

, 
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~ u'>!:!J )_.D1.r 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Sitc-Nft""''=- _ ~m .. 

TeamMembers(Circleyourname): & . '1'0 .. 15'> ---.e ..... :(...- L .... "l 
Number of Polygons: -I- Slope: ~to.....21L Aspect 

Area Description: PM! ' Ii gflx ·c 2 , , I .. 
~:-"56 ""~J'" ...,;~, . .. .. ~.~~J .. 

~"""~ fL~S 
lte: ~/ Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

•• Admin Use Onlv •• e ""': s..- .... 
(circle all relevant); N S WE NW ~E~ Vegetation (% live) 

.!Erosion (BLM score) ~ ( 0 I 
... 1'1 C=x Wc . W~( ... 

.......tl:""Y ~ ....., J- .1{.- ........... ,-0)1.1 ~~""~ ..... Undesir/noxious weeds 
-1-..... : 

Vegetation: % of POLyGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON O ther ORES T rigger Items 

A B C D E F ·Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

Live (desirable) 
3>0 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 20 
*Noxious weeds It'" 
Litter 12.;-
Rocks> 2" "l-

Bare Ground I~ 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total ]()()%) 1100 

Surface Litter {" 
Surface Rock 

12 
3. S ite Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement signilicamly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling h Y---¥" __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 3 
o lime rock barrier o depositiona l area 

II. o more weeds o steeper slope 
Rills Depth o increased erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frequency 2- ~ gullies o other 

Gullies Depth fa 
Gullies Frequency '2-

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
3f .. Live + S%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious , 

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

• 0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement <; 
4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y __ N~ 

TOTAL BLM Sec .. : GL • Estimated p"------
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 = M (Monilor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 = Evffi~'ineerin Evaluation) 

21 ·39 % = VI (Vegetation lrnplememation) 
4().100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 

A n C D E F 

Species Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed o bulk soil fa ilure o land slumps ., o subsidence 

Sheep fescue :t 
Dalmation tond nax 

Crested whealgra5S F 
Slender wheatgrass J: 
Yellow swectclover -r 
Alfalra ... 
Olhcr~, , 1 
Olh\!1 

Olher 

Orh~'r 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Cheatgrass F 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N....).<:c 

Baby's breath IT • At Least 75 rr • Not n rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than JO % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ___ 

Thistle IT Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _N_ 

Leafy Spurge 

Other ,,;]:,.1 I ... 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Other ... ( ,I h Y-X N __ 

O,hl'! Are any gullies actively eroding? yJ;::_ N __ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Sit. ID: Sit. Name: u ,q lr Field Date: -1-/1-0<; 

Team Members (Circle your oamc): --1t{~e~egqf\!a..n~y{\... J.Lft,~dl<J" L-___ =-___ ---".oo-

Nwnber of POlygons: -.L Slope: -L to....i.-ASPCJt (circle all relevant): N@).v E NW NE@SE 
Area Description: ________________________ _ 

Vegetation: -/0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 
Live (desirable) 

1'15 species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

10 I species 
-Noxious weeds ?, 
Litter I '~<; 
Rocks > 2" ./ 

ErosIon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter tt.; 
SurfiIOe Rock 

9-Movement 
Pedestalling IlP 
Flow Patterns U> 
Rills Depth v 

Bare Ground 1 
TOTAL (above 6 jet items must total 100(10) 

Rills Frequency -z-. 
Gullies Depth /' 
Gullies Frequency ,/ 

ADJUSTED LIVE .;. qJ. ~ - Live + S%Undesinlble 
Soil Movement 15 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious TOTAL BLM Scort: 7.Q 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: ; , O-SS - M (Mooilor) 
0-20% "" RJ (Reclamation Improvement) S6-100 - EV (EnlrineerinR Evaluation) 

F 

Pla5-iu 
Polygon Evaluation 

.. Admin Use Onlv .. 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/oOldous weeds 

A B c D 

Otber BRES Trigger Hems 

E F 

·lde.ntify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the si te? 
Y..L N _ _ (cbeck appUcable items) 

o lime rock barrier 

GYmore weeds 

o lncreascd erosion 

o gullies 

o depositional area 

o steeper slope 

rsrless vegetation 
o otber ____ _ 

/ 
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) 5-:-
4.E:a:posedWasteMaterial? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approltimate area (in square feet) _ _ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

21·39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (M~nitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbealgrass ' r-
Slender wbeatgrass • F 
Yellow sweetclovcr 

Alfalfa , I> 
Olb,,~.J.A, t:: 
Olb<!f 
~. 

)minant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F Spotted knapwced 'iT-
Dalmation toadOax 

Chcatgrass , :r 
Baby's breath , Lr. 
Kochla 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Otber 

00" 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N V 
• At Least 75 f'r • 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 deplb): 

Y_ N-.-vC 
Are any gullies actively croding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gulUes __ 
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Site Name: 1.0<11 FIeld Da'e, 1-1~-rfI 
I? WMl_ 1 1.,[; 

BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID 
Team Members (Circle your name):.--~f"'I"""t-.JJ""" _____ = 

;WENWNESWSE ) Number o[Polygoo".J.... Slope' £oo,3l Asi>ect (circle all relevant):~ __ ",: ,:.:....0="­

Area Description: zlnp"'b Vi 9' /zLh C¥'- Nc,""- ''0 IJ)~ ;-y...J 

Vegetation: 'Y. of 
ground covered by: 

Live (desirable) 
soccies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

:ies 

~oxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks> 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
iteD1S must total 100% 
ADJ USTED LIVE 'Y. 
- Live + 5%Uodesirabie 

,YGQN POL' 
ABC D 

laD 
l/1 

E F 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0' 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Livi 
Vegetation (% live) score: 

% of nox.ious 

0-2()G1o = RI (Reclamation Itnprovemcn 
21-39 % '" VI (Vegetation Implementa' 
4O-1000Io - M (Monitor' 

%. 

) 
ion) 

Species Present: 
.. YGON POL 

ABC 
, 

D 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass · I F 
Slender wheatgrass ~ I J:. 
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfill. 

Olb~ t 
Oth" 

Other .,.. 
Other 

E 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F 

~tv<-J 

Ero.loD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter 3 
Surface Rock 
Movement 7-
Pedestalling ? 
Flow Pattcms 1"2 
Rilli Depth It.., 
Rills Frequency 2-
Gullies Depth ./ 
Gullies Frequency 1./ 
Soil Movement 5 
TOTAL BLM Score: 2.1-
BLM ICOI'C: 
O-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-100 - BV ffinainccrin Evaluation) 

POLYGON Weeds Present: 
A B C D E 

Spotted knapwoed 

Dalmation toadOax 

Cheatgrass . :r 
Baby's breath , r 
Kochia 

Thlstle 1 j»"rlv 1: 
Leafy Spurge 

O<h" V'NJ..,.\.o....J. r: 
Olher 

Olbcr 

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

Au%! 
~ 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
.. Admin u."i~ Onlv .. 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesirlnoxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F ·Identify trigger areal (using #) on air pboto* 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
signifi~t1y different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

o li.me rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion )i!(. less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) 2-
I 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ NV 
• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approximate area (in square fcet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o lubsldence 

6. Barren Areas: Y..L.. N_~_ 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas _1_ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N-1C' 

7. Gullies (OV~/?" in depth): 
Y __ N _ _ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



. 

:i =
 

" 8 8 
8 

.. .. z 8<> 

.,; 

>-

!l 

2
U

 
I -~ 

'" "" 
I .. 

~
 

c • 
1 

n 
.t -

B
 

• "2 ~ 
<> ~ 



o '" '" 

(f
) 

::
+

 
CD

 
N

 o (
0

 
0

0
 



BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: ZO 99. Field Date: ' J IS"" Polygon Evaluation AB C D E F 
.. Admin Us,- OnIII ** 

Vegetation (% live) 
'IE SW, ~E.. • ..... ' • 

• I .• , Erosion (eLM score) ~ I 

Team Members (Circle your name): M(!'(\ "~~I 'or' J. 
Number of Polygons: --I- Slope: __ 10__ pee circle a rete, . , 

Area Desoriptioo: !Ior-tt\ aiM ri Wli ~-tYo:J ' . . . • ~ . I' OndcstrlnoxIoo., weclh ... \ . j,. I · : __ 

'J., ~', ,. . . ,''' , . 
Y~etatlon: ¥. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
soedes 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soceies 

·Noxious weeds 

Liner 

Rocks> r-
Bare Ground 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must totai l OOOIo) 
ADJUSTED LIVE ¥. 
- Live + 5~.Undesinlble 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxlous 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% "" R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % - VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
40-100% - M (Mooitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescuc 

Crested wbealgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Ycllow sweetc10ver 

Alfalfa 

Olh<!r 

Qlh<"r 

Odl<."f 

Other 

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

Ero,loD (BLM Form) ROLYGON ... jz. ." All!· Pthe~.B~Trigget-Ile\ns i'~ 1-J..r~ 
ABC I} . £VI f l k, tlclen~ Jilggcr . .,taS (u.~ing~") OD,air photo· l I 

Surface Litter -, ,' • . , . 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edge5: Arc outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder afthe site? 
Pedestalling Y __ N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Panerm 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositions.' area 
RiU th 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 

s Dep 0 Increased erosion 0 less vegetation 
Rills Frequency 0 gullies O other· ____ _ 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N __ 

TOTAL BLM Sc::ore: • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: . • Approximate arca (in square feet) _ _ 
0-55 - M ~~tor) , • Number of areas with exposed waste 
56--100 - EV uinRiDeerinR Evaluation) --

POLYGON . 
Weeds Pre!lleol: A 8 C D E F S. Is there eVidence of: Y _ _ N __ 

Spotted knapwecd 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax 

Chcatgrnss 6. Barreo Areas: Y N 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 A? • Not a rock outcrop 
K h' • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

oc 18 Number of barren areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy Spurge 

Olh.:r 7. Gullies (ovcr 6" in depth): 
)tb<'r Y __ N _ _ 

Olh.:! Are any gullies actively croding? Y __ N __ 
. Number of gullies 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). - -
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BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID:_ SUe Name: Z\OQ Field Da'e: __ Polygon Evaluation IA IB Ie 10 IE IF 
.. Admin USf! On1t! .. 

Team Members (Circle your name): ~~ 41 ~ 
Number of Polygons: L SJ?pe: ~to_ ~pecq'Jirc~vant): N S W E NW NE SW Sp .. 1 vcge13~~. 11 (% live) 

Area Descripuon~ I U\L dAM en I\\E S'uU of -trW .' '; J ' ;' 
w, • I uoocs!f1OO:<l0PS wcoas: 1. I e r 

ttoSion (SLM score) / I ' 1 .. ..,. , ~ ,,--.I I . .... t • I t • • 
Vegetation: ·/0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B e 0 E F 
Live (desirable) 
species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

°Nox.ious weeds 

Litter I 

Rocks > 2" , 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100(10) 
ADJUSTED LIVE of. 
- Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% ofuodesirablc species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - RI (Reclamation Lmprovement) 
21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-1()()% = M CM~itor 
Species Preseot: 

POLYGON 
A B e 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wbcalgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Clb<!r 

Olbc" 

O!h~.,. 

Olhe, 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

_____________ -r ______ -L, J}~.~'~'l, __ ~~;i' ·iil ~'tIG<d.==~,~Et,.~~S~~d:=zi~· ==Ic~ r • 
.' ' . , " 

EroiloD (BL.\1 Form) 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

flow Patterns 

RillsDcpth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM score: 
O-S5 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EY (EnRineeriD 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapwecd 

Dalmation toadllax 

CbealgrasS 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

( )the'( 

01'1~r 

POLYGON Other ORES Trigger Ite,"s • 'I' 
, • C. ~D , . E ... t: I Ii. , - ld(ntiry J'ligbr-.rea5.(u'sIQg'V~n ail'" photo-A 

• • i 

~ - ' 

Evaluation' 

POLYGON 
ABC D E F 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the sitc 
significantly different than remaindcr oftbe site? 
Y ___ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. EIpOSed Waste Material? Y __ N ___ 
• Estimated pH ___ 
• Approximate area (in square feel) ___ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste 

S. Is there evidence of: Y ___ N ___ 

o bulk soli failure 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

6. Barren ATeas: Y N 
• At Least 75 W • NOI a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % lotal covcr (live & littcr) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Y _ _ N __ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y ___ N __ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies __ 
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").. 10 1 t2 ~ ,g,PI~ ~ . . 
te: # f Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

•• Admin Use Only ·· 

WNES~ 
Vegetation (II> live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 
f, "" l 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

BRES FIELD FORM Site lD:_ Site Nllme: 

Team Members (Circle your name): h' .,..., LII n (, ,\.. E ." . , L ". '" ."\ 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: -L-'o-=u>. Aspec 

Area Description : PAV,',P -Al dh 'ju~ , .... - b,., .0 ., ........ ......." I/lv I, ... , ( 
v _. L V ~ _J 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items , 
A B C D E F ·Identify trigger areas (using #) on air" photo· I 

Surface Litter ~ 
Surface Rock .'2-

3. Site Edgcs: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedes18.Uing ~ 
Y -¥" N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns rq .ot- lime rock barrier o depositional area 

I 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

Rills Depth o increased erosion )1ia- less vegetation 
Rills Frequency "). o gullies o other 
Gullies Depth Ir) 

Gullies Frequency 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in (eet) __ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
111\ species 

*Undesirable (weedy) 
soecics )0 
*Noxious weeds liD 
Liner I" 
Rocks> 2" ,.-
Bare Ground h.o 
TOTAL (above 6 

hili, ilems must tOlal )00%) 

Soil Movement &- 4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y __ NK 
TOTAL BLM Score: 3) • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fect) __ 
O-SS = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 = EVCEn.ineerin. Evalua.ioo) 

ADJ USTED LIVE % I .. \, - Live + 5%Undesirable 
*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjustcd Li ve %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Prese nt: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ NX 

A B C D E F 

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

Spotted knapweed I==-
o bulk soil fa ilure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Species Present : 

POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue I~ Dalmation toadflax L 
Cheatgrass 

'" 6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N __ 

Baby's breath :I- • At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia T 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liller) 
Number of barren areas ___ 

Crested wheatgrass It' 
Slender wheatgrass I-r 
Yellow sweclclover IT 

Thistle Do b~~ cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y_N 

Alfalfa -r 
Other .- T 

OlllCI 
7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Other Y_NL 
Olh-:I 

Olh .. '1 

Othl'r Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 

Otlll'r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
--
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: ~ \8. ~ ----------:--t: 

--Team Membeo; (Circle your name), lZo.rclJ 110 C -t :51 VI~ kf NC'Afli,li 
Number of Polygons: .l Slope: _'0_ AOfl (circle all relevanl): r-.@v E NW NE S WSE 

Area Description l.2PPI y- &d!. :n eb 100 I 't: lI' '9 ±va 1/ --

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegeta tion: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter '0 
Surface Rock S Movement 
Pedestalling q 
Flow Panerns f? -Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency .~ 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency " 

Live (desirable) kJ soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) \e snccics 

· Noxious weeds 

Liller IA Ih 
Rocks> 2" t 
Bare Ground 1. 
TOTAL (above 6 \0 items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement ADJUSTE D LIVE % ? - Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM &0 ... : h 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EY (Enj;tineerin~ Evaluation) 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A 8 C D E 

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

Spotted knapweed r Species Pl'CSCnt: POLYGON 
A D C D E F 

Sheep fescue F Dalmation toadflax V 
Chealgrass IF 
Baby's breath IT" 
Kochia / 

Crested wheatgrass F 
Slender wheatgrass (.: 
Yellow swcetclover r 

Thistle / 
Leafy Spurge / 
Other 

Alfalfa It;' 
rn0El)1.( kh \'i-,\.f T 

Olh\'r 

O,h"'I' Other 

O,hl!1' Oth('r 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

rY'a8-<X 
Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

•• Admin Use Only·· 
Vegetation (% live) 4f:; 
Erosion (DiM score) h, 
Undesir/noxious weeds (I 

O ther ORES Trigger Items 
F . Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
5igtcantlY differenllhan remainder of the site? 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion 0 less vegetation d 
o gulli" 0 o.h"PXiUie 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feel) __ tdj3 G 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ NL 
• Estimated pH __ 

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

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N1 

o bulk soil fa ilure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y :~I 
• At Least 75 ft2 

• Not a roc OULCrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ___ 
00 barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y __ N __ 

7. Gulli" (og 6" in depth)' 
Y N 
Are any gulli actively erod ing? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID:_ SUe Name: ;!./Q 3 F;eld Date: 7;'5/~ I Polygon Ev.lu.tlon 
.... Admin Use Onlv •• 

A I B c D IE F 

Team Members (Circle your name): Ln9' 1f' m-(l~"~ . . 
Vegetauon (% live) 

Number of Polygons: Slope: to Aspect (circle Ie t): N S W E NW NE SW SE • 
Area D ". - -- -- .4-n.' . ~. , ,r;' .. J.' Eros;oo (BLM.soore) '" , N I I I 

escnpboo· c ulwd an 'SU.tl h , td'(. of . If ' f . i"\ t l ~ • • '. ~ , ) t ..... "ltr- ,' ::1 
i . UndcsilmoJl.lous weeds ' .. I ' . -(' . ~ I 

VegetatioD! 'Y. of POLYGON 
ground cover ed by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

*Nox.ious weeds 

Liner 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must LOtallOOOIo) 
ADJUSTED LIVE .,.,. : 
.. Live + 5%Undesirable , 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and {)'I/o of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 = RI (Reclamation improvement) 
21·39 % .. v~ ~getation Implementation) 
40-100010 - Monitor 

Species Preseot: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested whcatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass 

Yellow swectclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Olba 

Olh ... -r 

Olher 

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

• 
• i , "a,,", ' OtberB1U:sTrigg;?J:tems ',. i 

Ero.IoD (BLM Form) PciiNGON " 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Iljlls Oefth 
Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Scan: 
BLM &COre: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 

A B 0. .... Q E ' F 

,,, T" , 

56-100 - EV ffinlrineerinR Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmatian toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

ThisUe 

Leafy Spurge 

Othl'r 

Olht"1 

OW':. 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

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

I \i~en(jJy trlgg~r areas (using #) oluff ph.to~ t 
~- . ., ' . 

D , 'I 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
s iio,i6cantly differeQt-tl,wl remaiDder of tbn:il&? 
Y _ _ N_' __ (check applicable.items) ;. 

o lime rock barrier 0 deposil,lonal a rea 

o more weeds 0 steeper slope 

o Inueased erosion 0 less vegeta t ion 

o gulJies 0 otber ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. EIpOSed Waste Material? Y __ N __ 

• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square fect) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste 

5. Js there evidence of: Y __ N_~_ 

o bulk soil f.Uure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N :x 
• At Least 75 ttl • 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--,<-
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 
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tY/0J>-f<r 
BRES FIELD FORM SitelD:_ Site N.me:~:1e)k;;;:te~Date: ?IjA 
Team Members (Circle your name): -;JUt! ·.c{tU~ eJ- '¥ ; e l(i-S 

~ Polygon Evaluation AB C D E F 
•• Admin Use Only ·· 

- Vegetation (% live) ~ 
Number of Polygons: + Slope: lO-rct!;J;;..e all :-elevant): N S v:: 1 

Area Description: (') t cl e TI 9' It ttg 7£0. ' I 
ESW SE 

Erosion (BLM score) I fJ<D" 
Undesir/noxious weeds . 'i 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

E I (BLM F) POLYGON Olher BRES Trigger Items 
ros on orm ABC D E F . Identify trigger a reas (using # ) on air photo. 

Live (desirable) 
~ '1 soecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
3-soecies 

*Noxious weeds In 
Litter I ~" 
Rocks> 2" I ~ 

Surface Litter (" 

Swface Rock q 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement V significa ntly different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling I \ Y-- N~(chcck applicable items) 

Aow Patterns , ., 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 

I r. 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 
Rills Depth I l J 0 increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

Bare Ground 1:>.2 Rills Frequency D 0 gullies 0 other ____ _ 

TOTAL (above 6 
11M items must (olal l()()%) 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
~D = Live + S%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated p~ 
BLM score: • Approx imate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 = M ~o~to~) _ • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56- 100 = EV (.t::nR:ineerinR: Evaluation) 

21·39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- 100% = M (Monitor Weeds Prescnt: A B PO~ Y~ON E F S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 

Species Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue It: 
Crested whealgrass J: 
Slender wheatgrass ./ 
Yellow swcetclover / 
A1falfa ./ 
Other 

Spotted knapweed / 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax / 

Chealgrass T 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N-L--

Baby's breath 7 . At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
K h· - _ • Less than 10 % 10la1 cover (live & litter) 

DC la /" Number of barren areas __ _ 

Thislle 1/ Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge V f-Y __ N~~~ ___________ _ 

O{hl'j Olher 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Olhl'l Other Y __ N __ 

Dlhl"f 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Otht'r Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N.':::::::"" 
. Number of gull ies 

Use D (Domlllant). F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). --
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BRES FIELD FORM S;'elD: Site Name;,-,.....f:. 

Team Members (Circle your name): - J(~ 1.h4< 
Number of Polygons: i Slope: -Lto 3 KSJ)eCt . . _ 
Area Description: &0 L It. &-r t2-eqe bye.. , '" "-j c. OJIU&(r u I ill' 6 f U!/ iI,. b 

ErosloD. (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C D E F 

Livc (desirable) Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

_species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

· Noxious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Patterns 

Rilli Depth 

Rills Frequency 
Rocks > 2" 10"1; 
Bare Ground ! 

Gullies DcpLb 

Gullies Frequency 
TOTAL (above 6 laD items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED LIVE Y. rfl - Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 10 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
Evaluation' 56-100 -BY 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E 

21·39 % "'" VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4(}'IOO% " M fM~tor 

Spotted knapwoed Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested wbeatgrass Cbeatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow swectclover Kochm 

A1fo1fa Thistle 

Olber Leafy SP"'S' 

Olb<u 
Other 

Other Other 

OLher Othcr 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

M . ..:; -k 
Polygon Evaluation A 8 C D E F 

.. Admin Use Onlv .. 

Vegetation (% liv~ 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F "'Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the sile 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N~checkapplicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o [nc!"Uscd erosion o less vegetation 

o gull'" o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. E:lposed Waste Material? Y __ N ~ 
• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approllimatc area (in square feet) _ _ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y N ~ 
F --

o bulk soil faUure o land slumps 

o subsidenu 

6. Barren Areas: Y N / 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _N 

7. Gullie!J (o/," in depth): 
Y __ N __ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N_"_ 
Number of gullies _ _ 
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rf\o. 6.)..Q.r 
BRES FIELD FORM S;te ID: S;te Name: ""1:4 t:.- <8.1 O;Z t)pld uateH 
Team Members (Circle your name)::5~ i k 7,Jrdje i /n v-Ka..tJ ; W'f 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: __ '0__ Aspect 

(fJ 

..;s 
SE 

Area Description: ~C:::~lu"ul-'.\ llle::.r=Ll-t ______ _ 

Vegetation: % of POL YGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Live (desirable) 

1'f1J snecies 
· Undesirable (weedy) 

I species 

*Noxious weeds n 
Litter I" Rocks> 2" L!,., 
Bare Ground I" 
TOTAL (above 6 IWi 

, , 

items must total 100%) 

Surface Litter I I 
Swface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Plow Patterns Iq 

I" Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency I/) 
Gullies Depth In 
Gullies Frequency D 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
~S _ Live ... 5%Undesirable 

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

Soil Movement "l 
TOTAL BLM Score: ~ 

weeds may count toward Adj usted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation lmprovement) 

a-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV~~~eerin Evaluation) 

2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Prescnt: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Spotted knapweed i/ 
Sheep fescue 1/ 
Crested wheatgrass ~ 

V Dalmatian lOadOax 

Cheatgrass / 
Slender wheatgrass F Baby's breath / 
Yellow swcetclover 1/ 
Alfalfa / 

Kochia V 
Thistle 1/ 

Other FIr. v I-r: 
Otht'r 

1/ Leafy Spurge 

Olhel (\'1 \lSI 1 r 
Otl,,'!" Olh .. L/!r..,I.n r 
Otht'r Olh".').. \ c~.c IT 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominantf. F (Freque nt), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
•• Admin Use Only •• 

Vegetation (% live) I lI4 
Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F · ldentiCy trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significan!!y different than remainder of the site? 
Y _ _ N~(check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N~ 

• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) _ _ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 

o bulk soil railure o land s lumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y _ _ N-.L 
• At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & lilter) 
Number of barren areas ___ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _N_ 

7. G uUies (O~' in depth): 
Y __ N __ 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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~ Ull w'''~'ls 1. •. 1 

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Nome: 
Team Members (Circle your name): -:r,.., tJ (1£ L ... ",L ....... E ,,~c- L 4 ' ,1.0_ &t ..... ~ ,Iv ...... l.. 

Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: ~to~ Aspcc 

Area Description: Q'~ e .f ~ $.r \- ...... of vYl"7 T.-cL- I T,~ .... 
N(I,t!. f"J' .... ".{- b.-"£,',,, ......,; .. /i . 

~/';b r Polygon Evalua tion A B C D E F 
•• Admin Use Onl'f •• 

-. { 'Ir e ....... E "~L L g' JQ , i ely~J. 
Vegetation (% live) > 

W~NESWSE 
Erosion (BLM score) 

> 
Undesir/noxious weeds 

. 

Vegetatio n: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Fonn) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F - Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

Live (desirable) 
species 0 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

I () ~ species 
·Noxious weeds 'l. 0 
Litter 'W ,iIt 
Rocks> 2" ). D 
Bare Ground / :-v 
TOTAL (above 6 

I/CO items must total 100%) ioO 

Surface Liner I, 3 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outcr edges of the sile 
Movement '2.. "2 significantly different than remainder afthe site? 

Pedestalling h ~ 
Y X- N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 1(0 Iq o lime rock ba r rier o depositional a rea 

Rills Depth fa III 
JY more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frequency 10 0 o gullies o other 
Gullies Depth e) 0 

Gullies Frequency 0 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
= Live + SIfIUndesimble o/f I"){ 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of nox ious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement 1,.- Ie 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ Nk.. 
TOTAL BLM Senre: 1'l1 1'1"1 • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 
56-100 = EV -cEmtineerinll: Evaluation) 

21·39 % = VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
40· 100% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: 

POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N..2L 
A B C D E F 

Species ('resent : 
POLYGON 

A U C D E F Spotted knapweed 
o bulk soil fai lure o la nd slum ps 

o s ubsidence 

Sheep fescue ;:: II 
Crested wheatgrass y T 
Slender whcatgrass (-- I]: 
Yellow sweetclover 1J: 
Alfalfa p-
Other a~ .. ' ""J- 'I 
()thl'r At "I, ~ -I 
Othl'!' 

Dalmation toadOax 

Cheatgrass rr: l::r: 6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N _ _ 

Baby's breath :J. • At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock o utcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % lotal cover ( li ve & liner) 
Number of barren areas __ 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y~.N....k. , , 

Oth" r • ,I II:. IT 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Oth" "" f . -' 1-",- Y_N...2c 

Olhl!l' 

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

Othet Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies _ _ 
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BRES FIELD FORM 
,0"'­

Sile IO:.!d-Site Name: fu.,4 t?t1.. Tro.rl F ie ld Date: 7//f/0'? Polygon Evaluat ion A B C 0 E F 

TTf{ t d Ae •• Admin Use Q"lv .. 

I relevant): ~ E NW NE S W SE 
Vegetat ion (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 
,. Undesir/ooxious weeds 

Team Members (Circ le your name): 

Number of Polygons: -.1. Slope: ~to__ Aspect . 

Area Oescription: #<>&£<1 lleJ.",,,e./ fl./!. L.J~ 

Erosion (BLM Fonn) 
POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Hems 

A B C 0 E F · Identify lrigger areas (using # ) on air photo· 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Litter ~ 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 

Movement & significantly d ifferent than remainder o f the site? 

Pedestalling () 
Y __ N-----L,L"(check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns tY o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth It! 
o more WI..'Cds o sleeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frequency Id o gullies o other 
Gullies Depth tI 
Gullies Frequency It! Esti mate w idth of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement () 

TOTAL BLM Score: () 
4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y __ N~ 

• Estimated pH __ 
BLMscore: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 = EV I'Enllineerin Evaluation) 

live (desirable) 
0 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
0 species 

·Noxious weeds 0 
Litter 0 
Rocks> 2" () 

Bare Ground (J 
TOTAL (above 6 

tJ 
, 

items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LlYE % 0 = Live .... 5%Undesirn.ble 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live lib. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON s . Is lhere evidence of: Y __ N~ 

A B C 0 E F 

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

Spotted knapweed 
o bulk soi l fail u re o land s lum ps 

o subsidence 
Species Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sheep fesc ue Dal matian toad nax 

Cheatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N---.V 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ft2 

• Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ___ 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 
Thistle 00 barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y __ N __ Alfa lfa 

Other 

Other Othel' 7. Gullies (over 6·' in depth): 

Other Othel Y __ N .........--

O,lk"r Are any gullies actively erod ing? Y __ N _ _ 

Use D (Dominant). F (Frequent). o r I (infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ Oth..:r 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 
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J rfl q)q/ I ')...// u BPA w.IL~ I,. I 
BRES FIELD FORM S;'e ID:_ S; ' e Name: 
Team Members (Circle your name): -':'P C"h-< LU4' £... Lt q &" ..... / (JJvfll~ 

1/7j4f 

" ... ( Co' Lt q I'lv ~\ • Nu mber of Polygons: L Slope: --1-to-X,L Aspect 

Area Description: N }Hk $. I., I:.~~ 2 1 -1-, 
Iv I'I"'~'" ,,,j ,1 .. 1. 'IN 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C D E F 

Live (desirable) ~ '15 snecies 
· Undesirable (weedy) ./1:5 , 
species I 

*Noxious weeds ? 
Liner ~ 3() 

Rocks> 2" I ., 

Bare Ground ~ (1 

TOTAL (above 6 
II/Xj items must total )00%) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % ffI! 
= Live + 5%Undesirable )D 
·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 (Monilor) 

Species Prescot: POLYGON 
A 8 C D E F 

Sheep fescue l-c 
Crested wheal grass 0 
Slender whcatgrass 11" 
Yellow sweelClover .,-
Alfalfa I T 
Olher 

Olher 

Oth\!1" 

Dlh<!f 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent). or I (lnfrequenl). 

(circle all relevant): N S W E ~ ~SE 
{ J ,_.t! r If. 

a 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Liner [, 
Surface Rock 
Movement '2 

Pedestalling 3 
Flow Patterns q 
Rills Depth 0 
Rills Frequency If) 
Gull ies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency () 

Soil Movement '3 
TOTAL BLM Se.",: 
BLM score: 
()"5S = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV (Enlol'ineerin Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation tondOax 

Cheatgrass IT 
Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other .t.. +.1 L 
Other 

ntile-r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
•• Admin Use Onl'J .. 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F · 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~ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper s lope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feel) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ NJc.-

• Estimated pH-

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 

o bulk soil fa ilure o land slumps 

o subsidcnC(! 

6. Barn!n Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 If • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % (Otal cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ___ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_N_ 

7. GuWes (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N __ 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N....x: 
Number of gullies ___ 
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hfttc,u 
E F BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 1-~ \ \ Field Date: 1-1\' 0'1 Polygon Evaluation ABC D 

. -oJ \ l U Admin Use Only" 
---0 ::'l VegetatIoo (% live) Team Members (ClCCle your name):~)~M-4~II""":~u~-"":bo-~U;;;:;;;;~~~jj~~E']~SE: .. 

Number or Polygons: _l_ Slope: - to - Aspect(circle aU relevant):<l'[S W E NW NE SW Sv . 
Area Description: c\.~""" - l,Qy>h WM_Ir¥.l "-I 01 'elMiH-b..J ErostOn (BLM score) 
~ j u ~ Undesirfnox.ious weeds 

I Vegetation : % or POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
1lJ'S species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 14 species 

·Noxious weeds I 
Litter 1./0 ! 

Roeks > 2" /' 

Bare Ground 10 
TOTAL (above 6 rv items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 1 4~ - Live + S%UndesiIable 
·Up to 5% ofundesirnble species and 0"10 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% "" Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % "" VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4G-1OO% '" M (M~itor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass , -r 
Slender wheatgrass " j:: 
Yellow swectclover 

Alfalfa • 1) 
Olba 

Olba 

Other 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 

ErotioD (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Surface Litter "3 
Surface Rock 
Movement 1-
Podesta1ling 0 
Flow Pattc:ma 0 
Rills Depth 10 
Rills Frequency 1(') 
Gullies Depth 10 
Gullies Frequency 0 

Soil Movement ?, 
TOTAL BLM &ore: I 'lS I 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-l00-BY eerin Evaluation 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass -r-
Baby's breath J: 
Kocllla 

Thistle ", ~~ II-
Leafy SP"'!l' 

O,h" iwJ,.s-\b,!. I f 
Otber 

Othcr 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F 

F 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
·IdentiIy trigger areas (using #) on air pboto· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y _ _ N-J..L" (cbeck applicable itcms) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional arcs 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o leu vegelation 

o gulUes o other ____ _ 

Estimate width of affccted edge (in fcet) __ 

4. Exposed Wasle Material? Y N ../ -- --
• Estimated pH _ _ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N----.!I 

o bulk soil raHure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ NL 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N--\L' 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 2-\\'S Field Date: 1· \.,·0<; 

Jo&.. 
irele all relevant):~ E NW NE SW SE 

Team Members (Cirele your name): i ., 'f1'"'= \ .Jo&.. 
Number of Polygons: ...L Slope: -L-to-2L Aspect 

t.?: \,..) (!~\.~ ± ~~ , Area Description: !l.ocY ,. " \"' r a. P rx \ ,,,.) C A---R ~ _ <4_~ 

ErolloD (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surra.. Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Live (desirable) 
2-soecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
I soeeics 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 
Rocks > 2" ~ 
Bare Ground 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 
TOTAL (above 6 

iDO items must totallOOOIe) 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: -c: 
ADJUSTED LIVE % (1. - Live + SO/.Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 - M (Monitor) 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 - BY (En • Evaluationl 

W«ds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21-39 %". VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100010 - M (Monitor 

Spotted kDapwecd Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 
Dalmation toadflllJ( 

Crested wheatgrtlSS Cheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow swcetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Olbt!J' Leafy Spurge 

O!b~r 
Olher 

Olher Other 

Other Owcr 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lofrequent). 

A, t Ie.. S't'L V 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
** Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/ooxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Hems 
F *ldentify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. SUe Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
v-.L N~ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N ___ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) _ _ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N..<L..-

o bulk soil faUure o land dumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N~ 
• At Least 75 W- • Not a rock outtrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Y _ _ N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies _ _ 
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BRES FIELD FORM S;te 1D:-.i S;te Name: fll).. p.fl- J ..... n F;eld Date: 7 bi or 
Team Members (Circle your name): ITTfJ.. 8 t'. U 
Number of Polygons: -1- Slope: ~to__ Aspect (c;rcle all relevant): ~ E NW NE SW SE 

(lui Area Descnpt;on: 8"/4 ,. .. ,.1 fJ.. • .J {{ fJ.. (led 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Fonn) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
0 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
0 species 

·Nox ious weeds 0 
Litter 0 
Rocks> 2" 0 

Surface Liner 0 
Surface Rock 

() Movement 

Pedestalling 0 
Flow Patterns iJ 
Rills Depth 0 

Bare Ground 0 
TOTAL (above 6 

Rills Frequency 6 
Gullies Depth 0 

items must tolal 100%) Gullies Frequency 0 
ADJUSTED UVE % 

0 = Live ... 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 

Soil Movement 0 
TOTAL BLM Score: ~~ 

weeds may count toward Adjusted Li ve %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV-ffi~2ineerin2 Evaluation) 

21-39 % = VJ (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-1 00% = M (Monitor) Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A n C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed 

Sheep fescue Dalmatian toadfl ax 

Crested wheatgrass Cheatgrass 

Sle nder wheatgrass Baby' s breath 

Yellow sweelclovcr Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Other Leafy Spurge 

Olh"r Dlhe! 

01he-1" Other 

Other Other 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dontinant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
.. Admin Use Onlv •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

O ther ORES Trigger Hems 
F · 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~(check applicable items) 

o lime rock ba rrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Materia l? V __ N ~ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N~ 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas __ 
Do barre70ver over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _ _ N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? V __ N V 
Number of gull ies __ 
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!VICI..6+u- -.5e e tOW'",. e..::h, 07'\. b CI. C K 
:¥<Z Polygon Evaluation A n C D E F 

.. Admin Use Only •• 
--- Vegetation (% live) 
SWSE 

Erosion (BLM score) 
Undesir/noxious weeds 

BRES FIELD FORM S;le lD: S;le Name: 
Team Members (Circle yourname)~ " .k.c ~d I ella or '£4flJ,~ fA el.f.\ 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: _to ASr' 
Area Descripl;on: '" ) cd K I M d- -=r;:a , 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
A 8 C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using II) 011 air photo· 

v=~on: %of POLYGON 
groun ~overed by: A B C D E F 

Live (desi?aple) Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly differcnt than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling Y __ N~ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns o lime rock bllrrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
Rills Depth o increased erosion o less vegetation 

soecies 
·Uodesirable (Weedy) 
species 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks> 2" 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency o gullies o other 
Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N...JL:: 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated p~ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feel) __ 
o-SS = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 
56-100 - EV~'ineerin Evaluation) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
= Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: I 

0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

~prescnt : POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N~ 
A n C D E F 

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

Spotted knapweed 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
S¢ti~rescnt: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N-.L 

Baby's breath • Atl..east 75 ft2 
• Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• less than 10 % total cover (live & liltcr) 
Number of barren areas ___ 

Sheep festue 

Crested whea~~ 

Slender wheatgras~ 

Yellow swectclover 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y __ N __ Alfalfa " Other 

O!h.:r Olh":-I 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Othl'! Othc! Y _ _ N~ 

O!lIl'1 Are any gullies acti vely eroding? Y __ N~ 

Usc 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ Othcr 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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Polygon Evaluation IA IB Ie 10 , -BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: ~~ ~ ~ Field Date: ~O' 
Team Members (Circle your name):~o', \;y- II) 10 0. , Ph.e. \ p;;r-i 'I .. Admin ( y 

Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: _, _Io..k Aspect (circle all relevant): N@>vENWNESWSE 

lSI! Only •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Area Descrip'ion: .5i o. e c& INo.\ j(; Y\O \-to:-; \ 
&: I VIIUCI:olIlIl\1. 

Erosion (BLM score) Lu' 
•• • . ' , . jous weeds 

Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C 0 E F 
Live (desirable) 

I?E soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

4 soecies 

·Noxious weeds 17 
Litter 1;>,9 
Rocks> 2" ::, 
Bare Ground ,f) 
TOTAL (above 6 

/DC items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

140 = Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
2 1·39 % = VI (Vegclalion Implementation) 
40-\ 00% = M (Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B e D E F 

Sheep fescue W 
Crested wheatgrass 

Slender whealgrass 

Yellow swcetclover V 
Alfalfa ~ 
O'h"~dP "L 
Olhl."T 

Olh~'l' 

Olh~r 

Use 0 (Dominan!), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Erosion (BLM Form) 

Swface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

RiBs Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Sco .. : 
BLM score: 
o-SS = M (Monitor) 

A 

rif 
?! 

rq 
la 
Ir 
o 

~ 

POLYGON 
BeD E 

S6--100 = EV (Engineerim~ Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: 
A 

Spotted Icnapweed 11= 
Dalmatian toadflax 17 
Cheatgrass I 
Baby's breath IT" 
Kochia 17 
Thistle T7 
Lcnfy Spurge 1 ../ 

Othe& I\~ • ,.,0:> A I~ 
Olher~.\ ... ·.~). ri 
Otht'r 4J 

POLYGON 
B eD E 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequem), or I (Infrequent). 

i i 

F 

F 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
· Jdentify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

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

o lime rock barrier 

o more weeds 

Q-"lncreascd erosion 

o gullies 

Q"'dcpositional area 

UY'"steeper slope 
@--"Tess vegetation 

l% ihcr:lfi,,,1 \, BY )< 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feel~ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N...L-

• Estimated p~ 
• Approximate area (in square feel) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 

o bulk soil railure 0 land s lumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: y.L N~ 
• At Least 75 ftl • 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 

7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N / 
Are any gullies acti)!c1r eroding? 
Number of gullies _U _ _ 

Y_ N V---



.. '" 
'i? 

z 
0 

80 
" go 
'" 

>-..lu
 

0 
C

 
0 

-
.. 

" 0 
" 

<5 
c 0 

"" 
" Q' 0 

~
 

u. 

-
'? 

• • 
• 

~ 
c 
'E

 
.. 

e 
.g 

0 

~
 

• 
'" 

• " 

<
 



I Site 212§ 



~.o c)~e 
BRES FIELD FORM S;le 1D:~ SU.N.m.: et) ~R. T~ . . ,/1-
Team Members (Circ le yOUf name): TTIJ.. 8 C. 
Number of Polygons: i Slope: U to_ Aspec' 
Area Descripl;on: Uo,.9 t .. eM. ~o redg.r~.j fU? rr...c,(L) 

• , • . d Dale: 7/8/<>1 Polygon Evalua tion A B C 0 E F , .=. 
•• Admin Use Only·· 

~Wt!J):<w NE SW SE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

Vegetation: % of POLYGO N 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Othe r BRES Trigger Hems 
A B C 0 E F . Identify trigger areas (using 1# ) on a ir photo· 

Live (desirable) 
13. species 

· Undesirable (weedy) 
/0 species 

·Noxious weeds I~ 
Litter ~, 
Rocks> 2" iii 
Bare Ground '3 
TOTAL (above 6 

/170 items musllota[ 100%) 

Surface Litter 6 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the sire 

Movement ~ Si~t1y d~ !.han remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling C. 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 6 
o lime rock barrier o depositiona l area 

l# more weeds ~per sloPC Rills Depth b o increased erosion ess vegeta tion 
Rills Frequency 0 o gullies o other 

Gullies Depth 0 
Estimate width of affected edge (in fcct) r Gullies Frequency 0 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
'f~ = Live + 5%Undcsirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement 3" 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N--==----
TOTAL BLM SCO~: on • Estimated p~ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fect) __ 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 = EV fRnoinet.rin Evaluation' 

21 -39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M (Monitor) Weeds Present: POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N '--"" 

A B C 0 E F 

Spccies Present: 
PO LYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted Icnapweed 

~ o bulk soil fa ilure o land s lumps 
J... o subsidence 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass r 
Slender wheatgrass r 
Yellow sweetclover 

Dalmatian loadflax 

Cheatgrass ;: 6. Ba r ren Areas: Y __ N~ 
Baby's breath .c • At Least 75 ft l 

• Not a rock outcrop 

Koch ia 1: 
• Less than 10 % total cover (l ive & litter) 
Number of barren areas ___ 

Alfalfa -:r:. 
01hc.;4llvH .. "' r 
0111(,f 

Other 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y_ N_ 

O'~.l.A:J" 'I 7. Gullies (OV in depth): 
Olh~r Y __ N 

0Ih(,1" 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Olh .... r Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 
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~\7'\ 
BRES FIELD FORM S;tc ID:..\!: S;tc Name: , I....-~ v' -

r,..; I 
.. r lcld Date: 2l.i::.. 

Team Members (Circle your name): J'T /l a e 
Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: ~to _ _ Aspect v.@Nw NE SW SE 

Area Description: 51",IQ on 5 1'i t fZJ t"ee{q..,. .. cJ f(R h pi 

Vcgdalion: % of POLYGON 
covered by: A B C 0 E F 

... , ... \ .... ..., u aun;" 

~O species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

"3 species 
*Noxious weeds 0 
Litter ,s' 
Rocks> 2" t> 

Bare Ground I p. 
TOTAL (above 6 
;tems musllotal 100%) /00 I I I I I 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
= Live + S%Undesirable 113 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

1 

2 1-39 % = VI (Vegelation Implementation) 
do..1Mq,=M j 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D EF 

! Sheep fescue 
'-w'"'h-.. -t-gras-,--+I-:p=-

Slender wheatgrass 

I Yellow swcclclover 1" 

Alfalfa I;: 
I OtheR .",/(1 J • II , i" 

1 on",,A II . ~ 1 r 
Oth~'1 

Olht:r 

1 UseD' I. or I 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Liner 6 
Surface Rock r" 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

FiowPanems 13 
Rills Depth 0 
Rills Frequency I f? 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gull ies Frequency 0 
Soil Movement 3 
TOTAL BLM Score: b.>. 
BLM score: 
0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 = EV (EnRineerinR Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
I)O LYGON 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmatian toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia r 
Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

0<1,>41., ~ d~ T 
Ol'>!'l. " &0. r 
Ol"'·':;h/' ,/." j. 

Use D (Domina",), F (Frequent). or J (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
•• Admin U$e Onlv •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 
Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F - Identify trigger arens (using #) on nir photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly d~ent than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock ba rrier o depos itiona l a rea 

o more weeds o steeper s lope 

o increased erosion o less vegeta tion 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N ~ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 

o bulk soil fa ilure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 ft2 

• Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % tOlal cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas _ __ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y-Y_ 

7. Gullies ~ePth): 
Y __ N 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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BRESFIELDFORM 
~\'}'d­

Site ID:i Site Name: 

TTg 8e'. 
601-A- AfI.. r;..,;J Field Dnte: -; Ic/o p Polygon Evaluation A B C I) E F , 

•• Admin Use OnlY .. fie'. 
,(i>Nw NE SW SE 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Team Members (Circle your name): 

Number of Polygons: _ I Slope: ~,o__ Aspec' . . 

Area Descriplion: 21(j~" "'d '5 id e oic<cfo 'lbeJ&t<. "erJ , 
- .<; ,- i::" W <L ':> 1+1." '" .d 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Q Uler BRES Trigger Items 
A B C 0 E F · Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo· 

Vegetation: % of POLYGO N 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Swface Litter I ~ 
Surface Rock 

J, 
3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 

Movement significantly d~n{ than remainder of !.he si te? 

Pedestalling III Y __ N _ _ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 o lime rock ba rrier o dcpositiono l area 

o more weeds o sleeper slope 
Rills Depth 0 o increased erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frequency 0 o gullies o otber 
Gullies Depth III 
Gullies Frequency 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Live (desirable) -.species 5 
*Undesirable (weedy) 

:) species 

-Noxious weeds I ~ 
Litter 10 
Rocks> 2" 13 
Bare Ground ~5 
TOTAL (above 6 

/' 
items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement .., 
4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y _ _ N ..-/ 

TOTAL BLM Score: ~ • Estimated p~ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square (ecl) __ 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56- 100 = EV-rEn~'ineerin Evaluation) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 10 = Live + S%Undesirable 
*Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 

I 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds P resent: 
POLYG ON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ NJL' 

A B C 0 E F 

2 1·39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- 100% = M (Monitor) 

Spotted knapweed 
o bulk soil fa ilu re o la nd s lum ps 

o subs idence 
Species P rese nt: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Dalmation toad flax 

Cheatgrass -r- 6. BarreD Areas: Y __ N ~ 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ft2 

• Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas ___ 

c)heep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass :J-
Yellow sweetcJover t: 

Thistle 00 barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y __ N __ Alfalfa 

Oth~r 

Other 
7. Gullies (ov/ n depth): 

Other Y __ N 
Olh~T 

Dlher 
Olhet Are any gullies actively erod ing? Y _ _ N __ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ Olhl'I' 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 
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\~"') 
BRES FIELD FORM S;le 1D:1 S;le Name: {3riJ-8R. T ru rI F;eld Dale: '"lIdo? 

Be. Team Members (Circ le your name): \IT IJ... B 
Number of Polygons: _ ,_ Slope: ~,O_ Aspec 

Area Descrip,;on: Be "M It!.J II. R 10 ed - t ,. u ./ 

(circle all relevant): N I§,)v E NW NE SW SE 

- f ,. " ./ • 

VcgcL'ltion: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
0 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) () 
species 
-Noxious weeds 0 
Litter V 
Rocks> 2" 0 

Surface Liner 0 
Surface Rock 0 Movement 

Pedestalling Ii 
Flow Patterns 0 

0 Rills Depth 

Bare Ground 0 
TOTAL (above 6 

0 items must total 100%) 

Rills Frequency 0 
Gullies Depth tJ 
Gullies Frequency 0 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
~ = Live + 5%Undesirnble 

Soil Movement IJ 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 = M (Monitor) 
56-100 - Evffi~2ineerinlz Evaluation) 

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

POLYGON 
A D C D E 

Species Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadnax 

Crested whealgrass Cheatgrass 

Slender whealgrass Baby's breath 

Yel low swectclovcr Kochia 

Alfalfa ThisUe 

Oth .... r Leafy Spurge 

Olill'! 
Othel 

Otho.>l Gtll!!!" 

Orh .... r Olhel 

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

Polygon Evalua tion A B C D E F 
•• Admin Use Onlv •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/ooxious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F - Identify trigger Ilrells (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
sign~IY different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

gze rock burrier o depositionlll area 

more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion 8"1ess vegeL"tion 

o gullies W other as j t! e: ~ .. > 4. "-

Estimate width of affected edge (i n feet) ~' 

4. Exposed Wasle Material? Y c../ N __ 

• Estimated pH~ 
• Approximate area (in square fect) 100 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ~ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ......--

o bulk soi l fai lure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 ft2 • 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 deplh): 
Y __ N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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1\;~ 
BRES FiELD FORM Site 10:1. Site Name: !!!! .. .. .-. 

-r;..:1 
.. ;Id Date: 7/ !II!( 

Be. Team Members (Circle your name) : :IT /l... IS c.. 
Number of Polygons: --.L Slope; L to__ Aspec: (circle all relevant): N(§}W E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: ke/. Dc eJ fl.,'fn,.d - ea." f!d ~I!~~ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
0 species 

·Undesirnblc (weedy) () 
species 

·Nox ious weeds () 

Litter 0 
Rocks> 2" 0 
Bare Ground 0 
TOTAL (above 6 

Surfaee Litter 0 
Surface Rock 

0 Movement 

Pedestalling 0 
Flow Patterns 0 

10 Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency !) 
Gullies Depth I) 

items mUSllotal )OOOIa) Gullies Frequency 0 
ADJUSTED L.lVE */0 
- Live + 5%Undesirablc 

Soil Movement 0 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 0·55 = M (Monitor) 
0-20010 = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 - EV (EnRineerinR Evaluation) 
2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100'% .. M (Monitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
SPOiled knapweed 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whcatgrass 

Dalmation toadflax 

Chcalgrass 

Slender whc31grass Baby's breath 

Yellow swectclovcr 
Kochia 

Alfalfa 
Thistle 

Olher 
Leafy Spurge 

Olh!;'r 
Other 

Glh':f 
Olher 

Olh;;r 
Other 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
** Admin Use Olllv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

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

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N -''(check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o Sl'eeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gu llies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feel) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N c-/ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feel) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there ev idence of: Y N ~ F --
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barrell Areas: Y N V 
• At Least 75 ft2 • Nol a rock outcrop 
• Less tban 10 % lota l cover (live & liller) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barre.:..7"er over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_ N 

7. Gullies (o~ depth): 

Y N -- --
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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rYlo..s-kf' 
BRES FIELD FORM Site m: Site Nume: \",""-Ir-=:a..;:L-...,,­

Team Members (Circle your name)"]"; " .-k ( r\.\ C!.. ... ;\; e 1/';; £Cl4lrL ehe If2s 
Nu mber of Polygons: i.- S lope: _to_ Aspect (circle all relevant): N $ W E NW NE $ ' 

~ Polygon Evaluation ABC D E F 
.. Admin Use OnlY •• 

W S~ Vegetation (% live) ~~ 
_ ~ Erosion caLM score) I L{ 

Undesir/noxious weeds I, '=? 
Area Description: s: i c\, € eAcae r)1r wo-\I<i I!\~ -ko.; I,*" -+r-rk; J 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground CQvered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
I1r soecies 

*Undesirable (weedy) g... snecies 

*Noxious weeds \ 
Liller '-i 
Rocks> 2" I I? 
Bare Ground 110 
TOTAL (above 6 

lei) items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

'-f~ Live + S%Undesirable 
*Up to 59b of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvemenl) 
21 ·39 % = v~ ~getation Implementation) 
40· 100% = Monitor) 

Species Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue I1=" 
Crested whealgrass r-
Slender whcntgrass 1= 
Yellow sweetclover 1/ 
Alfalfa F 
Othcr <=j~" :r: 
O(h~'r -. rUht ~ 
O[h~'1 

Othcl 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequenl). or I (Infrequent). 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger itCI1l.'l 

ABC D E F - Identify trigger al'Cas (using #) on air photo· 

Surface Litter I ~ 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement "l.. significantly different than remainder afthe site? 
Pedestalling 3 y ~ N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 3 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 

Rill De th I ( 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 
s P 0 increased erosion c-1ess vegeta tion 

Rills Frequency I ('. 0 gullies 0 Olhcr" ____ _ 

Gullies Depth I ( 
Gullies Frequency I C Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) K-f-f-
Soil Movement '3 

" 1 L1 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
TOTAL BLM Score. 1 • Estimated pH _ _ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
O-SS = M ~o~to~) . • Number of areas with exposed waste 
56-100 = EV (t'.nEineerinE Eva1uation) --

POLYGON " 
Weeds Present: ABC D E F 5. Is there eVidence of: Y __ N~ 

Spotted knapweed ./ 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

Oalmation toadOax I 
Cheatgrass 1/ 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
Baby's breath ./ • At Least 75 ft2 • NOI a rock outcrop 
Koch ia I ./ • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

V Number ofbarren areas __ 
Thistle 1/ Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 1/ f-Y~ ___ N_V---___________ _ 

Other 7. GuUies (over 6" in depth): 
Other Y N 
Otht:'r Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N V-

. Number of gullies 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). - -
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Si'e Name: 
Team Members (Circle your name): l08! Ie 
Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: __ '0 __ Aspec 

. I.J IA Field Da.e: Yl3 /o"i 
') q '(l/l 1\1o Pu 

(circle all relevatJ): N-g\w E NW Nt SW SE 

Area Description: Illodh sido BlllIa 10 St. -.OOSl-oF fY'llin st 10 St. QQ::'~ of: ffi1iO st. 

Ero.loD (BL!\f Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegctation : % of POLYGON 
ground covcred by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter 110 l In 
Surface Rock 

b I~ Movement 
Pedestalling In :3 
Flow Patterns IQ 1(" 
Rills Depth In 10 
Rills Frequency 0 0 
Gullies Depth 0 0 

Gullies Frequency 0 () 

Live (desirable) 

is species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

'£) I species 

·Noxious weeds It; 
Lillcr II) 
Rocks > 2" ir, 
Bare Ground I~ 
TOTAL (above 6 

U) items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement i I lSi' 
TOTAL BLM Seore: It I I I I 

ADJUSTED L IVE -I. 
10 I - Ljve + S'-,Un(\esirable 

'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56--100 - EV ffin1Zineerin Evaluation) 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010::: RJ (Reclamation lmprovement) 

Weedll Present : 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
40-100010 = M (Monitor 

Spotted knapwecd Species Present : 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Dalrnation toadOax 

Cbeatgrass If) 
Sheep fescue 

Crested whcatgrass iF 
Baby's breath 

Kochia I.l; 
Slender wbeatgrass F 
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Oth" £<1" il I:z: Leafy Spurge 

Olb,'r O1hcr 

Olll..:r Other 

Olhcr Otbcl 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evalu ation A B C D E F 
** Admin USI! Onl,,'" 

Vegetation (% live) 16 
Erosion (BLM score) t~1 1'1 
Undesirlnoxious weeds 1 ~5 

Other DRES Trigger Items 
F *ldentify trigger- areas (using #) on ai r photo· 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
significantly different thao remainder of the site? 
Y~ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock ba.r rler o depositional area 
o more weeds o sleeper slope 

£I increased erosion J2f less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Exposed \Vule Material? Y __ ljL 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approx.imate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with ex.posed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y NL 
F --

o b ulk soil failure o land s lumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barrcn Areas: Y ~ N __ 
• At Least 75 n? • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & littcr) 
Number of barren areas ~ n A 
Do barren areas cover over 25 Vc f any polygon? 
V-LLN_ 

7. G UUiClI (over 6·' in depth): 

V_ N-L 
Are any gullies actively eroding? V __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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;Me<-,hv- ,,'.0 
BRES FlELD FORM Site 1D:~Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): TT A­
Number of Polygons: ..L. Slope: .e Jo__ Aspect 

Field Da.e: ?6u. r 
,t.. 6c.. 

Area Description: Y; LJ oj D: c. lg t ...., eo! M t he ~.a r r 

"): N@W E NW NE SW SE 

" 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
'If" soecies 

·Undesitablc (weedy) 
soecies 

*Nox.ious weeds 

Litter y~ 

Rocks > 2" 0 
Bare Ground ~ 

Surface Litter ? 
Surface Rock l ;;t Movement 

Pedestalling " Flow Patterns ~ 
Rills Depth 0 
RiUs Frequency 0 

TOTAL (above 6 
"'0 items must lotal 100"10) 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 

ADJUSTED LIVE 0/. 
SO - Live + ~%Uodcsirable Soil Movement 3 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: {q 
weeds may coum toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20010 :3 RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

()"S5 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV-n:~,"~eerin Evaluation' 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M CM~itor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

SpKies Present: POLYGON 
A 8 C 0 E F 

Spotted knapwecd T 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax I 
Crested whealgrass IF Chcatgrass p 

Slender wbeatgrass I 
Yellow swcctclovcr 

Baby's breath 

Kocbia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

«(#.... 6-"",< ... 
"&" , l-- fl.,. 1: 
0,'>6 I'D'" e-' (.,.. -r 
Other 

Leafy Spurge 

(~{c;.f.oJ 11' 
0 k.<+ .1- :r 
0 ~ .I-

., f f 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A 8 C 0 E F 
** Admin USf! Onlv .. 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Oth er DRES Trigger Items 
F " Identiry trigger areas (using II) on air photo" 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
Signi~y different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

H more weeds o steeper slopc 

o increased erosion B'1"css vegetation 

o guWcs o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) jQ 

.../ 4. Es:posed Waste Material? Y __ N --
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square fcct) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

S. Is there evidence of: Y N ~ F --
o bulk soil fail ure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N~ 
• At Least 75 fr' • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % tolal cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_ N_ 

7. GuWes ~th): 
Y __ N 

8 Iv 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N ..p 
Number of guJlies ___ 
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({\Q&¥.x 
BRES FIELD FORM Site rn,_ SUe Nam" 

Team Members (Circle your name):--:s€.Of\\ ~ ~i~~~ [~ 4 Fle~,D~iJ&;Q9 
(eirele all relevant" N~'Nw NE SW ~ Number of Polygons, L Slope, -J-to~ Aspect , , ~ 

A>-eaDeseriptioo" <y.,,dhe.cq s\cq>e. df Ke\\~ t1l, t1f~<cvO. -

Ero. lon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E P 

Surface Liner III 
Surface Rock 
Movement 1/1 
Pedestalling I I i 

Live (desirable) 

~ soecies 
'Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

-Noxious weeds 
Flow Patterns ",( 
Rills Depth 110 
Rills Frequeocy 1.2 
Gullies Depth ;l. 

Litter 'IS 
Rocks > 2" I 
Bare Ground /5 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) 10(] Gullies Frequency 1,;( 

Soil Movement 19 ADJUSTED LIVE -/0 
~ - Live + 5%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Scort: l (p~ 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (En~eerinll Evaluation) 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds PrC5cnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

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

Spotted knapwced r Spedes Pr escnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Dalmation toadnax f 
Chcatgrass J. 
Baby's breath 1/ 
Kochia 1/ 
Thislle 1/ 
Leafy Spurge V 
OthcrprJ III!:I., T 

Sheep fescue IF' 
Crested whcalgrass F 
Slender wbeatgrass 1/ 
Yellow swectclover 1/ 
Alfalfa 'J: 
Olherk: .. U. "V. - [h 
Otht=r 

0lh.:.r Olhl'r f1\, .... 1 ,\ J: 
01h .. 'T 

Oth.:.r ,., \. ... 1: 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), t (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
U Admin Use On/I) ** 

Vegetation (% live) 1.1l 
Erosion (BLM score) It,Si 
Undesir/ooxious weeds 1/;7 

Otber DRES Trigger Items 
F "'Identiry trigger areas (using II) on air photo" 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges orthe site , 

si~antlY different than remainder of the site? 
, 

Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 
I 

o lime rock barrier o depositional Rl'"eJI I 
[3'" more weeds ~stecpcr slope 
~Increased cmslon I3""leu vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y ~ N-R 

o bulk soU failure ~nd slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Bllrren Areas: Y N /' 
• At Least 75 ~ • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 '/0 total cover Oive & liner) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_N_ 

~ GU7N(0P:· in depth): 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y L N / 
Number of gullies--1--
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()1.,lo./ 

- , , '2/$ Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

.::~ ...... "\ ~ ,;, t..... ,., • I ... ", I" 
*'" Admin Use OnJv *II' 

, 
-CWNE~W@) Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

ORES FIELD FORM Site lD,_ Site Name, 
Team Members (Circle your names-;;........ LIf ,, \ ....... ,,\8';, c......,.,.... ,!,·~.J,,-;I 
Number of Polygons: '2 Slope: -L-.: ASpcGI 

Area Description: O ..... Jl, N ... d.. ott Ii .. L~ ...... -I J t.,~,. .. JJ.. .......... ~ 
J: ' j 

A/'I1,"~)''' 11.~ .. 1 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other 8RES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F · Identify trigger areas (using #) on ai r photo· 

Vegetation: -;. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

r Surface Litter h /I 
Surface Rock ~ 

~ 
3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site 

Movement .!, significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling Cf II 
y..x N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns L ,r o lime rock barrier o depositionll l area 

Rills Depth 11 o more weeds o steeper slope 
'"l o increased erosion B' less vegetation 

Rills Frequency L 7 o gumes o other ea: II( ,1:,/ -
Gullies Depth 0 U • 

Gullies Frequency 0 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

.L (1\) 

Live (desirable) 12.( II 
, 

s~ies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
lit) Ir snecies 

·Noxious weeds h. ~-
Litter 14(\ 120 
Rocks> 2" b I 
Bare Ground III, l ~iJ 
TOTAL (above 6 
items rnuSllotallOO'/G) 100 I Lo 

Soil Movement S- III 
TOTAL BLM Score: '1'1 In 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 

• Estimated pH~ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fcct) 1 U 
o..S5 - M (Monitor) • Number of areas wilh exposed waste _,_ 
S6·100 - BV (En!tineerin Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

S. Is Ihere evidence of: Y N 
A B C D E F - - --

ADJUSTED LI VE % 
"/0 Ii, .. Live + S%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may eounllOward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = R1 (Reclamation improvement) 
21-39 % ". V~ ~~getation lmplcmcntation) 
40-100'/G = Monitor 

Spotted knapwced IT :I 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps i 
o subsidence 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue IT Dalmation loadflax II :r 
Chcatgrass I t:: F 6. Barren Are.ls; Y x.. N __ 
Baby's brealh "l • AI Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less Ihan 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Numberofbam:nareas ~ll) I 1(8 ) 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% or any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y_ NX 

(ltht-r M",.I,\. J -r 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Crested whcatgrass .D 
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow swcctclovcr T 
Alfalfa I-t. 
Oth" r.LL. ... .. \;. h k 

l)ther ~ .. ~"'. I 
Otilt-r Other Y __ N"y' 

Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y-- N__ I 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 

Other 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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ORES FIELD 
Team Membe~ (C 

Number of Polygo: 

FORl\1 Site ID: Site Nsme: ;J.J t.j ~ Field Date: 7/ltI/c1i Polygoll Evaluation ABC D E F 
. e C ** Admin Use Only ** 
.",le yOlrr name); knQ 110 m (",qh~ f--"'=. "-"(""1-" "')""--I-I.-",+-f-+-+-+-

.J::J Vegetauon 70 JVe 1,1.) 
15: -L Slope: __ 'n__ Aspect (circle aU rclcva : N S W E NW NE SW SE I-:::--":.-=-:':-:--'-:---I-"''-t--t---I--+-t--

0/\0 A L""" I ad E .. "on (SLM score) Area Description: s~" th slnpo ill C (hrlu@IN4Jl!!lrYbOt,.... I-"-='-'.=:....'-"-='--+-::-f-+-+--+-t-
J 1m (Yl..g..... UOOeslflnoxlOUS weeds 15 

POLYCON E I (BLM F) POLYGON Other ORES Trigger Items 
I: A 0 C D E F rOt on • orm ABC D E F *Identify trigger a reas (using II) on air pboto* 

Vegetation: ./. of 
covered by 

-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

_ _ Sun"" Litter 1-1161 
J':J Surface Rock I ;;: 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

iy) /0 Movement I ~ significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling I q Y ~ N __ (check applicable items) 

I .; Flow Panems 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional a rea 
~ t) M more weeds 0 steeper slope 
I d Rills Depth II Increased erosion 0 less vegetation 
I~ Rills Frequency 0 gullies O other ____ _ 

-I""- Gulli", Dep>!> 3 
(010) 0> Gullies Frequency -'7 Estimate width ofaffccted edge (in feet) __ 

1% a . 30 Soil Movement l:' t, 
Ible 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y /' N 
;i.rable ~ies an~ ()O~ of noxious TOTAL BL.~ Score: ~ • Estimated pH~ ----

lard ~dJusted Live Va. BLM score: . • Approximate area (in square fect) j(X)(. 
c~re . 0-55 - M (MOUltor) • Numbcrofareas with exposcd waste 
auon Improvement) 56-100" EV ffimrineerin Evaluation) 
.alion Implementation) POLYGON · A 

.itor Weeds Present: ABC 0 E F 5. Is there eVidence of: Y __ N __ 

·Up to 5% of un des' 
weeds may count to' 
Vegetatioo (% live) 
0-20% "" Rl (Reclam 
21-39% - VJ (Veg l 

40-100% .. M (Mor 

Spedes Present: POLYGON Spotted knapweed I 0 bu.lk soil failure 0 land slumps 
ABC D E F 0 subsidence 

fescue Dalmatioo toadflax 

. r: Chealgrass ,.. 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N--L 

. Baby's breath • At Least 75 nZ • Nota rock outcrop 
, • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
r Kochia Numberofbarren areas Yellow sweetclove 

Alfalfa 
-r Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

..... Y N 

Other 

1'1 Leafy Sp"'g' f-=-=-=--=-=='----------
~ OthcrscU.S\ fu 1+ 7. GuWes (over 6" in depth): 

D.h" ~"o\":r'd 1 F Y X N 
Otber ~" h. I :;: Are any gullies actively eroding? Y L N __ 

. • Number of gullies ~ 
, F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequeot). Usc D (Dorrunant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent) . 

Oth .. .,. 



.. 
.:; 

"' 
c " 

Z
 

, 
8Q 

I 
>-

e. 
5

U
 

-" 
'" 

0 
.. 

~
 " 

." 
, [ ~ 
'" 

" ~ 
<5 
0 

.. 
• 

• 
,5 

~
 

E
 

-
e 

'" 
0 l~ 

• • 
~
 

Q
 

'0
 

• 
" 

.. 
• 

'" 
" 





BRES FIELD FORM SiteLD:_ Site Name: 2' HlP Field Date: f It tJ/6 Polygon Enluatioo ABC 0 E F 

Team Members (Circle your name): l~ fJrQ~ 
Number of Polygons: -l- Slope: __ 'O~C' (cin:l~ 
Area Description: i\ 1 Ii:i SttAfh of 

** Admin Use Only ** 
Vegclation (% live) ~ 

I): NS W ENWNESWSE 'A 
Erosion (BLM score) fl.L/~ 

Uooesir/noxious weeds ~ n 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 
Live (desirable) 

~ soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

\0 soecies 

·Noxious weeds 10 
Litter ~ 
Rocks> 2" I c::; 
Bare Ground 0 
TOTAL (above 6 

11)'[ items must total j()0%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % t:r - Live + 5%Undesitable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21~39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-J 00% = M (M-onilor 

Species Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass f" 
Slender wbeatgrass j:' 

Yellow sweelc10ver 

Alfalfa f" 
"lherR! jJJI flA-y I '3' 
Olht'r 

Ollll.:r 

Olher 

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

E I (BLM F) POLYGON Other DRES Trigger Items 
rolon orm ABC D E F ·Identify trigger ncu (using #) on air photo. 

Surl"ace Litter II:l> 
, 

Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of lhe site 
Movement 5 significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling l 0 y ~ N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

FI P 1\ 11 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional area ow attems 11' A-
D more weeds ~teeper slope 

Rills Depth "} ""'lJncre.astd erosion 0 less vegetation 
Rills Frequency ~ Cl!l.gullies 0 otber ____ _ 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width ofafTectcd edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement f).. 
4. ElIposedWasleMaterial? Y~N~ I 

TOTAL BLM Score: • E>timated pH~ Lsu. tJ.P-f' N ~,I.J 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) ~~ , 
O-SS - M ~o~tor) _, • Number of areas with exposed waste -1-. 
56-100 - EV u:.nginecring EvaluatiOQL 

POLYGON f. Y N v Weeds Present: ABC D E F S. Is there eVIdence o. __ _""-_ _ 

._- I f 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps Spotted Jl,lWpwecd o su bsidence 
Dalmation toadflax -:c 
Cbeatgrass r 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N...J&. 
Baby's breath • At Leasl75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 

• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liller) 
Kocbia Number of barren areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy Spurge F f-~---=-~-----------

01h" NJJ.1.tlw;\ F 7. G.m" (om 6" in d'Ptb), 
Other Y~ N __ 

Otber Are any gullies actively eroding? Y L N __ 
Number of gullies ~ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent). 
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Ii 
01 

l .... r..lV "-'CIO v ale: ., ~, [0 -- r BRES FIELD FORM S;le lO'_ SHe Nam" !"''''''''--;-__ 
Team Members (Circ:1e your name): 1-;1 -"j). i lYle (, !-tU~ ~ 
Number of Polygons: ~lope: __ to___ Aspect (circle all ;,;ant)); 

~ 

NSWENWNESWSE 

znd ,8 U:ISt d' ca'ld Are. Descript;on, A . "Ji?s .L JC I'JUU DYld ,8 «)SI- if r el?ri 

Ero.lon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: -/0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Litter III I L, 
Surface Rock 

i~ J. Movement 
Pedestalling III I~ 
Flow Patterns I Iii I"! 
Rills Depth F'i Id 
Rills Frequency 1/1 ~ 

Gullies Depth U 0 
Gullies Frequency I:J. 0 

Live (desirable) 
S 11It\ soccies 

· Undesirable (WeedY)5 
~ :; species 

-Noxious weeds 110 11 <; 
Litter I'> 40 
Rocks> 2" I~ C; 
Bare Ground ~ 'i 
TOTAL (above 6 

lOt) V) ilems must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
- Live + 5%Undesirable I () t\') Soil Movement I I 1."'1 
-Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Sc=ore: Ell 21 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 :: RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

O-SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV(EnRineerin. Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

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

Spotted knapweed I~ I:r: Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue -1: '~ Dalmation toadllax If' I:I. 
Crested wheatgrass -r. 1 ... - Cbeatgtass 

Baby 's breath 

Kocbia 
Slender wbeatgrass IF 
Yellow sweetclover 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge f --Alralfa "t: IJ: 
Other 

Other Olh« ~I\ .! ,L IA I:r: :r: 
Olh<.:l" (llh", "" , .. ; . ~<. ::r:: 
Olhel· Olhcr~, •. . ~ . 1"1: 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Usc D (Dominant), Fr(f~ equent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon [valuation A B C D E F 
.. Admin Use Onl" .... 

Vegetation (% live) 1& 'If. 
Erosion (8LM score) ~;t. ~I 
Undesirlnoxious weeds I1D 1m 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F '*Identify trigger area, (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Jue outer edges of the site 
Si)(caDtlY different than remainder of the site? 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional a rea 

C8...Jnore weeds &~~per slope 

~crellSed erosion £,..R.Jess vegetation 

~ullics ~th" l\C)i. ( 0\tJ 
\'Vu:~CS 

Estimate width of affccted edge (in feet) __ 

~. E):pOr~d Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 
• EsumalcdpH~ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidenee of: Y N I)(.... 
F --

o bulk soil failure o la nd slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: y/\... N 
• At Least 75 W • Not a rock outerop 
• Less than 10 % total cover Oive & litter) 
Number of barren areas ~ 
Do i flfTCD areas eover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. GuUies (over 6" in depth): 

~y ;11;" "1;5= . rod;ng? Y i.... N __ 
Number of gullies 

----
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/ 4cuJ« 
'_ Site Name: ~L'5 2- Field Date: :1 - It,,-bt1 Polygon EvaHi'aJjo-!1 , A ..B C D E F 
~ ( kL 1-·.,. .. "A"-d",m",,,,·n,,U,,,s,,,e-',O,,n,,lv!L·"'·""'~4_+_+-_I---I_"'/ 

_to - ctpect (circle all relevant)6f[\V E NW NE sw sID Vcgeta~on (~. p.ve) ~ _ , " -.:... . 
-.... Ac...J0 E;!osion (au., scl5t'er; " 

BRES FIELD FORM SlteJD 

Team Members (Circle your name): 
Numbe, of Polygons: L Slope: ...:: 

s , . ! ,.... ~". , ._ 
. PnaesirJDOXJOuS .y.:~ ~... _ -

Area Descriptioo: R. tZ-, -+v t<.<-Ls 

Vegctadon: -/0 of 
ground covered by: 

(GON Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
D E F ABC D E F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto· 

POLY' 
ABC 

Live (desirable) 
species 
-Undesirable (weedy) 
species 
-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks>2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (obov' 6 
items must total 100% 

o 
BU 

otJ 
ADJUSTED LIVE % I 
- Live + S%Undesirable ./ 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement signifi0t1y different than remainder oftbe site? 
Pedestalling Y N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns ~e rock b20rrier 0 depositional aru 
. 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 

Rills Depth • l(. lnereased erosion 0 less vegetation 
Rills Frequency ' )i(guUies )i(otber< '<f'M'L !--. 
Gullies Deptb • 
Gullies Frequency ' Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

Soil Movement .. / 
4. Exposed Wade Material? y~ N 

)010 of noxious TOTALBLMScore: • EstimatedpH~ --
Yo. BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) -===- , 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and ~ 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% "" RI (Reclamation lmprovemen' 
21-39 % - VI0Iegetation lroplementa' 
40-100% e M (Monitor' 

O-SS - M (Monitor) . _ Number of areas with exposed was~~,Ji1'.( 
S6-1oo - BV IElllZiDeerln Evaluation) c 

)n) u ,te<! P t. POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y N . ./ 
n 5 resen. ABC D E F -- --'""--

Species Present: 
YGON Spotted knapweed 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

D E F 0 subsidence 
POL­

ABC 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N 
Baby's brealh • At Least 75 ~ • Not a rock oUlCrop 

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

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow sweelClover 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy SP"'ll' 

Alfalfa 

00", 

Otber Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Other Y V N _ / 
Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y JL.. N __ 

. Number of gulli,,---1-
lnfrequent). Use 0 (DoOllIlaOt), F (frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Other 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (lnJ 

~>Ie 
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~\<­
BRES FIELD FORM Sitern,£ Site Name, Field Date, 7n;" 'I 

(J,C Team Members (Circle your name): \ITfJ.: rI 8 
Number of Polygons: -.l... Slope: .s: .. ~_Jo __ Aspec' ant): ~ E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: AI.-", d"' .... A (t a~I},J W i" " Q. r lJJ."...J t r ~r • 

Vegecatioo : ¥. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Erosloo (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 
(J soecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
1-soecies 

·Noxious weeds "3 

Surface Litter 0 
Surface Rock 0 Movement 

Pcdestal.ling 0 

Litter 0 
Flow Patterns 0 

Rocks >2" 0 
Rills Depth 0 

Bare Grouod 'I, 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must to13IIOO%) Iuo 

Rills Frequency 0 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency n 

ADJUSTED LIVE 0/. 
0 - Live + 5%Undesirable 

Soil Movement 0 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: n 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20%:> RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

O-SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EVren';;'ecrin. Evaluation) 

21-39 % .. VI (Vegetation lrnplcmentation) 
40-\ 00010 .. M (Monitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Spedes Present: POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Spotted knapwced r 
Sbeep fescue Dalmation lOadflax r 
Crested whealgrass Chcatgrass T 

Slender whealgrnss Baby's breath 

Yellow swcctclover Kocbia 

Alfalfa TbisLle 

Other Leafy Spurge T 
Oth~r Other 

Qlh..:r Other 

Other Olbc.r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
** Admin US#! Only_o. 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesirfnoxious weeds 

Other DRES Trigger Items 
F ·ldeDtify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
Si~ different than remainder of the site? 
Y N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 
~orewetds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) L 
4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y __ N ~ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is lhcrc evidence of: Y __ N V-
F 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren ArU5: Y N ~ 
• At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (livc & littcr) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _N_ 

7. GuUies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_N ~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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fA ().. 'i ~ ~\(I 
~RES FIELD FORM Sit,ID,4' Sit, Nam" Field Da'" ) /t(.1 Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 

Team Members (Circle your name): IT f<. ,J... 13 
Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: ~to __ AspcC' 

Area Description: S,.,/", J Qq'Mer} In« l1 e L1{I1 A, rr ,. 

ell .. Admin Use Onlv .... 

Vegetation (% live) 
(circle all relevant): ~ NW NE SW SE 

Erosion (BLM score) .J 14.:t:!1. JJ ~ ..- Undesir/noxious weeds 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B (: 0 E F 

Ero,lOD (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F *Jdentify trigger areas (using II) on air photo* 

Live (desirable) 
/' species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
/1-species 

·Noxious weeds / \' 
Litter "0 
Rocks> 2" 0 

Swface Litter q 
Swface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outcr edges of the site 
Movement 1/ sign~y different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling II{ 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns ;/~ o lime I'"(H::k barrier K.ositiona l area 

Rills Deplh 6 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

I9"1ncreased erosion o less vegetatio n 

Bare Ground J., I 
TOTAL (above 6 •• items must total 100%) 

Rills Frequency J [l...giillies o ol.ber 
Gullies Depth 7 
Gullies Frequency J Estimatc widlh of affected edge (in feet) 1Q. 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
;to • Live + se;.UDdesil'ablc 

·Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (1'10 live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement }<{ 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N ~ 

TOTAL BLM Score: :;; • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fect) __ 
0-55 - M (Moni"'r) • Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 
56-100" EV-rRn;rl~eerin Evaluation' 

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-1()()O/o = M (Monitor Weeds Prcseot: 

POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ V-- I 
A B C 0 E F 

N __ 

Species Present: POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Spotted knapweed o bulk soil fa ilure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

Sheep fescue 1: 
Crested whcatgrass 1: 
Slender wbeatgrass t:. 
Yellow sweetclover 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass -r 6. Barren Arus: Y N V--
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 

Koehia 1: • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas 

Alfalfa 

1- iI •. (., 0 
.oth. , ,./o '11./,. ']: 
Q, o;c, p£" Or r 
Olher 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy SP"'ll' I Y_ N_ 

Om.",." 7;;J[i. r 7. G~ (over 6" in depth): 

I ~I..-J" IT Y N v( 
Olber Are any gullies activ-a:oding? Y __ N __ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent). 
Number of gullies 
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,)/1.'-_ Field Date: 7f/3LM Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E r 
... Admin Use Olliv *. 

t): N S W ENWNESWSE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 
_.Id frn'Q .J.~'l<l<.S. 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

~. . ;)tlC 10: Site Namc: 

, .... wcembe" (Circle your name): L~I!'I en C Cal~h§ 
Number of Polygons: ...L Slope: __ 10 __ Aspect (circle all Ie 

Area Description: "ROc K rOHear! a.rea . Sde of nld fml,., .f-~f'.l (, k~ 

ErOllon (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
A B C 0 E F · Identify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo' 

Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling y::.L N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns o lime I'"Ock barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth 
~ more weeds o steeper slope 
~ increased erosion o less vegetation 

species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
~pcl; i cs 

-Noxious weeds 

Liller 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency o gullies o other 
Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affccted edge (in feet) __ 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100(10) 

Soil Movement 
4. Ex posed Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 

~ TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH-=i...5. -t\ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fee t) ~3 ij 

, 
o-SS 0= M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste ~ 
56-100 · EV(EnRinccrinil Evaluation' 

ADJUSTED l..IVE 0/. 
- Live + S%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) 

0.'( 

Weeds Present : 
POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N L-

A " C 0 E " 
21-39 % .= VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- \ 00% = M (Monitor 

SpOiled knapweed 
o bulk soil failure o la.nd slumps 

o subsidence 
Species Present : 

POL.YGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N 

Baby's breath • At Least 7S ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (Jive & litter) 
Number of barren areas 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

y N 
Leafy Spurge 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Other 
Otha 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Other Y __ N __ 

Oth<!r Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 

Olhcr 

Olher 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequellt). 
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BRES FIELD FORM Sit. ID: Site Name: d I I, I . Field Dat.: "1/1 (;/O'(J Polygo. Ev~u'ano~ A .B C D E F 
cn( CQ "(lb~" r:'·i-' .. ..!A!!'dm'!!!!!in~US!!.~Oi!.n!!J/lv1:.::.:..-t_+_f--+_+-1I-_ 

, . Vegetation (% liver 
ream Members (Circle your name): Coo lie (n( C' (),-;C;\-1o,­
Number ofPolygons: _ Slope: __ to~ Aspect 
Area Description: __________ _ 

Vegetation: % of 
covered by: 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF I Live.( __ 

SOCCles 

soecies 
'.{jy) 

·Nollious weeds 'l 
Lit1c:r 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE IIY. 
.. Live + S%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable 
weeds may count toward 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
()"20% .. RJ (Reclamati( 
21-39 % = VJ (Y ." 

un 

Species Present: 

I Sheep fescue 

Crested wbcalgrass 

Alfalfa 

I Other 

Oth" 

Otbcr 

Oth" 

0% of 
Live%. 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

Use D mominant). F (freauent). or 11 

.crrcle aU relevant): W E NW NE SW SE r-;;::':':''';' 2:~-':;-7:--+=+--+-+-t-+-' 
E:!mioo(B~sc6re) ¥. 

• , : ~ • <;.-

UndeslJ/noXlous w~...: , 

Ero!lol1 (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F ·Identify trigger areas (using #) on Air photo· 

sun ... Litter L3 
Surface Rock 3. Si.te Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement 11 significantly ~rent than remainder of tbe site? 
Pedestalling [) Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 

Rills Depth 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 
. 0 lncreased erosion 0 less vegetation 

Rills Frequency 0 guUies 0 otber ____ _ 

GulU", Depth 17 
Gullies Frequency l in Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement v 
4. Exposed Waste Materi21? Y /\ N 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH~ - L/ S-- --
BLM score: . • Approximate area (in square feet) PJJ7.fT II 
0-55 - M (MOQ1tor) • Number of areas with exposed waste .J\ . LL 
56-100" EV Evaluation) r::r-O 

Weeds Present: A BPO~Y~N E F 5. Isthercevideneeof: Y __ N+ 

Spotted knapweed I F" 0 bulk soli failure 0 land shlmps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax F 
Cbeatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y X N 
Baby's breath 11. - At Least 75 £r - Not a rock outcrop 
Kochia - Less than 10 % total eovljr (live & Ii~er) • I j-jfL 

Number of barren areas ~ 
Thistle ::! fjiareas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
~Sp~~ ~~4-:C=-=--------------------1 
Other 7. Gi!!t5 (over 6" in depth): 

Oili~ Y~N 
Other Are any gullies aetiveto eroding? Y JL N __ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrcquent). Number of gullies L-__________________ ~ 
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Aa.~./w 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: '2. \ lo9 Field Date: .. -\I" 0" Polygon Eviil.oJio~ 

. ~ ~ . --~-~ 
A l B. c D E F 

Team Members (ClIcte your name): ~Cfu""" x.k " ; . 
. Ve elation % live - _ 

Numbe, ofPolygons: -.L Slope: - to-=: Aspec C1fCeallrelcvant)(NSWENWNESWSE) g , .t. ... 9 " T ;C 1 .. I. 1 1 1 

D .. R /) hh..> 12.."- "TV' Erosmn (BLM =Y" Area escnpbon: c Vd L ,Q \H..,.>( L 10.) I nh f"-~<' - . . " -/' - - ':: .... f 1 ' I 

Vegetation: % of 
ground covered by: 

Live (desirable) 
soecics 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 
*Noxious weeds 

Litter 

RockB > 2" 

BaroGround 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100010 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
.. Live + S%Undc:simble 

POLYGON 
A BCD EF 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % .. VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100Vg" M {Monitor' 

I Sbeep fescue 

Crested wheatgnw 

I Species Prescot: I POLYGON 
ADCDEF 

Slender whcatgrass 

Yellow sweetclovcr 

Alfalfa 

Olb" 

00" 
Olb.,,-

Olher 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), 0' 1 (Infrequent). 

Ero!ion (BLM Form) 

Surface Litter 

Surface R .. k 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterru 

Rills Deplb 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Deplb 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

A 
POLYGON 

BCD E 

TOTAL DLM Score: I 0 ,. 
BLM score: 
o-ss - M (Monitor) 
56-100 " BV ~eerinR Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapwced 

Dalmation toadOax 

Cboatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochla 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Olber 

00", 

POLYGON 
A D C 0 E 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frcqucot), or I (Infrequent). 

Un<ies"lnoXlousy(ccds" , j " 1 ",, 1 1 ·1 I 

F 

F 

Other BRES Trigger Itews 
·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 __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barricr o depositional area 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

o incrcRsed erosion 

o gullie!l 

o less vegetation J 

I<YoIbe< M(2""J ",j? s1< 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y1. N __ 

• EstimatcdpH Lf ·D h . 
• Approximate area (in square feet) / 50 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ~ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N __ 

o bulk soU failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N-./ 
• At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Numberofbarreoareas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullies (over 6)in depth): 
Y __ N-l{ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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lR2.. _Field Date:?JJJ/j't Polygon Eval.''';o. 
** Admin U.fe Onlv, ** 

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_Site Name: 

TeamMembers(C~c1eyourname): I a~u f,J(I(I.oI~''t­
NUOlberofPolygons: _Slope:_to~ Aspect (circLe lev 0 

A \I C D E F 

-

,SWENWNESWSE 
Vegcta~o~ W6 ~h:e) ." , - - ~. ;:~-

:1\1 WAf«; ~:¥ ' .f 
Erosjon ~M S¢rp) 'i~~ 1<" _ . -~ 

6- L1l.o#1i~"eciW •• ~ < • '1'" ~, > ;. . III . ,,\,. ,,-}) ..... ~ ). . " " 
ArcaDcscription: ~ lLN. ~ DI\ Wld.at oj; WIIJ wAUol'n:-" 

Erosion (BLM Form) P0iJYGO~U - . ' .<1, ' "'9tbe>'B~"I:~~erl~' '~~ 
A \I jQ D't. . , ,/. , *Ulen!ftY,trfgger Stells (6strlg · ) Ion air p6~1l" 

Surface Litter 
A .... ". It'LJ fII_ l"" . JI ). I -' 1.# ,' •• 

Surface Rock 17 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
Movement Si~antlY diffcreot than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling Y N __ (check applicable items) 

Plow Patterns / o lime rock bnrier o depo~itio l) al area 

Rills Depth .l o more weeds o steeper slope 
o Increased erosion o less vegetation 

~ Vegetation: % of POLYGON ~ 
ground covered by: A \I C D E 

Live (desirable) 1/ soecies 
·Uooesirable (weedy) / 
species 

·Noxious weeds / 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" V 
Rills Frequency / o guIUes )!' oth" Mol W £ 
Gullies Depth / ,..,.('1'6 

Gullies Froqu~ Estimate widlh of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Bare Ground / 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100(10)/ 

SoilMov~t 
4. Exposed wast~rial? Yi5-, N __ 

TO~ BLM Score: 
atMscore: 

• Estimated pH 
• Approximate area (in square fcct) __ 

o.sS - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with cx:posed waste __ 
56-100" BVfR~~~eeriD Evaluation' 

ADJUSTED ~6:" 
- Live + 5%UDdesira Ie 
·Up to 5% of undesirable ~ies and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Prescot: 
POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

A B C D E F 

Spotted koapwccd 
o bulk soil fa ilure o land slumps 

o subsldeoce 

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

Species Prescot: 
POLYGON 

A \I C D E F 
Dalmatian toadflax 

Cbea ..... ' 6. Barren Areas: Y N ~ 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock ou crop 

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

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wbeatgnLss 

Yellow sweelClover 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y N_ Alfalfa 

Oth" 
Other 1. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Otber Y_N'.k 
Other Are any gullies 8Cllvely eroding? Y __ N __ 

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

Otber 

Otber 

Other 

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



, . . \ , 
1)/; It!/' t.' '. l: • 

Comments·=nv.:.s n.rJl. luu. (lA,irA K eb""~k;ll(' , . 
• ~ . - . " CI,.-- • ... - ~ 

, ~ '\ .. , .. 
Xddition~ Vegetation: 

r,r;--; r"f \/"J~; 

Species Pres eDt 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

, 

, .'1 jj"4 
• • Ji\ 'ttI': 

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

• .' " 





d 1 I ~ _Field Date: 'hukA Polygop Evalu'a.tio~ ABC D E F! 
** Admin Use Onlv •• I 

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: -,;:~.yL---:-_ 
Team Memb<:", (Circle your name): GIA II' CYJC CaucJh Ql.,l. 
Number of Poly go os: _ Slope: _ 10_ Aspect (circle all relevant):<N' is W E NW NE SW SE 'V,g,ta~o~ (1'0 ~~.) [If , . . ' 

L?Ero~s~io~n~(B~c.t~~~re~'~~~' c4~'~"~· +-c4_-+'~~_+-_ Area Des,ription: i.) l!!od 1m (e w.r I I oed d r r ....... ..- \ I .. ~ - 'J , 

. Undesir/lioxlo.IiS y<,edi ' I~) 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F *IdcDtify trigger areas (using ##) on air pboto· 

Vegetation: -/0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement signJ-cantly different than remainder oftbe site? 
Pedestalling Y....&...-- N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns Ira. 0 lime r~k barrier 0 depositional Rrea 

Rills Depth 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 
111-. J8' Increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

Rills Frequency r "'i " 0 gullies O other ____ _ 

Gullies [)(:ptb ~.; , 
Gullies Frequency..,:: .; Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Live (desirable) 
j species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
\ species 

·Noxious weeds ~() 
: Litter 0 

Rocks> 2" 

Bare Ground , 161 
TOTAL (obove6 

\rP items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH__ ----

BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fect) 
o..SS - M <M.~tor) . • Number of areas with exposed w~ 
56-100 - BY 1J:i.n2incerin EvaluatioD} 

ADJUSTED UVE "10 
4 - Live + S%UDdesimble 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
O~20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

WeedsPrcsent: A B PO;Y~ON E F S. Istbereevidenceof: Y __ N~ 
Spotted knapweed .f 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M{MQuitor 

Spedes Present: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 
Dalmation toadOax 1+ 
Cbeatgrass 6. Barren Arus: Y ...\ N 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 
K hi • Less than 10% total cover (live & liner) 

oc a Nwnber ofbarreo areas 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

y )I.. N 
~rySp~g' ~~=-=-:c=-=-________________ ___ Alihlfa .;J: 

Oth" 1>Iri'f'. :l-
Other U 0111cr 7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Otber Y _ _ N~ 
Otber Art any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

. Number of gullies 
Usc D (Dommaot), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). --

Oth" 

Other 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 
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:J17L/ Y ;;)177 _ Held Date: 1!J3LOCI BRES FIELD FORM Site m: Site Name: ~,p=-,-""'LLL 
Team Members (Circle your name): GA I.e m (! Co Ilq~ 
Number of Polygons: Slope: to (J Aspect (circle aU reicvtwUj NS WENWNESW SE 

J 
'OS 

.,,- -- --
Area D escription: Dock covered dcol OQ~ areas 

ErOllon (BUd Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: % or POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) Surface Liner 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

I 
species 

·No;o:.ious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Patterns 

Rocks > 2" 
Rills Depth 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Deplb 

items must total 100'/0) Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED LIVE -/. 
- Live + So/.Undesirable 
·Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Sc=orc: 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

O-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-IOO - Ev·ffi~.;;,cerin, Evaluation) 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
()"'2001o = RI (Reclamation lmprovement) 

Weeds Present : 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21·39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4()"'IOO% = M (M~nitor 

Spotted knapwecd SpKies Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toad flax 

Crested wheatgrass Chealgrass 

Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow swectcJover Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Other Leafy Spurge 

Other Other 

Othcr Other 

Othel" Olh\!r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
.. Admin Use Onl" ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesirfnox ious weeds 

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

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the sile? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o deposil.ional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o Inefused erosion o less vegetation 

o guUies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N __ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square fcct) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y N 
F -- --

o bulk soU raUure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. BaneD Areas: Y N 
• At Least 75 ft? • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % IOtal 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 __ 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 



-
'" '" 

z 8" 

<i-S 

,. 
, 

au 
~
 

£ 

"-

oS 
~
 

-" 0 
., 

-;; 
0 0 

.. =
 

.., 
, l "" 

E
 0 

~ 
~
 

• "-
." ~ 

.~ 0 

~
 

C
l 

• ~ 
• :3 





dlJ~ _ Field Date: 7/ttr,jrh Polygon Eva.lu'alio.o A. .B. c 0 E F 
... - ... Adm;n Use O"lv··* 

WENWNESWSE 
VCEctati0n (?(o ~ve) " ~ . \h 

rt"n uJ /A?J]O In tic E.fOSjon (BLM sc~FJ-' j)\ 1d. . 
- • y- ..... -

In i 1;t Uodesir/DOlUO,US v.:ceds~';': .-

BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID: Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): G~(jC rflCCo ( 'ff;f;,1 ~ 
Number of Polygons: .oL Slope: _;;; ___ Aspect(circle all rele I): 
ArenDescription: A - Ihuen a.req __ li . ~ ,gJ'rQ(j. <1fT2Q uJ /IeI:1olnH, 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other B,RES Trigger Hems 
A B C 0 E F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

Vegetation: -/0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter <;( r,,-
Stttface Rock 

~ ~ 
3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

: Movement Si~tlY different than remainder nftbe site? 

Pedestalling ~ Y N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns o lime rock burier o depositionaillrea 

Rills Depth 'I 
.Q'( more weeds o steeper slope e.C 

~ 
..a. Increased erosion o less vegctt~oSe. 

Irt Rills Frequency o gullie!i 'jl) oth" a:] ,IX wa 
Gullies Depth II"> 
Gullies Frequency ,., Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

-

Live (desirable) 
0 "IS : soecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 

1:1- \() species 
*Noxious weods i'>() I ~ 
Utter IS I'l[) 
Rocks>2" 0 3 , 

Bare Ground . l~ 110 
TOTAL (obove 6 

i:P S) items must total 100(10) 

to 

Soil Movement I I, 
4. Exposed \Vute Material? Y~ N_ ·_ 

TOTAL HLM Score: ~ J:cl • Es_ted pH.-Y:.5 
BLM score: • Approximate area (io square feet) .JQ 
O-SS - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste ---L-
S6-I00 - Byv';;:::'neerin Bvoluatiool 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
t \l.Cl .. Live + 5%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may eount toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 "" RI (Reclamation improvemeot) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y __ NL 

A B C 0 E F 

Spotted koopwocd 1.( o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Dalmation toadflax -f r-l 
Cbeatgrass 

. 
6. BalTen Areas: Y ~ N __ 

Baby's breath • At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total corer ;.e & litter) 

Kochia NumhO< ofba=n a=s J GOYI .A 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 2 Vo :::/:;by polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y.k-N 

0111CI"..9:1 /" r: R 7. G ullies (o~ 6" in dc:ptb): 

Oth<r 0 " ",hod I :t: Y __ N __ 

Othu Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies __ 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation implementation) 
40.100% - M €Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass \" 
Slender wheatgrass S; 
Yellow swectclover 

Alfalfa ,i: 
Oth", 

Otber 

Olher 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (frequent), or 1 (lnfrequent). 
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BRES FIELD FORM SlteID:_SltcName: 1,(:t~ FicldDate: '}IUo,/or P';lygO:nEvalu'o1i.~ , A ,B C D E F 

Team Members (eleele your name): 4 ~C o..u, .. . : - . , I U I' ~ •• Admin Us. Only. •• 
I -... Vegetation ~Idlve _ " 

Number of Polygons: ...1.. Slopo: _to F Aspect(circleaLcl~t): N S W ENWNE SW SE " C: .. , ~:' . '" '" 
, , , e..., \, -,~ W d or slb.. . ~"o~ l"-'kl_)',' ' ~ -:~. -

AreaDcscnption, cl/. IIJ'.L ar. t ~/ , " oM , ~" H ~"'A~ ' "»,,k' "+ " ,. " . ' I I " 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON / 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
soccies 
·Undesirable (woody) 
soecics 

-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks> 2" 

Bare Ground . 
TOTAL (abovtfo 
items must total 100%) 
ADJUST~VE% 
- Live + 5 ndesirablc 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious ; 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live '/0. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% 0: RJ (Reclamation lmprovcmeni) 

21-39 % - ~ ~cge~~~n Implementation) 
40-1000A - Monitor 

Species Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweclClovcr 

Aifalf. 

Olber 
Olber 

Otber 

Other 

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

... j d. J. 'JlJ ~::1oo~~~xw~w.c~ '! .· )rf l; ' ,T;' ).. ·~1 JJrH 
. - , 

'L .~ ~ .". I). j I J , jJ»dlNGbN ~ '" . I" . "' tber BIWS J'riCJt~r \~fm$. .f , ~ 
Eroston (BLM Form) A " BY .c t D\ , ~ i ' i I ite6'tifr- ggcr~ah~Ylu~iJy: It.' od ~!'r pboto. 

~. "'J:.. ~ ") ... 11 ._ 
I Sur&ce Litter J tO. I ":,, r~~ I .. ..,.".i·i.,1"I" 'JAmtl rr, >" '4> 

-, .3., Sj'f od.&~: "'!' ~'I/<'" .;rgor ~ .f" t.,(,.,, ' 
Surface Rock . • ~ 'f , . } ' -sign1ficanbSrdiftcrent'thl&~run cro(tbe slteT 

I Movement v4- N __ (cbeck applicable items) 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Dcplb 
Rills Frequency 

Gulli .. Deplb 

Gullies 5requcncy 

SoU Movement 

GOTALBLM Score: 
BLM 8core: 
().SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (En~eerin.p: Evaluation' 

Weeds PrC;!lcnt: 
POLYGON 

ABC 0 E 

Spotted koapw.cd I F 
Dalmation toadOax I ~ 
Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kocbia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Olber 

Olb" 
Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F 

o lime rock barrier 0 depositional a rea 

I~re weeds 0 steeper slope 
o lncrcased erosion 0 less vegetation 
o gullies O Olhcr' ___ _ 

Estimate width of affccted edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N ~ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square fect) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N .A... 
o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 tt2 • 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 

~ GUIliC~ depth): 

Ate any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SltelD:_ Site Name: 2130L Field Dat.: ~a Polygon Evalu''';o~ A )< C D IE IF 
Team Members (Circle your name): ¥- I . . '; L ~~ "'Admin UseOnlv"" 

. Ve etation % live 
Number ofpolygons: ..L Slope: __ 10 __ Aspec;(crrcle a relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE g (. , ,' ~ , '''. " 

" I' ~tUJ l:n+ r.r' Ero,,"" (BLMscore)' . , • • .,.. . 
Area Descnpbon: ;l>tltAtk tr>- Ub pM+- Sltc." 'HC'C, ·' .fl 1ii.'~iA, ·' " • .t! '. ' I I 

,,u.)j.u..!'i ~~~_:'l{"~~t t , . ~~ :'\~ IJ i ,. 
Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground c.overed by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

*NolliollS weeds 

Litter 

Rocks> 2" 

Bare Ground . 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
- Live + S%Undcsirable 
·Up to 5% ofundeslrable species and 0% of noxious 
woeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (0/. live) score: 
0-20% = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100C'A. - M lMonitor 

Species Prescot: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 
Crested wheatgnus 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow swcetclover 

Alfalfa 

00" 
Other 

Other 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (lnfrequeot), 

". -;PbLY~ , ; ,. ' '~ i btJlc~a#s':i: ~,'J~' in • . :,: :, 
Erosion (BLM Form) ,A \'~B " ,,0 '; D ,r. E.':\. £. _I • d.c~tuY\Tiggcr'i~a'\ (us~I!:'1I on a?,~otd" 

r " \ '"'\.,. . 4 17 rt t .1 
IA"-.... w't. ~ · ~ .... .J" j. - , : Al n",UoC1j tl ,,,.t ,l.,. .. l",I.:" Surface Litter 

. ,: l :. ': 3'IMagcsy 
Ml,"U'" ¥$'I',~~tlJe .. ,~ , ,It!' 

,.. I '" \ ) r"" .... n'" ~i' ~~y ~ th!~ 'X'JI"!Pd'{~, lIjH~5~" 
... - • V J '\Y .. N 1 cclH.t'!f!f'~ble:- 1 ff ,, -J " . , . -:-:r;r .. 1. Jo.I\J\ • ) " ~ , 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 
o lime rot.k"barrier -0 depositional u ta 

I Flow Patterns 0 more weeds r;t steepcr slope 

Rills Depth )i! increased erosion 0 less vegetAtion 
Rills Frcquency 0 gullies O otbcr' ____ _ 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Store: 

BLM score: 
0-55 • M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BY (Bnlrineerin: 

Weeds Present: 

Spotted knapw<ed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cb"'tgraM 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Othcr 

Other 

Other 

Evaluation) 

POLYGON 
ABC D E 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent), 

F 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N-X-
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N::/...-

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsldencc 

6, Barren Areas: Y N V 
• At Least 75 ff • Not a roc~rop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & titter) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7, Gullie! (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N3 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 'tAtoo Field Date: "lhlifc{{ Polygon Evol",tion A • 
&1_ **Ad "nU, 0 I" Team Members (Circle your name): Itul!.f 1"'Cr<' ~ f--"="''''' ,-"""e="""-_-f-c-I-+-t--+-+--l 

L 
--,--='. . ~ Vegetation (% Uve) 

Numb .. of Polygons: Slope: _ _ to Aspect (CIrcle rele~t): N S W E NW NE SW SE ~~=::.o.::..:::.::!..,---+£:+--+-----' 
Area Descriptioo: ~ ,.... 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: ABC D E F 

Live (desirable) 
species 
·Undcsirable (weedy) 

" :jcs 

·No:<.ious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100% 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
.. Live + S%Undesirablc 

10 
I~ 

OD 
6 

!7Z; 

·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) 
40-100010 e M (Monitor) , 
Species Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 

I Sheep fescue -r.. 
Crested wheatgrass f 
Slender whcatgrass F 
Yellow sweetclovcr 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Oth" 

Otber 

Other 

E 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or 1 (Infrequent). 

F 

' ''.AJ. . < ' • 'J I 
, ' ~ .. ....., 

""ild JU )0\, ' " ' O."'.<#IlJili( TO'jg~er~m.! - ' ... 
Eroslo. (BL.'d Form) I A B u b t ,JY-\ Ii: I t> " ""~f"'~\o ",'a, fujli>~ ,~) on ,au':rh-€t-
Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

'U' , ,.J ')~ '~~\1 

III ; 1\ ,!, M'e'rA'e~)~~f~&.~\hesit ... i;. ~, 
Z .) ro ~-t 'l m si~~U)"'d1ir~ de~ofthe site? 

Flow Patterns 

~ Y~ N __ (cheek applicable items) 

16 o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth rn 
Rills Frequency " -Gullies Depth " -Gullies Frequency " Soil Movement I to 
TOTAL BLM Score: U 
BLM score: 
o-SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 " BV t'Enmneerin2 Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: 
A 

POLYGON 
BCD E 

Spotted knapwecd ~ 
Dalmation toadOax f' 
Cbeatgrass f 
Baby's breath 

Koehia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

O'hcr fofr;:Jl I F I 
Other 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F 

o more weeds 

o Increased erosion 

o gumes 

o steeper slope 

p5:.u.ss vegetation 
o otber' _ _ _ _ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. EIposed Waste Material? Y~ N __ 

• Estimated pH~ ~ "1-
• Approximate area (in square feet) ..J.:'L.~ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ....L.-. 

S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. BarTen Areas: Y N /II...... 
• AI Least 75 ttl • 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. Gumes (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ NA 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site !D:_SiteName: .:zl81 Field Oat.: 7b3./~ 
Team Members (Circleyoucname): I melle MC.Co\lqhey 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ '0__ Aspect {circle air relevl lOt): N S W E NWNESW sa 
Area Description: __________ _ 

ErotioD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Vegetation : ~, of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) Surface Liner 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

~es 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
sDCcies 

'Noxious weeds 

Litter 
Flow Patterns 

Rocks > 2" 
Rills Depth 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency 

TOT At.. (above 6 GuWes Depth 

items must tOlallOO%) Gullies Frequcocy 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED LIVE '/0 
- Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of nollious TOTAL BLM Score: 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 ... R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 

O·~S .. M (Monitor) 
56-100 - Ev"ffi • .n;,=in. Ev",uatio.) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21·390/,.,. VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor 

Spotted knapweed if) Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested whcatgrass Cbcatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetelover Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Other Leafy Spurge 

Oth" ~,I,~~ io"f_ f 
Other vasc.IT1/Q 

Other 

Other 

Olher Uther 

_~~ ~_(Do_minant),fJ~fequ~I~!'If IJlnfr~ue!lt). 
Usc-D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent). 

Polygon Evalu atio n A B C D E F 
.. Admin US~ Onlv -. 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BlM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Oth er ORES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger areas (using") on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder ortbe site? 
y ~ N __ (cbock applicable items) 

o time rock barrier o depositional area I 

o morc weeds o steeper slope 
M increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Exposed 'VasteMatcriaJ? vL N __ 

• "'.matO<! pH!L2 
• Approximate area (in square feet) ~ . ..f. 
• Nwnber of areas with exposed waste -L 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N....L 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren A reas: Y N 
• At Least 7S ttl • 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 (ov1t' in depth): 
Y __ N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 

--



I 





~'\ .. 
BRES FIELD FORM Site m:i?Site Name 

Team Members (Ci rcle your name): tTl f 
I 6 

,;.. (J.G 
Field Dale: 7;/010 'f 

Number of Polygons: --L Slope: £ 10 __ Aspcc 

Area Description: OCt! i ll 12 v. f t U'hl) h eO! J 
~ (cirelc a ll relevant): N(§)\V E NW NE SW SE 

Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by : A B C 0 E F 

Erollon (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E 

Live (desirable) 
10 species 

·Undesirllble (weedy) 
S soccics 

·Noxious weeds [.,-0 
Litter 0 

Surface Litter "3 
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 

Pedestalling 0 

Flow Patterns If: 

Rocks> 2" OI.C 
Bare Ground If; 
TOTAL (above 6 

lOt items mUSllotaII OO%) 

Rills Depth 0 
Ri'lls Frequency () 

Gullies Depth I{) 

Gullies Frequency 0 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 

15' .. Live + S%Undcsirnblc 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 

Soil Movcment 1 
TOTAL BLM Score: ~< 

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 :: RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

o-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6~100 - EV(EnsdneerinR Evaluation) 

2 1-39 % l3 VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-1 00010 IE M (Monitor \Veeds Prescnt: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
Spoiled knapwecd 0 

Sheep fescue 
Dalmation loadflax 

Crested whc3tgrass Cheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow swcclciover Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Olher Leafy Spurge 

Other 
Olh..:1' 

Olher 
Olher 

Other 
Qlh,"r 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (InfTcquent). Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or J (lnfrequcnt). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
** Ad",;n Use O"'v ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 
-

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Idcntiry trigger areas (using #I ) on air photo" 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly d~llhan remainder of the s ite'? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegelation 

o gullies o olher 

Estimate width ofafTected edge (in fecl) __ 

4. El:posed Waste Material? Y __ N--.1/ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

" 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N-----l../' 

o bulk soil railure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barrell Areas: Y __ N -.V 
• At Least 75 fl? • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liller) 
Nwnbcr of baIT en areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullies (OV~h): 
Y N -- --
Are any gull ies activcly croding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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o::oll I.J I gll O.J rlcJa valc : 'IP' 9"/ Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
~ 

U Admin USI! Only ** 

Vegetation (% live) 
, 

Erosion (BLM score) I 
J 

Uooesir/ooxious weeds 

BRES FIELD FORM Sitcm,_ S;te Nam" 

Team Members (Circle your name): LQ~\ Ie I rn C.Cru l~h:J 
Number o f Polygons: _ Slope: __ to ____ Aspe~irc le all :rJle : 

Area Description : Drn' oory ditc h .J Oo ll )~ reclolmod S(!!ltb .D~ 

ErnsioD (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other DRES Trigger Items 

A B C D E F *Ideotify trigger areas (using II) 00 air photo* 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground 4::overed by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) Swface Litter 

Swface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling y -.lL N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Panerns o lime rock barrier o depositional a rea 

Rills Depth 
~ more weeds 1 steeper slope 

Rills Frequency 
Jil increased erosion less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

species 
·Uodesirablc (weedy) 
species 

·Noxious weeds 

Liuer , 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 
Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 
4. EIpOSed Waste Material? y-4- N __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH ~ .5 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fcet) 32...-
0-55 - M (Monitor) • Number of areas wi!.h exposed waste ~ 
56-100 - EViE~";;'eerin. EvalUAtion) 

ADJUSTED LIVE Vo 
- Live + 5%Undes.irable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Lmprovement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 5. Is !.here evidence of: Y _ _ N lL 

A B C D E F 

21·39 % .., VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100010 "" M (M~nitor 

Sponcd knapweed 10 o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

In 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 6. Barren AreaS: Y N X 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 nl • Not a rock outcrop 

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

Spedes Preseot: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whcatgrass 1-
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweelclover 
Thistle 00 barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y _ N_ 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Otber Othcr 7. Gu llies (ovcr 6" in depth): 
Other y~ N"::£ 
Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 

OIlier 

Olher 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrcqueot). 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID 

Team Members (Circle your name): _ 

Number of Polygons: ...L Slope:-= 

:_ Site Name: ]..1 q Y- Field Date: -, -It. -oct Polygon EvilJ!'a,tlo~ A 

.A (IJc.J t/ 
II. c D E • 

~ &-R , I J-od...t ~. Adn:;n Usc ~OnllJ ** - ,-' t:: . rn Vegetanoo (% live) ,to - t(crrcleallrelevant):WENWNPSwSR)' .• - ~-. -"- Ia.d-w(,Q& Q...R- \-Y <k-I:.S qosjoo (BY:'~~Y, . -. Area Descriptioo: R ex k , a.x~ "- b~ _ .~ \-Y <k-I:.S 

Vegetation : ~. of 

*Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks> 2" 

(CON POLY 
ABC D 

/ 

E F 

1% of noxious 
wocds . 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% = RI (Reclamation Improvemenl 
21·39 % - VI (Vegetation lmplemental 
4O-H)(l'/a - M (Monitor) , 

%. 

) 
00) 

Species Present: 
YGON POL' 

ABC D 

Other 

Oth" 

Otber 

0",,,, 

E 

1nfrequent). 

F 

Er o.lon (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter 
SunaeeRoek 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: In · 
BLM score: 
0-55 • M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BV IEoorin",", Evaluatioo) 

POLYGON 
Weeds Present: 

A II. C D E 

Spotted lcoapweed 

Dalmation toadflax :L. 
Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath iT 
Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Other 

Otber 

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

~ndesir/nox.ioJ1S Yf,ceds ~ - . 
• 

Otber BRES Trigger Items 
F "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 __ (eheck applicable items) 

o Ume rock barrier o dcpositiona l area 

o more weeds o 5tecper slope 

o Lncr cllsed erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 
• Estimated pH t..1 .0 I 

• Approximate area (in squnre feet) I DC> 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ----.,;L 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N-tC 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 it' • Not 8 rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover ovcr 25% of noy polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullics (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N ./ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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7.- 1 ,?t, Field Date: 1-1f..: Q~ 

.La&. 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name:--.--~ 
Team Members (Circle your name): VLR.~, I ,La&' 
Number o[Polygons: -1. Slope: -Lto-2.. Asee::t :circle all relevant)@:l; W E NW NE SW SE 

R-te f-rc<c k> Area Dcscription: flo,,"- Il/I.{-ik tV "1J R-te f-rc<c k> 

I Erosion (DLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

! Vegetation : ~o of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

species 
·Uodesirable (weedy) 
species 
·No,uous weeds 

Litter 
Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills F",!"oncy 
Rocks> 2" 1/11) 
Bare Ground , 

Gulli", Depth 

Gullies Frcquc:ncy 
TOTAL (above 6 

I!b items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement ADJUSTED LIVE 0/0 0 - Live + S~.Uodesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
weeds may eount toward Adjusted Live %. 8LM score: 

().S5 • M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BV-':;;:.i~eerln Evaluation' 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21·39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-10001a - M (Monitor 

Spotte<l knapweed Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 
Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover 
Kochio. 

Alfalf. Thistle 

Oth" 
Leafy Sp",!!' 

Olh", Other 

Other 
Other 

Other Oth" 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

A rl1~k/ 
. POlygO,D Evilu'ition 
.. Admin Use Onlv •• 

A B C D E F 

Vegctaft0J?~.(o ~~e) ~ ~ ,. 

Erosion (BLM Scorey -- - - . . ~ 
. p"odesir/noxious ~cro;. ;; . 

O ther BRES Trigger Items 
F "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 __ (cbeck applicable items) 

ffllme r ock barrier 0 depositional aru 

o morewee<U o steeper slope 

o lncreased erosion o less vegetation: J 
o guWes o otber i, r I ... ~. 

' I 
Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) L 

¢ 

4. Exposed Waste ~aterl3J? Y ~ N __ 
• Estimated pH _ _ D / z. 
• Approximate area (in square fcct) -.l/l]) 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ~ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N..JL 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N V 
• At Least 75 tr • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbar:ren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N 

7. Gullies (Ove'" in depth): 
Y __ N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 



a =
 

~
 

8 8 
8 

.. '" 
2: 
8Q 
,. 6'-' 
.. .. ., -• • £ ~

 
'2 .. '" 

-;; 
a 

! -~ '" a 1 '" .::; I a Q
 ~ 

:> 



'. +
" 

..
 

z 

• 

, ~ " 



'2-1 '<7 Field Date: 1 -11,-0'/ 

JotL: 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name:....,,=c 

Team Members (Circle your name): ~ I Jed,.; 
Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: _ I 102 Aspect :circle all relevant): N S W E4::!)v NE SW SE 
Area Description: Rex \: Q._u,," (m N 51~ (:r1l t-J sl~ ~ fUL. 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation! ~. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) Surface Li.., 

Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestal.liDg 

soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soecies 
·Noxioilll weeds 

Litter 
Flow Pattem5 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 
Rocks> 2" If7) 

Bare Ground . 
Gulli", Depth 

Gullies Frequency 
TOTAL (above 6 

1011 items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
ADJUSTED UVE -;.. 

I ~ - Live + S%UDdcsirablc 
·Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% ofooxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
()"20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-S5 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BV-;';:~.nnecrin Evaluationl 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
21-39 % - ~ ~Cogeta~~ Implementation) 
40-100010 - M anitar 

Spotted Iauopwoed Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Dalmation toadflax 

CbeatgJ3SS 
Sbeep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow swcetelover 
Koehla 

Alfilla 
Thistle 

Other 
Leafy Spurge 

Other 
Other 

Otber 
Other 

Other Otb" 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). USC 0 (Dominant), f (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

A(j~1L..r 
Polygon Evilu'aJ:io.n A. B. C D E F 

.. Admin U.'ft! Qnlv ... 

Yt:geta~on (~ti~';)¥.~,~ .. ~ ",; . , 

qosjon (BT!-! Score)"::,;' .. 
. 

Undesir!J:io,dQuS )V~.;, 

Other BRES Trigger ltelllS 
F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N~(check applicable items) I 

o lime rode. barrier o depositional a res 

o more weeds o sleeper slope 
o lncreascd erosion o less vegetation 

o guUics o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Materia]? Y __ N-IL. 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
S. 18 there evidence of: Y __ N..l<:C 

o bulk. soil (ailu re o land slu mps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N ~ 
• At Least 75 R' • Not a rock oulCrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live &, litter) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of filly polygon? 
Y_N_ 

7. Gullies (O~in depth): 
Y __ N _ _ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
Number of gul1ies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Sit, ID 
Team Members (Circle your name): 

:_ Site Name: 21'6 '6 Field Date: '/11 .. /0'1 

'I .. M.f'lf:"- I "'l"t!. ... : 
Number of Polygons: ...L Slope: - to -- A.;ecircircle all relevan((NS WOE NW NE SW SE 
Area Description: r2--r?-- tltLyV <.¥ 

Vegetation: ~I> of 

~oxious weeds 

{GON POLY' 
ABC D E F 

·Up to 5% 1% of noxious 
weeds may count toward 
Vegetation (% live) score: 

:%. 

0-20% "" RI (Reclamation Improvemeo 
21·39 % .. VI (Vegetation lmplcmeota' 
40-100010 " M (Monitor) , 

:) 
ion) 

Species Present: 
YGON POL' 

ABC D 

Olber 

Other 

E F 

Erollon. (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Surface Litter 
SUIface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gu1lies Depth 

Gullies Frcqutmcy 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: U 
BLM score: 
O-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-100 - BV!iin-;';;' .. ri III Evaluation) 

POLYGON 
Weeds Present: 

A B C D E 

Spoiled knapw=l 

Dalmatian toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Olber 

Othor 

,-/V/ __ 
Polygon Evalua.tio,n A. , .B C D E F 

.. Admin Use Onlv •• . 
V~gc,ta~on (§td ~'ie) _;. .. :?' 

- ,. . 
f.!oSjOD (B~ s.c6re) · "i- - . . 
Undesirhioxfo~-·~cedS~~·. -

Other BRES Trigger itellls 
F *ldeotiIy trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y _ _ N~ (chock applicable items) 

o lime rock blUrler o depositional arts 

o morewceds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 
o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ./ N __ 
• Estimated pH...!:!..Q 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste ~W ~ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V 
F o bulk soU failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barrco Areas: Y __ N V 
• At Least 7S £:ll • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number orbarreo areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% crany polygon? 
y N 

7. G ullies (OVC/'in depth): 
Y __ N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

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

:lnfrequeet). Use 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 

Team Member> (Circle your name): Jw~ 
Number of Polygons: ..L Slope: ..L.tol t 

p lt4 FieldD.te: I - I ~()9 , Polygo.Eviilu,:"o~ , ABC D E F I ~ r:',, '~A~d~m~'~'n~U~,~e7?~n~II'~"~' ~-+C-4-__ +-__ ~-+ ___ 
. Vc..&;ctation (%~Uve\ . , - ;, 

(euele all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE , ", " .'. .. - , .. 
±o <lral-~J E!O"O~(~L~~6~) ,~ ,",. ': 

. UndCSll/nOXlOUS w,ccds, -. >I", 
Area Description: L I 11" VIle Ie- I'\U?+ ±o <lradq 

Vegetation: ~. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
I soecies 

·Undesimble (weedy) 
species 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks> 2" 

I Bare Ground , 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must totallOOOlol 
ADJUSTED LIVE % / - Live + s-;.Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 II: Rl (Reclamation improvement) 

21-39 % "" ~ ~e:eta~~ implemeutatioo) 
40-100010 - Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow swcctclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Other 

OIber 

Oth" 
Use 0 (Dominanl), F (Frequenl), or I (lnfrequenl). 

Ero!ioD (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F -Identify trigger areas (using 1#) on air photo· 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of Ule site 
Movement Sign~tlY different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling Y N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns I3"Ume rock barrier 0 depositiontll area 
Rills De th 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 

. p 0 increased erosion !iYf;ss vegetation 
Rills Frequency 0 gullies h1'Otber .lUc.o~) JJ 

Gullies Depth ! 
Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ _ 

Soil Movement , / 
I / 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y V N 

TOTALBLMStore: 1/ • EstimatedpH Y·O ---- - ,-
BLM &COre: • • Approx.iJnate area (in square feet) 200 
O-SS - M (Momtor) • • Number of areas with exposed waste ..3 
56-100 - EV Evaluation) --

WcedsPreseot: A BPO~Y<;>N E F 5.lsthcrcevideneeof: Y __ NX. 

Spotted Jroapweed 0 bulk soU [wure 0 land slumps 
o subsldeoce 

Dalmation toadOax 

Cbeatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N-iL 
Baby's breath - At Least 7S ttl • Not a rock outcrop 

. • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Kocb.ia Number ofbarreo areas 
ThlsUe Do barreo areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy Spmgc 

Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Olb" y __ NI 
Oilier Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ _ 

. Number of gullies 
Use 0 (Dommant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). --

.Jo 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site 

Team Members (Circle your name) 

Nwnbe, of Polygons: ..1. Slope: _ 

PI f/ S;"'y 
D:_SiteName: 'l-.19 0 Field Datc: '-li,,'OC, PolygonE:va,!u'atiO:~ , ABC 0 E F 

JiM ' I ,.bock f-';"~A~d!!!m!!.'~·nC!U,!!,~e~:,!!n'.!'I"IC·':::··=--if-4_+_+-_!--4_-l 
:Jf'I'Y'r . . .......,..., ;:: Vegetatloo (% live) ; .. 
"Aspect (ctrCle all relevant)[,....;1V El+"JdHi 8 \ til . " . , .,. .. ' . 

- "" .... _ ., Erosion (BCMsc6ro)' 
lL..-\C.... -. v o..t,... [... - • -, ~ < 

UndesirtDoxfouS ~cedS~':: 
Area Descriptioo: £, ILA'lf "'1> 

Vegetation: */0 nf 
covered by: 

I...YCON Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
D E F A B C D E F ·Identify trigger areas (using 1#) on air photo· 

POL· 
ABC 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks >2" 

Bare Ground 

weeds may count toward 
Vegetation (% live) score: 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalliog y ~ N __ (cheek applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 lime rock ba.rrier 0 depositional Area 

Rills Depth 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 
o increased erosion 0 less vcgetntioo 

Rills Frequency 0 guJUes ~tber 4fJ9# l Lx. 
Gullies Depth I 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) --.Z. 
Soil Movement . / 

4. Exposed Waste Material? y~ N 
I 0'10 of noxious TOTALBLMScore: f} * EstimatcdpH~ --

: %. BLM score: * Approximate area (in square feet) 1 OD I Z-
0-55 • M (Monitor) * Number of areas with cxposed waste ..i-

t) 56-100 - BY Evaluation) 
'00) POLYGON. <./" 

_ Weeds Present: ABC 0 E F 5. Is there eVIdence of: Y _ _ N __ 

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

• 
Species Prescot: 

fescue 

Oth" 

Oth" 

Otuer 

Other 

ILYGON Spotted knapwccd 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps PO 
ABC C 0 E F 0 subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N ~ 
Baby's breath - At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 

• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Kochia Number of barren areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y N 

Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Olber Y _ _ N..JL' 
Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 

. Number of gullies 
[ (Infrequent). Use D (Dommant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). --

sk 
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J0 a S<J.uI' 
1..1 q 1.- Field Date: /- IIrO~ . Polygop Evohi.tio.~ A ,B C D E F BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 

d..A ~* Admin C;s~£n~ ·'" . 
Team Members (Circle your name): -:W:C"'-'~~=j:\ ~d:':O~:;:=:;;:~;:;;;:;;:;;;;;:m;o=o;;m; 
Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: ~ to=-.. Aspect (circle aU relcvant)(l'fS"W E N W NE SW S ;:;,;;NE:;;:;SW;;;:;S;;;P:'" Vegeta~on (~ ~~e) .;_. r~ ~ ~ 

Area Description: RpeJ Cyt..t (.( It:u b~ ~<A.c....\cA- Erosion (BLM~ore) ... )- • 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soecies 
-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" lot 
Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
lilt items must total 100%) 

ADJUSTED LIVE -;. 
/' - Live + S%Undesirable 

-Up to 5% ofundesiroble species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% =- RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4l). I 00% ~ M lM';';tor 

Species Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclovcr 

Atfalf. 

Other 

Otber 

Olher 

Oth" 
Usc D (Domin .. t), F (Frequent), or 10nfrequent). 

I 

. . /---
UodcsirInOXlOUS~ceds ':~ ~ ,_"" 

EroiloD (BL.\f Form) POLYGON Other DRES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F "Identify trigger neas (usLng #I) on air photo· 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of tbe site? 
Pedestalling Y _ _ N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 lime rock ba.rricr 0 deposition A.! area 

i Rills th 0 more wee<h 0 steeper slope 
Dep 0 lncreased erosion 0 less vegetation 

Rills Frequency 0 gulUes 0 otber ____ _ 

Gulli", Depth 
Gullies FroquCDCy Estimate widlh of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement • / 

I 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y v- N 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH~O - - -.:::-
BLM score: • Approximate area. (in square feet) f () 
0-55 - M ~~tor) . • Number of areas with exposed was-;;-t 
56-100 - BV fEn' Evaluation) --

Weeds Preseot: A B PO~ Y~N E F 5. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N d 
Spotted knapweed 0 bulk soU failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N V 
Baby's breath - At Least 75 £r - Not a rock outcrop 

. _ Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Kochia Number ofbarren areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy Spu<ge 1-:::-=-::....:-==-=-________ _ 
Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Otb" Y __ NS 
Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

. Number of gullies 
Use 0 (Dommant), F (Frequent). or l (Infrequent). - -
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BRES FIELD FORM Sile ID: i \ ite Name: Field Dale: ~r Polygon Ev.luotion I I I I I I 
TT ~ '" ** Admin Use Only ** I 

Team Members (Circle your name): r- I.> e. 
c A B D E F 

.., A: - <". --'''-'~----"--N.;\",,,...------- Vegetation (% live) 
Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: t(1 Aspect (circle all relevant): 1t:)C!Y E NW NE SW SE 
• _ D .. - g-: 4i~ Erosion (BLM score) 
", .. a cscnptlOn: ==;-7r--=-.. ===-":::-:;-:r-:;--;--'-::-::,,,"=:-7=~------;tVa 11..-" recl ... ;~''' .... , 1&"'llr~ I rE Uodesrrinnxinuswocds I I I I I I I 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
grouod cover ed by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) I)" '1)" species 
·Undesirable (weedy) {" 10 soccies 

·Noxious weeds 3 ~ Litter )' 
Rocks>2" ;;l I~ 
Bare Ground y1> I" TOTAL (aoove6 

/" items must total 100%) t.· 
ADJUSTED LIVE -J. 

10 4D - Live + S%Undcsirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % - VI (Vcgetation implemcntation) 
40-100% - M (Monitor 

Spcc:les Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue r 1 
Crested wheatgrass :( F 
Slender wheatgrass 1" F 
Yellow sweetclovcr r r 
Alfalfa r 1: 
O"~ "'" C I •• or I r 
0,"1 ,.,t 6 1"0 co -t: ~ 
Otl~ 11.<. l-
Other 

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

ErOllon (BLM Form) I A 
POLYGON 

B C D E F 

Surface Litter 3 Ig 
Swfaee Rock ;t S-Movement 

Pedestalling () /I 
Flow Patterns 0 :3 
Rjl~ Depth I ~ D 
Rills Frequency 1- 0 
Gullies Depth 10 () 

Gullies Frequency II) 0 
Soil Movement ) 3 
TOTAL BLM Score: II ~O 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (Enlrineerinll: Evaluation' 

Weeds Present : 
POLYGON 

ABCDEF 

Spotted knapwccd 

Dalmation toadflax rr 
Chealgrass :r lr 
Baby's breath I I I 
Kochia F IF 
Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

1 <AiL5lr.a1$ 
()~r .... l:4. ,-1 

z-
It 

Olher 

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

Other ORES Trigger Items 
·Identify trigger a reas (using #I) on a ir pboto· 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y.JC:: N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

o J!1ne rock barrier 
~moreweeds 
o increased erosion 

o gullies 

o depositional a rea 

o steeper slope 

o leu vegetation 

o other....,'!;r-__ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) ~ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N V 
• Estimated pH __ 
,. Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N--=:::-

o bulk soil fai lure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y V N 
• AI Least 75 n l • Not II rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total covy (live & liuer) 
Number of barren areas 
Do~ areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y - AI{ .J AI • .4 
7. C uUies (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N v---
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 
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.AA O,j,. 1r 

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 2.1''15 Field Date: 1-11, -0<1 Polygo~ Evil"atio~ 
• ,I I ~':.:'~A!.!!d!!!m!!,"!-,U!!!sf!!e~O!!,nC'.!1 C:':':'-'I--4-+-+--+-+-1 

A J< c D E F 

Team Members (Ctrcle your name): K ... ge~Jot4 hV' Vegetation (% ilvc) ~ . 
Number of Polygons: -L Slope: -Ltc 'V Aspect (circle all reicvaot)"l"S W E NW NE SW SID ' . '. ~ .' ~ 

.. 
~,-.: 

. . L e "" E.!<>,!on(BU!,!s<"'l')";--. /. Area Descnptton: 2 0 +co.. l. y \ - cnS: ld-l- H.. -lcv .l, . -" " _"<.., 

Undesrr(J!0:tlo,us ,y.o;COOS;:A, 

Vegetation: -/0 of 
ground covered by: 

Live (desirable) 
SPecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soecies 
-Nox.ious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

POLYGON 
ABC D E 

lBo 

./ 
~C;! 

TOTAL (above 6 . 
items must total 100"10) li DO 
ADJUSTED LIVE % f;6 
.. Live + S%Undesirablc I G 

F 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% " RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4()..100% = M (Monitor' 

Species Prescnt: 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgmss 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow swectclovcr 

Alfalfa 

Othor 

Other 

Otber 

Other 

A 

1.-
T 
:;;. 

:r: 

POLYGON 
BCD E F 

Use 0 (Dominant). f (frequent). or I (Infrequent). 

ErosloD (BLM Form) 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Flow Pattenu 

RillsD"Pth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Scon: 
BLM score: 

A 

(p 

\~ 
o 

1-:>, 
"1 
Ifo 
1-

15 

l'i"l' 

POLYGON 
BCD E F 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-tOO - BV (En • Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

ABCOEF 

Spotted knapwocd I F" 
Dalmation toadflax I ~ 
Cbeatll"'" I F" 
Baby', breath I P 
Kocbia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurgo 

Othor rVI.n'SWd I r-
Otbu 

Oth" 
Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
*Identify trigger areas (using 1#) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significJUtly different than remainder of the site? 
Y_V_ I N __ (check applicable items) 

Ji( lime rock barrier 

o more weeds 
)( increased erosion 

lIJ( gulli" 

o depositiona..lllrea 

)i!lsteeper slope 
!l. less vegetation 
o otber ___ _ _ 

Estimate width of affccted edge (in feet) _ _ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y vi N__ 1.... 
• Estimated pH~ t POO 'fl-
• Approximate area (in square feet) & • 
• Number of areas with exposed waste 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N..L 

o bulk soU failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Area!: Y 7 N 
• At Least 75 J¥ • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas Y\lJ.\Il'l" .... ,,'« .,. 
Do b~ areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y-yN_ 

7. GuUies (over 6" in depth): 

y...JLN_ / 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y..JL N __ 
Number of gullics __ 
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NIl S+ex 
BRES FIELD FORM Sile ID: Sile Name: 27.03 Field Date: ,-I"'~OC:; Polygon Evaluation ABC D E F 

~·~·~A~d~m~.~n~U~,~u~O~n~~'·~·~ __ -f __ -t __ -t __ -t __ +-__ 
,\od, V '(" ") .f'('fI ,.~ egetaoon 10 lye 
(circle aU relcvanth .. ~~_S WE NW NCLlW_SE::> ~:e:,=:::.o:":":"-"'----I---+-+---l-+-t-­

Team Members (Circle your name): __ "'k'..<€"."''j"'''-''',,''''--liw,'''\,,odru., ____ -== ____ ==_ 
Number of Polygons: --L Slope: -=-to-=- Aspect " • ., ~ ... n. ~ ~m • • ~ ..... 

Area Description: RiL \-r IA," b 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
soccies ..-
·Undesirable (weedy) 

./ 
soec:ies 

·Noxious weeds ..-
Litter / 

Rocks > 2" 100 

Bare Ground .--
TOTAL (above 6 

100 items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 07, - Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable sp«:ies and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% :: Rl (Reclamation Lmprovement) 
21·39 % - VI (Vegetation Lmplcmentation) 
40·100010 - M (Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgmss 

Slender wheatgtaSS 

Yellow swcctclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Oth ... r 

Olha 

Other 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent). or I (Infrequent). 

~E~,~o~SI~on~(B~L~M~~~O~re~) __ -+ __ 4-__ t--1 __ -+ __ 4-__ 
Undesirlnox.ious weeds 

E I (BL.1\f F) POLYGON Other DRES Trigger Items I 

rOIOD enn ABC D E F .Identify trigger ar-ta. (using #) on air photo. ' 

Surface Liner 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the s ite? 
Pedestalling Y __ N~ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 Bme rock barrier 0 depositionalllrca 
o more weeds 0 steeper slope 

Rills Depth 0 intf"tll.$td erosion 0 less vegetation 
Rills Frequency 0 gulties D othcr' _______ _ 

Gullies Depth 
Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ _ 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ___ N-L 

TOTAL BLM Scort: 0 • Estimated pH __ 

BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fcct) __ __ 
0-55 - M (Mo~itor) _ • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EV n::;naineerin Evaluation) 

POLYGON '" / 
Weed, Present: ABC 0 E F 5. I,thcreevldenceo[ Y ____ N--"L-

Spotted knapweed 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 6. Barren Area,: Y ___ N ~ 
Baby's breath • At Least 7S ft.l • Not a rock outcrop 

• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Kochia Number of barren areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy Spurge 

Olh(.'r 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Olher Y N 
Olher Are any gullies actively eroding? Y ___ N ./ 

Number of gullies 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). __ - _- _- _-_______ __ 
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Mo.s.lw-

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site N.me: '2. '2.0'+ Field Date: J 13'0'1 Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
.. Admin Use Only·· 

lCIll:le all relcvant):<tlS-W!l ilW SE Sw siD 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uodesir/ooxious weeds 

Team Members (Circle your name): --:K;",:' :pE:Jf1'4.n-::::±1 :::.~Jc::d.~I':;· ::-::-;;-:::;:::=:;:-;;~""~mi;;;;;;:;;m; 
Nwnber of Polygons: _, Slope: - to-=-- Aspec' . . . . ..-:.---..-. . -.. on 6! 

Area Description: ~g, \.co., t. le A \\" ~ 

Ero,lOD (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other DRES Trigger Hems 

A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using N) on air photo· 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Litter 0 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Arc outcre<tges of the site 
Movement 0 Signi7,tIY i:Jjerent than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling 0 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 
o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

0 o increased c.-osion o leu vegetation 
Rills Frequency 0 o gullies ~thcr W.Plo,d. 
Gullies Depth 0 \..'J~ .. +-l 

Gullies Frequency 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) 3,0 ~ ~ 

Live (desirable) 
0 species 

· Undesirable (weedy) 
0 species 

*Noxious weeds 0 
Litter C; 

Rocks > 2" 1'15 
Bare Ground ,; 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) DO 

Soil Movement 0 
4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y V N 

TOTAL BLM Score: 0 • Estimated pH--'i:5 - - --, 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) 3D P+-
o-ss - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste 1-
56-100 - EVtE;';;'..,;". Evaluation) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
0 .. Live + S~.Undesirablc 

*Up to 5% of un desirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count loward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RJ (Reclamation Lmprovement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y N V 

A B C 0 E F - - --
21-39 % - VI (Vegetation implementation) 
40-1 W IG " M {Monitor 

Spotted knapweed 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
SpeciC:!l Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

DaJrnation lOadflax 

Cbcatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N V 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ft? • Not a rock outcrop 

Kocrua 
• Less than 10 % total cover Oive & litter) 
Number of barreD areas 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Sp",!!' 
Y __ N_ Alfalfa 

Olher 

Other Olh('r 7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Othcr Other Y _ _ N-----"!£ 

Other Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 

~-

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID:_ SUe Name: 2:2.0S F;eld Date: l /" /Oq 
lod., 
(circle aU relcvant):~W E NW NE ®SE 

Team Members (Circle your name): K, ' 9"'" 1.1 0 
Number of Polygons: ..L Slope: i _-,o-L Aspecl 

-,'-, \::... Area Description: $\'29f Q...¥:;loVL R..R- tyCI.... ' 

ErosIon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground (overed by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Litter <-
Sumce Rock 5 Movement 
Pedestalling ?, 

Live (desirable) 
1,0 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
1<-0 species 

·Noxious weeds I" 
Litter 20 

Flow Patterns '" Rills Depth 2-
Rills Frequency 2-

Rocks > 2" 0 
Bare Ground 1<) 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 

TOTAL (above 6 
100 items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 3 ADJ USTED UVE ~. ,5 - Live + S%Undcsirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious TOTAL BLM Seore: LI 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score; 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 - RJ (Reclamation hnprovement) 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV-"'n';~eerin. Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

21-39 % ., VI (Vegetation Implem.entation) 
40-100%= M (Monitor 

Spotted knapwced F Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sbeep fescue - Dalmation toadflax 1: 

Crested wbcatgrass F 
Cbcatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 
Baby's breath F 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia ;: 
Thistle ? pN. l.pll I 
Leafy Spurge - ~ I 
O,h,,· !'n.L ., I..d. Lr: 

Alfalfa r-
Other C\M.)w ((, .. I.;bl.o\ L 
Other 0,,,,, ~ ,.p£ .-/ T 

Otber "T 
Olb<!r 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

j J D--4.e,1 
Polygon Evalu atio n A B C 0 E F 

U Adm;n Use Onl., .. 

Vegetation (% ijv~) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 

Otb er ORES Trigger Items / 
F *ldeotify trigger areas (using ##) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: An: outer edges of lhe site 
significantly ~ent than remainder of the site? 
Y _ _ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock bar-rier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o lncressed erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y~ N __ 

• Estimated pH.....i.Q 1-
• Approximate area (in square fect) J.QQ.# 
• Number of areas with exposed waste _ ,_ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N-'C.. 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N ~ 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y _N_ 

7. GuJljes (over 6" in depth): 

Y_NX 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SHe!D, SHe Na me, 2.20(P Field Date: -r -I'l -O'i 

)".1.. 
(circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Team Member,; (Circle your name): K«§av,,1 J;l 
Number ofPotygons: _1_ Slope: --=-to-=-- Aspect 

Area Description: B R 1ro.(..,1L h t INI1 trc7'J I" .(~ I" 

Erolion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Live (desirable) 
/' spccies 

·Undesirable (weedy) ,/ 
species 

·Noxious weeds ,/ 

Litter ./ Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Rocks>2" 10 
Bare Ground 1,0 
TOTAL (above 6 

IbO items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement ADJ USTED LIVE ~. 0% - Live + 5%Undesitable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0"10 of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
weeds may counl toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% Iivc) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

0·" - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BV-renlrineerinR Evoluationl 

POLYGON 
Weeds Present: 

A B C D E 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M (M~nitor) 

Spotted knapwecd Spec:ies Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fe scue Dalmationtoadnax 

Crested whcatgrass Cbcatgrnss 

Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Other Leafy SpLrrge 

Other 
()thcr 

Olll.:r O.hcr 

Olher Other 

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

AillL~ 
Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

** Admin Use Onlv 110* 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uooesirlnoxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F -Identify trigge.r areas (using #I) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly ~rent than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o morc wetds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feel) __ 

4. [sposed WallIe Material? Y V N __ 

• Estimated pH ~ 0 I "t.. 

• Approximate area (in square feet) I CO 

• Number of areas with exposed waste 0..\ \ 

S. Is there evidence of: Y N V "" 
F --

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Ar eas: Y __ N---->L 
• At Least 75 n? • 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~ 
Are any gullies actively croding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: ' " Field Da'e: 7Ii 9'~ 
. II \ • +' 

Polygon Evaluation 
** Admin Use Onlv .. 

A B c o E F 

Team Members (ClfCle your name): _-1lI\.tr('-'-r'-"~''''· ;" ,,"'\U"'~ ________ _ 

Number o[Polygons: _1_ Slope: ~to_J Aspect (circle all relevantLN S W E NW NE SW SE 
Area Description: e, f oJ ..., \ 

_Vegetation (% live) 

Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
species 
·Undcsirable (weedy) , 
species 

*Noxious weeds 1 
Litter 

Rocks > 2" .-
Bare Ground ! I', 
TOTAL (above 6 , 

items must total 100%) t 

ADJUSTED LIVE ~. 
, 

- Live + Se;oUndcsir'able 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 00.4 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% = Rl (Reclamation lmprovemenl) 
21-39 % ., VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% "" M (Monitor 

Sptties Present: POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Other 

Otuer 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 

ErolloD (BLM Form) 

Surface Litter 
SwfaceRock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 

BLM: score: 

A , 

Ii" 
-
, 

r 

POLYGON 
BCD E F 

O-SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV CErurineerinl Evaluation' 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/nox.ious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
·ldentify trigger areas (using 1#) on air photo" 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantl y different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock bUner 0 depositional ar ea 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o lncreased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y r N 
• E.timaled pH Y S - ---
.. Approximate area (in square fect) ...1l 
• Number of areas with exposed waste -L 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

ABCDEF 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

Spotted knapweed 

Oa.lmation toadflax r 

Cheatgrnss 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spwge 

Other 

Olher 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (FrequeDt), or I (lDfrequent). 

o bulk soil failu re 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y \ N 
• At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Numberofban'enareas 
Do barren RJC3S cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y __ N_" _ 

7. G ullies (OV1" in depth): 
Y __ N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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MCi.skf 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: 2. '2.CA Field Date: J '{5D'i Polygon Evaluation ABC D E F 

- .-L ** Admin Use On/v .... 
Team Members (Circle your name): I( ·~ (3A.t'1 / . )0 . . 

A Vegetauon (% live) 
Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: ~to __ Aspect (circle all relevant)~ S W E NW NE SW SE ~ . 

•• I"") - EroslOo (BLM score) 
Area DescnpllOn: 1< @. ±ro..c Y ,,),c, I \ t."j 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
~ies 0 
·Undesirnble (weedy) 

0 soecies 

-Noxious weeds () 
Litter 0 
Rocks > 2" q,,; 
Bare Ground 5 
TOTAL (above 6 

lodl items must total 100(10) 
ADJUSTED LIVE ~. 07, - Live + So/.UDdesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may counl toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 % ... VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M (Monitor 

Species Preseot: POLYGON 
A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whcatgrass 

Slender whcalgrass 

Yellow sweelclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Other 

Olh.!r 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Undesirlnoxious weeds 

Erosion (BL."f Form) 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

PedestalliDg 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

A 
POLYGON 

BCD E F 

T OTAL BLM Score: I 0 
BLM score: 
O-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-100 " EV t'EnRineerinR Evaluation' 

Weeds Present! 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Olh(,1" 

Olher 

Uth\!r 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

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

Other BRES Trigger Items 
*Identify trigger ar eas (using #) on air photo" 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
significantly ditT$reDt than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N_ v_ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 0 deposil.ional area 
o more weeds 0 steeper slope 

o increased erosion 0 less vegetation 
o guWes O Olher ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feel) __ 

4. Exposed Waste MateriaJ? Y __ NL 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V 
o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N ./ 
• At Least 75 W • 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. G uWes (over 6" in depth): 

Y N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N v' 
Number of gullies __ _ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SI'e ID: SI'e Name: 2.::' 1 C Field Da.e: l - I~ -0· 

Team Members (Circle your name): I{c"')",, I J"J, _ 
Number of Polygons: .-L Slope: _ '_'0_'_ Aspec' (circle all relevan.): N(l\IW E NW NE SW SE 
Area Description: bli mp Iob.lI? R. i2. c;!y\ .5 """,,,,- ." k M Z 30S -Iv \J 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Live (desirable) 
36 soecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 5 soecies 
-Noxious weeds /0 
Litter 15 

Surface Litter 1.> 
Surface Rock 

!? Movement 
Pedestalling 0 
Flow Patterns I ~ 

Rocks > 2" Ie; 
Bare Ground 20 
TOTAL (above 6 

100 items must total 100%) 

Rills Depth ~ 
Rills Frequency ..3 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 40 .. Live + S%Undcsimblc 
Soil Movement .3 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0-10 of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 151 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% '" RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

O-SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 '" BV (EnRineerin2 Evaluation' 

F 

Polygoo Evalu s.tion 
... Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

U ndesir/noxious weeds 

A 

;\!\at,.f<,v 
B C o 

Otber BRES Trigger Items 

E F 

*Ideotify trigger areas (using #) 0 0 air pboto* 

3. Site Edges: Are outcr edges of thc site 
sign~tlY different than remaindcr of the site? 
Y N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 

o morewceds 
o increased erosion 

o gullies 

o depositional a rea 

!;Y'stecper slope 

1Uo"Iess vegetation 

~ther wrer 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N -./ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100010 = M (MOnitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V-

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested whcatgrass ID 
Slender wbcatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Other 

Olbcr 

Olher 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequcnt). 

F 
Spotted knapwccd r:: 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cbcatgrass I -r 
Baby's breath I :r: 
Kochia II 
Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other f)'w..""'+O" .... .l I I 
Other 

Oth" 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (infrequent). 

o bulk soU failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. BArrcn Areas: Y~ N __ 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas _I __ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
VL N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
V __ N V-
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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Fi.ld Date: 7-/'f -OQ BRESFIELD FORM SitelD: Sit. Name: 22-11 i-z;z.zA 
Team Membe", CCirc!e your oame): Ke~a. o /.)od, r ;; 
Number of Polygons: _,_ Slope: _ -_10-= As~· 1_: __ 1- _II I_ .. __ .,.;;;::r; UT b .... iii CIf! tih . ~ ... u ... " .. au .,-,.,-,yant):®""S Yi. :E :6122 filE SW SE ""\ 
Area Description: R ((hat k.., 

Vegetation: -/0 of POLYGON 
ground (:ove.red by: A B C D E F 

Er osion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) --soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

./ soecies 
·Noxious weeds ./ 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Litter -- Flow Patte:mJ 

Rocks > 2" .LQ!) 
Bare Ground --

RiU, Depth 

Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 
)e>? items must total 100(10) 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 
ADJUSTED LIVE 0/. 

0 - Live + 5%Uodesirable 
Soil Movement 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-200A. = Rl (Reclamation lmprovcment) 

().55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100" EV ~eerin Evaluation) 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% ,. M Monitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Spedes Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F Spotted knapw""" 

Sbeep fescue 
Crested wbeatgrass 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbcatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 
Baby's breath 

Yellow sweetclovcr Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Other 
Leafy Spurge 

Other 
Other 

Other 
Other 

Other Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent), Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

)145 k -
Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

.. Admin Use Onlll .. 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Otber BRES Trigger Hems 
F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto* 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N ./' (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional ares 

o mort weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gulUes o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N -L F o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N V 
• At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total covcr (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas covcr over 25% of any polygon? 
y _N 

7. GuWes (over 6» in depth): 

Y_ N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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-1Y\CJJ...I"----' 
I Polygon Evaluation ABC D E F 

'ti*rAdmjn Use OnI", ** 
BRES FIELD FORM SiteID11-~:Name: FiegDate, 7/cr/(p, 
ream Membe", (Circle your name), Ro,yJj \fllJl l~ .. "SenV\\ ¥ No X'd-I 
Number QfPolygons: _\ _ Slope: _to_ Aspect (circle all rele 

- --Vegctation (% ij ve) 

Area Descriptioo, A\D"'9 lli i vCl...l-\ VlXld 
vant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Ero!Ion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F "Ideotify trigger areas (using II) on air pboto" 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 
species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

-Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement si~cantly different than remainder of Ihe site? 
Pedestalling y ~ N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 Uine rock barrier 0 depositional area 
o more wetds 0 steeper slope 

RiUs Deplh 0 Increased erosion 0 less vegetati,oo 

tvo..ctJ Bare Ground 
TOTAL (above 6 

RiUs Frequency 0 gullies "!J...0tber Vn t J ' ''''''''''' 

Gulli .. Depth ~lv'- ~, ~ 
items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE Y. 
.. Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of ooxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% .. RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

21-39 % .. v~ ~c:cta!~n Implementation) 
4O-1000Io=M ooitor 

Species Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Cresl.cd whcatgrass 

Slender wbcatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Oth.,. 

Other 

Olber 

Other 

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

, 

Gullies Frequency Estimate widlh of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement .. \,J 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N-A-

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH __ 

BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 - M ~~tor) . • Number of areas wilh exposed waste __ 
56-100 - BV (Hnai"neerin Evaluation' 

POLYGON th'd f' Y N " Weeds Prescot: ABC D E F S. Is ere evJ ence o. -- ..fL 
Spotted knapweed 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N '{ 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ttl • Not a roc~crop 

• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Koehia Number ofbarrcn areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
~~Spwge ~~=-=-~=-=-_____________ ~ 
Othcr 7. Gullies <:1;;.6.' in deplh): 
Other Y N 
Otber Are any gul es actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Number of gullies 
Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). --
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Field Date: -t)';,i' BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID: SUe Name: ),),,/ ." Polygon Evalu ation A 8 C D E • - .* Admin USI! On/v ** 
Team Members (Circle your name): \~ , .,....... , ,, ~ I..( N' e ".; l.. L'1"' .. ~ I>~-,,~ 1'1,,>'71 ~ 

Vegetation (% live) 
Numb., o[Polygons:./- Slope: ~\6-=-- Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Erosion (BLM score) 
Area Description: 2... G ,/ (~a i ..P, £f:. ,t/if btL. i- 1::1£""'::: hfvV w l1 _l.. , J 

Undcsirlnoxious weeds S..,. <" (v " j,. <, 

~/ 

Vegetation: Yo of POLYGON 
Erosion (BLM Form) 

POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
grouod covered by:" A 8 C D E F A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using II) 00 air photo· , 
Live (desirable) \ Surfacc\J,.ittcr 
snl"cies 

surface~k 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
·Undesirable (weedy) !'\ Movemen significantly different than remainder of the site? 
snl'1'ies 

Pedestalling \ 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

·Noxious weeds \ 
Flow Patterns ~ o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

Liner 
'\ 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

Rocks> 2" " 
Rills Deplb o Inereased erosion o less vegetation 

Bare Ground '\ Rills Frequency \ o gullies o other 

TOTAL (above 6 Gullies Dcplb 

items must total 100010' i'- Gullies Frequency \ Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % Soil Movement 1\ - Live + S%UDdesimble 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N __ 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH __ 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fecl) __ 
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
0-20%:: RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 - EV-ffi~~~eerin Evaluation' 
21·39 % - V! ~~getation Implementation) POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y N 40·) 00010 - Monitor Weeds Present: 

A 8 C D E • - - --

Species Present: 
,\OLVGON Spotted knapweed 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 
A BCD E F o subsidence 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested whealgrass Cbcatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N 

Slender whcatgrass Baby's breath 1\ • At Least 75 n' • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover Oive & litter) 

Yellow sweetc10ver Kocbia Number of barren areas 

Alfalfa "- Thisl1e Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

r,."rySpwge 
y _ N_ 

O ther 

O lh?r (1thd':: 7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Oth..:r Ofllt"r Y __ N __ 

Other O!U.:r Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrcquent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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~ ?-2-I<-/ 
Field Date: ~ BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): -;/ ... , 0 AI L 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: _ \_ 10-3- Aspect 

A.reaDescription: () y , +~ ..v ..... s. t .+-
b ;c &J~ .". _ NI.. ;, }..,. (J+ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
species :!., 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

) species 

°Nox.ious weeds 0 
Litter 

~ Rocks> 2" 

i Bare Ground (' 
TOTAL (above 6 

{OL items must total 100(10) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
, 

~IJ 
, 

- Live + 5%Undcsirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0"10 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % "" VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4O-IOO%=M (M~itor 

Species Preseot: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa 

Other , ,-,,-, Q 
Otb" IJ 

Other 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant). F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent), 

Itr~ ....... c J 6,."I' ''_",J 
(circle aU relevant) : N S W!fEJf NE SW SE 

(. 'i ~ $ ... ~ I ('-= c,- ","" A V". / ".If f' r l - "Iut:1ni f r lJ.,..... :Pt'v"'~). 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

Surface Litter iq 
Surface Rock !: Movement 

Pedestalling h 
Flow Patterns 0( 

Rills Depth "-
Rills Frequency ""2-
Guiljes Depth in 
Gullies Frequency c) 
Soil Movement i s< 
TOTAL BLM Score: !I!} 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56·100 - EVIR;.i~eerin. Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Spotted knapwoed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Othel' .A ",~",J -:L 
Other 

Oth" 
Use D (Dominanl), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
** Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosinn (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Oth er BRES Trigger Items 
F "'Identify trigger .areas (uslng,,) on air p boto· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
simificantly different than remainder of the site? 
YX N _ _ (chook applicable items) 

Qr' Ume rock barrier o depositiona l area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o iner eased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4, Exposed Waste Material? Y __ NJ.::::. 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square fOOl) __ 

• Number ofareas with exposed wasle __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ NK.. 

o bulk soU failur e o la nd slu mps 

o subsidence 

6. Ba rren Arcas: Y _ _ N~ 
• At Least 75 ttl • 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): 

YX N_ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y x... N __ 
Number of gullies _ _ 
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1Y1~s-\-« 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Na me: lUoh ?..;'l lp Field Date: 7/lf/1'l9 Polygon Evaluation ABC 0 E F 

2 ~ .. Admin Use. Onlv" 
Team Members (Circle your name): ~ «\ i..cu. til 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: __ to__ Aspect 

: . rcv~e~ge~~~"~'o~Q~(,~y,~ti~'V~~~~~1--J,~ct--+---t--1---+--
.ClfCie aU relevaot): N S W E NW NE SW SE I, ,~ 

Erosion (BLM score) f-7 L Area Description: __________ _ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) I)[) species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 10 
·Noxious weeds C; 

Litter ;J..' 
Rocks >2" kj 
Bare Ground 1. 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) lur 
ADJUSTED UVE % ,J5 .. Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RJ (Reclamation improvement) 
21-39 % .. VI( ~(gctatiOD lmplemcntation) 
40-100% - Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass /' 
YeUow sweetclover :r 
Alfolfa ./ 
Other 

Otber 

Other 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lofrequent). 

Undcsir/noxious weeds 1,(' 

ErosloD (BLM Form) POLYGON Otber BRES Trigger Items I 
ABC D E F *ldentify trigger areas (using II) on air photo· I 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges oflhc site 
Movement signifi.?Dtly different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling fn Y_v __ 1 N __ (cbeckapplicablcitcms) 

Flow Patterns I 1< 0 lime rock barrier ~cposition1l1 area 
Rills Depth 0 ~ore weeds 0 steeper slope 

o increased erosion 5YIess vegetation 
Rills Frequency I 0 0 guUies 0 otber 
Gulli" Depth I ( ------
Gullies Frequency I n Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement 

OT 
1_ 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y N ~ 

T AL BLM Score: rr 1 • Estimated pH___ ---
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) 
O-SS ... M (Monitor) . • Number of areas with clI:posed was~ 
56-100'" EY t'Bnlrineerin2 Evaluation) ---

POLYGON . . -' Weeds Present: ABC 0 E F 5. Is tberecVldenceof: Y ___ N---\.L 

Spotted knapweed IT 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax r 
Cbeatgrass 11 6. Barren Areas: Y ___ N L 
Baby's breath I . At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 
Kochia • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

/' Number of barren areas 
Thistle V Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

I / Y N 
!.cafy SP"'ll' V I-=-~::"":-==-=-------------

OtherC'". "J.. ~ I £, I 1: 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Oth,;,;.n, -, 1" I Y ___ N 7' 
Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

. Number of gullies 
Use D (Dammant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). --
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ SUe Name: / ~'/ 

Team Members (Circle roue name): y\p'oDo'l'\ j ...... \ 1. 
Number of Polygons: _,_ Slope: -1-to--l- ~spect 

Area Description: f n;\ i'd ' • C. r h 'r 

Field Date:~ 

devant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

L 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Swfa.ce Litter C 
Surface Rock 

Z Movement 
Pedestalling "j 

Flow Patterns C 

Live (desirable) I( species 
·Undesirable (weedy) C species 

·Noxiow weeds \ 
Litter 0 
Rocks > 2" 

, , Rills Depth ( 

Rills Frequency Ir 
Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency ( 

Bare Ground 0 
TOTAL (above 6 

"·7 items must total 100(10) 
. 

Soil Movement 
ADJUSTED LIVE -I. ! 

.. Live + 5%Undcsirable " ·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious TOTAL BLM Seore: I. 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 - RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 - M (Moni"',) 
56·100 - EV-rn;.;;;,cerin. Evaluation) 

Weeds Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

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

Spotted knapwecd Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 11 
Crested wbeatgrass Cbeatgrass 

Slender whealgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow swectclover Kochia 

Alfalfa Tbistle 

Other LcafySpwge 

Other Other 

Other Other 

Other Otb", 

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

11 > 
Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 

.. Admin Use. On/v" 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsirfnox.ious weeds 

Otber DRES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

J. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly ~crent Ihan remainder of the site? 
Y __ N-C- (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositiona l area 

o more weeds o steepcr slope 

o Increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Mslerial? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square fcct) __ 

• Number of areas wilh exposed waste __ 

5. 15 there evidence of: Y N 
F - - -o b ulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N--,,-
• At Least 75 ft1 • 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 -- --
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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22l.1 

Jad; 
Field Date: ., II ~ /J" BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: ....;=...=..::. 

Team Membe" (Circle your name): i<~ I J ad; 
Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: .=..to-=- Aspect :circle aU relevant):@ WENWNESW SE) 
Area Description: bllSL O~ CQ'~ S\Of? -

ErosloD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetatioo: % of POLYGON 
gr ou nd cover ed by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter , 
Surface Rock 
Movement 2-

! Pedestalling h 
Flow Patterns 0 

Live (desirable) 
1.<5 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 2.0 

·Noxious weeds '-! 
Litter 1." 
Rocks > 2" , Rills Depth I 

Bare Ground 15 
Rills Frequency .1 
Gullies Depth 0 

Gullies Frequency 0 
TOTAL (above 6 

100 
, 

items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 110 ADJUSTED UVE % 
30 - Live + S%Undcsimble 

·Up to S% ofuodesirable species and 0010 of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 10 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: ()'SS .. M (Monitor) 
0·20010 = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 - EV ffin';ncerin. Evoluation' 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21·39 % "" VII ~~getation implementation) 
4().100% "" Monitor 

Spotted knapwecd Spe<:ies P resent: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue I Dalmation toadflax I 

Crested wbeatgrass 

'" 
CbeatgntSs 1: 

Slender wbcatgrass I 
Baby's breath 

YeUow sweelClover Kocbia I 
Alfalfa 

Thistle 

Other Leafy Spw-ge 

Other Olhct 

Oluer Other 

Other 
Olb", 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequeot), or I (1nfrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

r-, 
~ 

" *. A~ . 
~ 

". 
VegClatilo. -" -" 

Erosion (BLh '. ~~ Undesir/noxious , 
'b 

Otbcl . 
F *Idcntify trigger ar ... 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges 01 "-
significantly different than remainder 01 . 

Y __ N~ (check applicable items) 

o lime rode barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o Innused erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o olher 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square fect) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y N ..L F --
o b ulk soU failure o land slumps 
o subsidence 

6. Barren Ar eas: Y ~ N __ 
• At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas 
Do ~ areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y_ N_ 

7. G ullies (ov1 " in depth): 
Y __ N __ ~t 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies _ _ 
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\ '(f\ 4 ~ '.! 
BRES FlELhoRM Site ro,_ Site Name, 

Team Membe~ (Circle your name): -:Jc(' ... ,., .... 
Number of Polygons: -l- Slope: --1--to-1.12. Aspec 

')..).:2-L-. Field Dale, ~ 
L w( "- 'Y £6...t v,,,,,,, t...'T' It PI""", ~ 
I (cilde all relevant): N(§)V E N Nl\SW SE 

Area Descriptioo: rJ B (,do<(" (1 t ?i~·'f 4.,~Q NeVI AJ ,if ••• Q Nov, A4 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Er osion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E 

Live (desirable) , 
species 
·Undesirable (weedy) ~ species 

·Noxious weeds 7Il ~ 
Litter I> 
Rocks > 2" ?DlfIf ~ 
Bare Ground IV 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must tOlalIOO%) bb 

Surface Liner (; 
Surface Rock 

~ Movement 

Pedestalling <. 
Flow Patterns Cf 

i=\ Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 1'1 
Gullies Depth In 
Gullies Frequency 111 

ADJ USTED LIVE -;. 
D - Live + 5%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0"10 of noxious 

Soil Movement I II 

TOTAL BLM Score: 1,-, . 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20"10 '" Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

O-SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EViE;';;''''''a Evaluationl 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Lmplementation) 
40-100% '" M (M~Ditor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A 8 C D E 

Sptties Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Spotted knapwecd j) 

Sheep fescue 
Crested wbcalgrass 

Dalmation toadflax 

Chcatgrass ~ 
Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath 

Yellow swcetclover Kochis 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Other ,-.;,~ I ]; 
Leafy Spurge 

Other ij Olh('r 

Other Other 

Other Uther 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evalu ation A 8 C D E F 
... Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uodesir/noxious weeds 

O ther BRES Trigger Hems 
F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on ai r photo* 

3. Site Edges; Are outer edges of the site 
significantly diffcrent than remainder of the site? 
V...2.::. N __ (chcck applicable itcms) 

o lime roc:k barrier o deposit ional area 

o more weeds o steeper s lope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other !.1.!i't:~/~ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y......k:.- N _ _ 

• Estimated pH ~ 

• Approximate area (in square fect) --..f:... 
• Number of areas with exposed waste ~ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N..1:::: 

o bulk soil fa ilure o land slu mps 

o subsidence 

6. Ba.rren Areas: Y ~ N _ _ 
• At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover Oive & liller) 
Number of barren areas --'-
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Vl N 

7. G ullies (over 6" in depth); 

V N 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N X 
Number of gullies ___ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID:_ SUe Name: 
Team Members (Circle your name): _____ _ 

Number of Polygons: _ Slope: __ 10__ Aspect 
Area Description: __________ _ 

'J ~v-1...;/ ",z.li 
(/'V' -~ - I I'ICIO vale: Polygon Evaluation A 8 C 0 E F 

.. Admin US~ Only" 

(circle all relcyaol): N S W E NW NE SW SE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Vegetation: ·/0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C 0 E F 

ErosloD (BLM Form) POLYGON Other DRES Trigger Items 
A 8 C 0 E F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air p hoto* I 

Live (desirable) Surface Litter 
species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soccies 

·Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks> 2" 

Surface Rock 3. SUe Edges: Are outer edges of the si te 

Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns o lime rock ba rrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency o gu llies o other 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

ADJ USTED LIVE % 
- Live + 5%Uodesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may COUD{ toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% "" RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N __ 

• Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fcct) __ 
0·55 .. M (Monitor) • Number of areas wilh exposed waste __ 
56· 100" EV~ffi~ai~eerin Evaluation' 

21-39 % ... VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M (Monitor Weeds Present : 

POLYGON 5. Is lhere evidence of: Y __ N 
A 8 C 0 E F --

Species Prescnt : 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E F 
Spotted knapweed 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested whcatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass 

Yellow sweelclover 

Chcatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N 

Baby's breath • At Least 75 ttl • Not a rock outcrop 

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

Alfalfa 

Other 

Thlstle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y _ N_ 

Oth<'f Othel' 7. GuWes (over 6" in deplh): 

Oilier Other Y __ N __ 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Olh.:r Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 

- ----
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BRESFIELD FORM SitelD:j SiteName: 

Team Members (Circle your name): I TA -- 8 
Number of Polygons: -I- Slope: ~to-=-- Aspect 
Area Description: S/aLJ P Q I- <l C l: t il e A. t< 10 ed , 

Field Dale: 7;1,,/0 r Polygon Evaluation A B C D E FI 
e ** Admin Use On lv ** 

; 

" levant): N S@lE NW NE SW SE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BlM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Vegetation: "/ .. of POLYGON 
F I ground covered by: A 8 C D E 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other DRES Trigger Items 

A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using") on air pboto* 

Live (desirable) 
0 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
1 species 

"Noxious weeds 0 
Liner a 
Rocks> 2" 'I 
Bare Ground 9., 
TOTAL (above 6 

/00 items must total 100%) 

Surface Litter () 
Surface Rock 0 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly d~t than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling 0 Y __ N __ (ebeck applicablc items) 

Flow Patterns 0 o lime rock barrier o depositional a rea 

Rills Depth 0 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frequency 0 o gullies o other ! 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in feel) _ _ 

ADJ USTED LIVE ~. 1 - Live + 5o/.Uodesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% "" Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement V 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N ~ 
TOTAL BLM Store: D • Estimaled pH _ _ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feel) __ 
0-55 .. M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EV-ffi~";noerin Evaluation> 

21-39 % .= VI (Vegetation lmplementatioo) 
40-100010 - M (Monitor' Weeds Present : 

POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y N ~ A 8 C D E F - -
Species Present : 

POLYGON 
A 8 C D E F 

Spotted koapweed 
o bulk soil failu re o land slumps 

o subsidence 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass I 
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow swcetclover 

DalmationtoadOax 

Cheatgrass 6. Ba rren Areas: : * .N ~ 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 nl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarrcn areas -L.. 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y VN_ 1"0",/(> 

Other 

Olh<.::r 

Other 
7. Gullies ~epth): 

Olher Y __ N 

Olher 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:.iSite Name: e P.. Tro.,/L j Fietd Date: zllol.r Polygon Evaloadon 

n .. Admin Use Onl ... 
c o E A B F 

Team Members (Circle yOW" name): J" J r- <L !l C. 1---"=, """("=li=) '--t--t--t--t--+-t---i 
_0 ",tfc,\tr Vegetation 70 ve 

Number of Polygons: .-L Slope: L-to __ Aspect (circle all relevant): 1~" E NW NE SW SE f-::""',==::..:.c::':'-:-
.. 11 A I . . L~.d' ErosIOn (BLM score) 

Area DescnplJon: 12M ¢ .f- q: ( t fil e ca I / W!).o/ • • 

, 
Vegetation: 0/. of POLYGON 
grou.nd covered by: A 8 C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
1-I species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 1 species 

*Noxious weeds '3 
Litter 0 
Rocks > 2" J" 
Bare Ground 7~ 
TOTAL (above 6 

"" items must total 100%) 

ADJUSTED LIVE -I. J - Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and OOfo of noxious 
weeds may coun! toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
()"20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvcmeot) 
21·39 % = VI (Vegetation Lmplemcntation) 
40·1 ()()01o "" M (M~itor 

Speciet Present: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E F 

Sbeep fescue .J... 
Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrnss 

Yellow swcetc10ver 

ALfalfa 

Other 

Other 

Other 

Other 

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

UndcslT/noxlOus weeds 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E F 

Surface Litter 0 
Surface Rock 

0 Movement 

Pedestalling 0 
Flow Patterns 0 
Rills Depth 0 
Rills Frequency () 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movemenl D 
TOTAL BLM Score: 0 
BLM score: 
()'SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-l00 - EV (EoaineerinR Evaluation) 

Weeds Present : 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Olher 

Other 

Other 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

r 

IT 

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

Ot her BRES Trigger Items 
-Identify trigger areas (using") on air photo-

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly differ;p.l than remainder of the s ite? 
Y __ N~check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o more weeds o steeper s lope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N ...,/ 
- Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Nwnberofareas with exposed waste 

5. Is there evidellcc of: Y __ N ~ 
o bulk soU failure 0 land !lumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barr en Areas: Y __ N~ 
• At Least 75 tY • 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. GuWes {over 6" . 
Y __ N. 

~­
'Pth): 

Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID,~Site Name, 
Team Members (Circle your name): TT p.. J- e 
Number of Polygons: _,_ Slope: ~to__ Aspec' 

Area Description: fIr, ~,. 0-1 oQ....!! b,"" e Ce ' Ikm ¥ 
I 

Field Date: ~f Polygon Evaluation A 8 C D E F 

~ e, C ** Admin Use Onlv ** 

Ie all relevact): N S W E NW NE SW SE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other ORES Trigger Items 

A 8 C 0 E F *Identiry trigger areas (using II) on air pboto* 
Live (desirable) Jp species 
'Undesirable (weedy) .i species 

-Noxious weeds -q 
Litter 0 
Rocks > 2" f/5 
Bare Ground 0 
TOTAL (above 6 

00 items must lotall000lo) 

Surface Litter 0 
Surface Rock 

0 
3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement significantly ~nt than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling 0 Y __ N (chcck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 o Lime rock barrier o deposit iona l area 

Rills Depth 0 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frequency 0 o gu llies o other 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 Estimate width of atTected edge (in feet) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE -/e 1-- Live + S-;.Undesirable 
'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (0/. live) score: 
0·20% "" RI (Reclamation lmprovcment) 

Soil Movement IV N ~ 
TOTAL BLM Score: In 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ 

• Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fect) __ 
O-SS - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste 
S6·1oo - BV (En2i.neerin Evaluation) 

21-39 % = VJ (Vegetation lmplementation) 
4O-1000lo z M (Monitor Weeds Prescnt: 

POLYGON s . Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 
A 8 C 0 E F 

Sptties Present: POLYGON 
A 8 C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 
Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetc10ver 

Spottcd knapweed 1:1: o bulk soil fail ure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Dalmation toadflax I -z: 
Cheatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N ~ 

-

Baby's breath IF • At Least 75 tr • Not a rock outcrop 

Koehia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Numberofbarrenareas 

Alfalfa ]: 

'J4l"'Q nt " r 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y_ N_ 

Otbt'f 

Oth ... "r 

Olher 
7. Gullies LcI>th): 

Other Y __ N 

Olhcr 

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

Oilier Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID:_ S;te Name: 77_34 Field Date: 1· 1'3 ·0'1 

J,'d. 
[circle all relevant):<1/ S W E NW NE SW @l 

Team Membe" (Circle your name): \(ee 'J "'"" I J,.d, 
Number of Polygons: --L Slope: ~to-=-- Aspecl 

Area Description: :\ C' l i n'l.\? ~o (...V btu (\ (... b\,....;" ,Sf" ~6.~\.+ ~ e b~ ~ B, ~6."+ ~ e i!.. 

ErosloD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter 3 
Surfilce Rock 
Movement 2-

Pedestalling 3 
Flow Patterns 3 
RiUs Depth I 

I Live (desirable) 
5 _~ies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 5 species 

~ox.ious weeds l.. 
Litter <:> 
Rocks > 2" 15 
Bare Ground OS 

Rills Frequency t 
Gullies Depth 0 

Gullies Frequency 0 
TOTAL (above 6 

iDD items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement [} 
ADJUSTED LIVE ~. IdI· - Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: I S 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

O-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-IOO - EVffi~";neerin Evaluation' 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - RJ (Reclamation lmprovemcnt) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation lmpiemcntation) 
40-100010 => M (Monitor 

Spotred 1cnapweed 1: Specie! Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 1: 

Crested wheatgrass r 
Cbeatgrass r 

Slender wheatgrass Baby's breath :t: 
Yellow sweetclover Kochia 

Alfalfa :c Thistle 

Oth" fw, ..... ("~"'\ :c LeafY Spwge 

Olb" \0.-11<---1 <.ct"~ t: O,h" "",,<lv.<-.l F 

Other Other 

Other 0<1", 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Ma?kY 
Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

** Admin Use Onlv •• 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/nox.ious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Item!! 
F ·Identify trigger areas (using #) on air pboto· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of lbc sile 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y _ _ N / (cbeek applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositiooa l area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 

o mcrealled erosion o Jess vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? V _ _ N t/ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N V 
o bulk soli failu r e o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. BarreD Areas: Y N ./ 
• At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
y _N_ 

7. Gullie! (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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BRES FrE~"RMSfie ill: SUe Na me: 
S.i e 

Team Membe~ (Circle your name):G.." ... !'£ --l::;:;', I." 

Number of Polygons: L Slope: __ 10 __ Aspect 

• ,?l 
~;« I." "" 

Area Description: 

J.:~ 30> 

I;: .. ...; L-
) 

FIeld Dale: 7 "·/41 Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

Lc. .... '-"w 
.. Admin US~ Only ** 

Vegetation (% live) 
SWSE 
~()"f'" .1- Erosion (BLM score) 

g,;/{;.,P p.QV - w.,6"';)" " -'" 4I,j"A'.1 
... ,J_{., .-,;:;.} f'..lvH' ..... "' .... ~- "' T-,,""'" 

'"1~ I~:. ~ndesir/noxious weeds 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground cove.red by: A 8 C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Hems 
A B C D E F *ldentify trigger areas (using 1#) on air photo· 

Live (desirable) I (, species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

0 species 
*Noxious weeds I 
Litter ( 
Rocks >2" "1 
Bare Ground U 

TOTAL (above 6 
IV' items must lotallOO%) 

Surface Litter I r. 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement lJ SignificantJ1difTcrcnt than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling Ie Y __ N . (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Panerns U 
o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth 
o morcweeds o steeper slope 

0 o Increased erosion o less vegetation 
Rills Frequency () o gullies o other 

Gullies Depth 11\ 
Gullies Frequency I " Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) _ _ 

ADJUSTED LIVE */. 
( I - Live + S%Undcsirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement 1\ 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N2c 

TOTAL BLM Sc::ore: • Estimated pH _ _ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fcct) __ 
0-55 - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 
S6-100" Ev-ffi~~eerin Evaluation) 

21·39 % ... VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100010 '" M (Monitor 

Spccies Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 

Weeds Present : 
POLYGON S. Is thcreevidenee of: Y _ _ N*-

A 8 C D E F 

Spotted Irnapwecd oX 
o bu lk soU railure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass 

Yellow swectclovcr 

Dalmation toadnax 

Cbcatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N 4 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarrcn areas 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% or any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y_ N_ 

Other Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Olher 

0Ih ... ,· 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Other 
Y N~ 

Olo.:r Are any guilt actIVely eroding? Y __ N __ 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frcquenl), or I (lnfrcqucnt). 
Number of gullies ___ 

, 
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BRES FIELD FORM S;'e m, S;'e Name, 

~ , 
Team Members (Circle your name): +c .. ,11 cr L, ... .,.~"".../ i .... " l ........ " !( r:~ -L ,P)vMl 

? L.. .... a '~ Polygon Evaluation ABC D E F 
1~'~'~A~d~m~m~U~'<~O~n~rul~'~'~ __ -t __ -+ __ -+ __ -f-__ 4-__ 

Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: __ '0 _ _ Aspcc 
.~".,./ i ..... " l......... r. . 

} 'OJ VegctatlOn (% live) 
cle al l relcva.t): Nfil>W E NW NE SW SE ~===':'::'2-+-1--+-1---+-l---

Area Description: O, ... .il .;.it.rL v1 t " .-i Sot- or 7: .. \.. r? ....... \L 
6 v 

.I 1.. T" :A I IE:::r:::O::Sio::n~(o::B:::L:.:M:-=s<:::o::re::<)'-+_+---t_+_l--+_ '''1 s, !.. or I''',\., ~ .. ,.... _L r 
Undesir/ooxious weeds 

Vegetation : ~. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
soecies 75 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
soecies 10 
·Noxious weeds ,iJ-
Litter 

~ Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground ru, 
TOTAL (above 6 

130 items must total 100(10) 
ADJUSTED LIVE °/. 

Iili - Live + S%UDdesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 00/0 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% ;; RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % "" v~ ~egetation Implementation) 
40·1000Io - M Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue -
Crested wheatgrass i 
Slender wbeatgrass "t. 
Yellow swcctclover 

Alfalfa '\ 
Other 

t)tber 

Olll.;r 

01hcr 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

E I (BLM F) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ro. on Grm ABC D E F *Identify trigger areas (using II) on air photo· 

Surl'ace Litter t, 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement '""2.- significantly different than remainder of the s ite? 

Pedestalling ~ Y * N ___ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns (0 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 
o more weeds 0 steeper slope 

Rills Depth "2 0 increased erosion 0 less vegetation 
Rills Frequency '"2. 0 gullies 0 other g... .... , <J~ 
Gullies Depth 111 II " ... / t..~ 
Gullies Frequency 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) ~ 

Soil Movement i'r \ -\.. 
i -..J'J 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y......d;..- N.....::l:...-

TOTAL BLM Score: I r . Estimated pH~ 
BLM score: • ApproKimute area (in square feel) -::>-C/ 
0-55 - M (~~tor) . • Number of areas with exposed waste ~ 
56-100 - EV rFnoi"neerin Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: A BPO~Y~ON E F 5. Is thereevidcnee of: Y ___ NX-

Spotted knapweed 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
\ 0 subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax .,. 

Cbeatgrass Iv 6. BarreD Areas: Y N \ __ 

Baby's breath r ~ . At Least 75 ttl • Not a roc~erop 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & litter) 

Kochia Number of barren areas 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
~~Sp~~ e-~~~~-=C:~--------------------

Other .HIdLl J :> 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth}: 
Olhl!'r I Y N 

Olb\!r Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N¥ 
Number of gullies 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequcnt). - -

)'i 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: te1Iame==- 1."). 4 {) Field Date: 7/'./'f 
L -- "5 L ..:t..J,!....tL I .... Admin I Team Members (Circle your name). 4 VI_ 41" ,. .s,'V' "'.' Il-- "i ... J I.J • 

, Polygoo Evalu'a.ti§n A JI Ie ID 
rre On/v' •• ' 

Vegetation (~Jiye) ~ , 

ElF 

Number of Polygons: _,_ Slope: Q to Aspect (circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

Area Description: ~o II .. f,/J ".f ".",/,,-, ,j ,-,I - d'1 11 1 
~~ ... rv. of b~~ ....... \ f......~ tA/ol\ r 4-

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 0 :~~cies 
·Undcsirnblc (weedy) 

I s~jcs 

·Nox.ious weeds UJ~ 
Litter llil 
Rocks > 2" h1 
Bare Ground 10 
TOTAL (above 6 

I it) items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE % , 
- Live + S%Undesirablc 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 == RJ (Rec1.amatioo lmprovement) 

Erosion (BLM Form) 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 

Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

POLYGON 
A B e D E 

() 

o 
f7) 
rn 
() 

I ) 
Ii 

T OTAL BLM Score: ' () 
BLM score: 
O·SS - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BV ffin.2ineerinQ: Evaluation) 

F 

-;,' 
, .':'" 

EIosioo (BLMscore)'.:j, ;:/~;;. "", .. 
UndeSir/~oxf~)Us w;cedi: :: ,'/ . I '" ~ 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
"[dentify trigger areas (using #) on air photo" 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges ofthc site 
significantly different than remaindcr of the site? Y-:>- N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock bArrier 0 depositiona l ar ea 

o steeper slope 

o less vegetation 
~moreweeds 
o increased erosion 

o gullies o otber ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edgc (in feet) __ 

4, Exposed WAste Materia l? Y _ _ Nk.. 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number ofarcas with exposed waste 

21 -39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100010 ... M {M~nitor Weeds Presco t: 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N..k:-

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass 

Yellow sweetclovcr 

Alfilla 

Other 

Otb", 
Otller 

Othe.-
Use 0 (Dominant), F (frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Spotted knapweed \'fJ 
Dalmatioo toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath (-
Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spwge 

Other 

Otbu 

Oth", 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (In.frequent), 

o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y __ N.$. 
• At Least 75 ttl • 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"'y 

7. GuWet (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N __ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N __ 
Number of gullies __ 
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Tcam Mcmbers (Circlc yournamc): -->C"", I'< Idy~!'-V Ii .... ; k LkfJ 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: -I-to----=:2 Aspect 

Area Descriptioo: Do.ecll... ",t='th o! i"lI., lvor.l - 'it- )....2...I·LlL---./ 

" 

~>~ 
BRES FIELD F~~;te m,_ S;te Nam" 

N(Jf''r'" ""'-

~ ~ . . l'lcld Date: ~ Polygon Eva luation A 8 C D E F 

Ii .... ; k 
•• Admin U.ft! Onlll •• 

_i y~ !'-V LkfJ - Vegelation (% live) 
(circle all relcvaot): N(§)v E NW Nt SW SE 

Erosion (BLM score) .1,0,.1 - "t~ ).,2.-4V I 
Undesir/noxious weeds . ~J> '" -r"" ...k.- ......... 

Vegetation: ·/0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C D E F 

Erollon (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Otber BRES Trigger Items 

A B C D E F - Identify trigger areas (using II) on air photo· 

Live (desirable) 
1,0 soecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
S soecies 

·Noxious weeds I fI, 
Litter I", 
Rocks> 2" ,-
Bare Ground ?-" 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must lotal 100(10) 0, 

Surface Litter If-
Surface Rock 

S 
3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement significantly differcnt than remainder oftbe site? 

Pedestalling I{. Y ~ N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns la- D lime rock barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

). o increased erosion J!L less vegetation 
h _ Rills Frequency o gullies o other 

Gullies Depth If) 
Gullies Frequency Q Estimate width of affccted edge (in feel) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE ~. 
3, - Live + 5%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movcment k! 
TOTAL BLM Store: 13\ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N4. 

• Estimated pH __ 
BLM seore: • Approximate area (in square fcct) __ 
0·55 - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EV lEnll'ineerin Evaluation) 

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

POLYGON 5. Is thcre evidence of: Y __ N...'k.. 
A 8 C D E F 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 
Spotted knapwecd 

o bulk soU failure o land slumps 
f:: o subsidence 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax. 

Crestcd whcatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweelclover 

Cheatgrass I, 6. Barren Ar eas: Y __ N~ 

Baby's breath T • At Least 75 W- • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochis 
• Less than 10% total cover (live & liner) 
Number of barren areas 

Alfalfa -r 
Other ) '" 

Thistle Do barren areas eovcr over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy SP'"1!' 
Y_ N_ 

Other U O,h.:-r 7. GuWes (over 6·· in depth): 

Qlh":T Other Y __ N-k 

Other 

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

Otber Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 
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A A "'- 1 t:..e ( <.\ ~ 
IV' ~'I 

BRES FIELD FORM Site m:£ Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): :rT A.. 
Number of Polygons: -1..-. Slope: ~to __ Aspect 

Area Descriptioo: 1,/y-I'-APel dCqt i rl J ik 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
If'! species 

'Undesirable (weedy) 
".3 species 

'Noxious weeds 0 
Liner , 
Rocks > 2" 0 
Bare Ground 0 
TOTAL (above 6 

J06 items must total 100(10) 
ADJUSTED LIVE 0/. '17 - Live + So/.Undesirable 
'Up to 5% ofundesimble species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) , 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100010 - M (Monitor 

Species P resent: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whcatgrass r-
Slender wheatgrass F 
Yellow swcctclover 

Alfalfa :r 
Other l3I"Ot1t t r 
<Jib" /J I .. G- M I 
Other 

Olher 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrequent). 

Field Date: 7/ro10'f Polygon Evaluation A 8 C D E F 

• t3C ** Admin Use Only .... 

(circle all relevant): N@W E NW NE SW SE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) l, 
Undcsir/noxious weeds 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other BRES T rigger Items 

A B C D E F ·Identify trigger a reas (using II) on air photo" 

Surface Litter "3 
Surface Rock 

~ 
3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement Signi~y different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling (" Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns J~ 
o lime rock barrier o depositional area. 

Rills Depth () 
8' more weeds o steeper slope 

o Increased erosion ~ess vegetation 
Rills Frequency (2 o gullies o other 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency D Estimate width ofaffccted edge (in feet) 3.-
Soil Movement :, 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N -----
TOTAL BLM Store: ::lq • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
o-SS - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56·100 - EY·rEn.h.cerin Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

A 8 C D E F 

Spotted knapweed t- O bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 1: 6. Harren Areas: Y N ~ 
Baby's breath r • At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less Ihan 10% total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y _N_ 

(l,h,M" . i. ..J< t: 7. Gu llies (OV~th): 

n" ~r i d( l/;l" I Y __ N __ 

Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 
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I yfIa>~<'V I 
BRES FIELD FO~ Site ID: ~ame: )..).. /..-1 '7 F;eld Dale: l/;.}.. rolygoo E"I" 'tioo 

- I I ** Admin Use Onl •• 
B c D E A F 

Team Members (Circle your name) : -:::r.: ..."..,... ....,)A/,s... p \/"") r-'-==-""==---+-+-t----1C---+-+---l 
Vegetation (010 live) 

N"mbe, o[Polygons: --L Slope: ---L.toSiL Aspect (ci",'e all relevant): N S W E NW NE SE 1---'=. ==="-
• • J A I I ErosiOn (BLM score) 

Area Descnptton: S~+\.... or TeJ. oTM sf ,,:>,.1 ......... -... ,../"I.. .. r»lt rL",,,(. 
J " ;J I - I Undesir/noxious weeds 

1"'\","1{ '''''0, 

Vegetation: */0 of 
ground covered by: 

Live (desirable) 
species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

*Nox..ious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100010 
ADJUSTED LIVE % 
- Live + 5%Undesirable 

POLYGON 
ABCDEF 

~,() ,. 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor' 

Sptties Present; 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow swcetclovcr 

Alfalfa 

Ollir=r 

Olh.:r 

Olh..:r 

Other 

POLYGON 
ABCOEF 

,. 

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

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 

tt B C D E 

Surface Litter 

Surface Rock 
Movement Ii 
Pedestalling I /A 
Flow Patterns I t, 
Rills Depth -:l 
Rills Frequency 2 
Gullies Depth n 
Gullies Frequency 0 
Soil Movement k 
TOTAL BLM &ore: .,..., 
BLM score: 
0-5S - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (Enlrineerinll Evaluation' 

POLYGON 
Weeds Present : 

A B C D E 

Spotted knapweed F' 
Dalmation toadfiax l:r 
Cheatgrnss :r 
Baby's breath l::k 
Kochia 

Thistle Is 
Leafy Spurge 

Other .' I. -r 
Olher _ I, ? IL 1;-

r. 

Olh" ! /.. ,/ i1 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

F 

F 

Otber BRES Trigger Itcms 
*Identify trigger ar eas (using 1#) on air pboto* 

3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
significanUy different than remainder of the site? 
Y-K N _ _ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o dcpositional a rea 

o more weeds o steeper s lope 

o incrcased erosion riC" less vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Materia l? Y __ NK 
* Estimated pH __ 
* Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N L 
o bulk soil faUure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. BArren Areas: Y _ _ N-X 
• At Least 75 ftl • 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 X 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N _ _ 
Number of gullies __ _ 
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fYI_ie> 
BRES FIELD FORM S;t. ID: Sit. Name: 

Team Mcmben; (Cicele your name)~ L 
N umber of Polygons: _ 1_ Slope: Lt~ASPect 

- ::k~> J_ _ F;.ld Oat., ~I 
.(,,(.11 tv' t::. r, <." L .. " s () V 
(circlcraIr'relcvant): N S W E NW NE SW SE 

<~~ v'" ';"'U • A I- - dL <t h Area Description: 43. " .. ..1-6 yf- (.,II'"",J- ,,, ... /-L .. vI. ~.''"' ....... t- - til ",r 
c) t- .n1 t (;,1"_ -rYJ"".) 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground co"'ered by: A B C 0 E F : 

Surface Litter G. 
Surface Rock Ir Movement 

Pedestalling (; 
Flow Patterns q 
Rills Depth z iti 

~ Rills Frequency ? 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequcocy 

Live (desirable) 1-13t species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

L species 

·Noxious weeds II.! 
I Litter 'ifl i'la 

Rocks > 2" 3 
Bare Ground 10 
TOTAL (above 6 

DD itcms must total 100"10) 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 1'lJ 
BLM score: 

ADJUSTED LIVE o/e 
3/-.. Live + .5%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and OOIe of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% '" Rl (Reclamation lmprovement) 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
S6-100 - EV-rE~"'noerin. Evolution) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 

21-39 % ,.. VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
40-100% .. M (Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
Spotted knapweed I-

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadOax 

Cbeatgrass r-

Baby's breath ....-
Crested whealgrass i ~ 
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow swectcJover Kochia 

Alfalfa :r- Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

(llh.:r v.1vsturJ [1: 
Other h 
Other u 

Oth.:r 
Olher 

Other Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I ( Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
** Admin Use Onl ," 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uooesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F · Identify trigger areas (using #I) 00 air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
y ...x- N~ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositiona l area 

X morcwteds o steeper slope 

o Increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate widlh of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. El:posed Waste Materia l? Y __ N..k:..-
.. Estimated pH _ _ 

• Approximate area ( in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
5. Is there evidcnce of: Y _ _ N X 
o bulk soil faUure o land s lumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y N ~ 
• At Least 75 W • 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-X 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies _ _ _ 
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")..).r") 

'/1iLi. f Polygon Eval!"a.tion A )I C D E F 

,t"", H:;' .".; < I k .... , . ,1 ~ Plv,,-{'l 
... Admin Use Onlv. ** ~ 

Vcgetatio~ (~g~c) ,,_. . . 

[circle all relevant):@) W E NW NE SW SE . - -
Erosion (BL¥5.Core) 

. 

, ~ t , .. ( i.:, . . , - -
Undcsir/noxious~c&ls-~ 

Site Nam e: _ 

Team Members (Circle your name): :k" n.., .... I K ' .f"ll H:;'.".; < I h.<~.-,,-,- _ 1L_ &.c" ...... ~. 
Number of Polygons: -lSlope: ~Jol Aspect 

Area Description: 161,.....1 J' !\ \ .. M L c..I , 

Erosion (BLM Fonn) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Item! 
A B C D E F ·Identify trigger areas (using II) on air photo· 

Vegetation : ~o oC POLYGON 
ground covered by : A B C D E F 

Surface Litter (p 
Surface Rock 

i" 
3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement significantly different than remainder oflbe site? 

Pedestalling i /. Y-XN __ (chcckappl.icablcitcms) 

Plow PattemI 11 o lime rock barrier o depositional Rrea 

RillsDeptb ." 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion J)t-1ess vegetation 
Rills Frequency "2- o guJUes o otber 
Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency D Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

-

Live (desirable) 
30 I S[)CCies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
II soecics 

*Noxious weeds ';' 

Litter -:,5 
Rocks >2" :) 

Bare Grouod 110 
TOTAL (above 6 

IUD items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement i R 
4. Exposed WAllte Material? Y X N __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: iLl, • Estimated pH-=t-
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) ~ 
o-SS - M (Morular) • Nurobcr of areas with exposed waste ; 
S6-1oo - BV"':n;';~ecrin. Evaluation' 

ADJUSTED LIVE ~. 
35 - Live + S%Undesitable 

·Up to 5% ofuodesitable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% '" Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N-.X 

A B C D E F 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% c M iM~nitor 

Spotted knapweed 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Species Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Dalmatian toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 1. 6. Barren Areas: Y N--'.:!c-

Baby's breath ,. • At Least 75 W- • Not a rock outcrop 

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

Sheep fescue I 
Crested wheatgrass "f' 
Slender wheatgrass 

YeUow sweetclover 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spw-ge 
Y_N_ Alfalfa -r. 

Other ~ ,,1 V " Other ,"~,J 1 7. Gullielll (over 6" in depth): 
Otbe.r V_ NY 
00" Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (lofrequent). 
Number of gullies __ 

Otber 
v 

Otber 

Other 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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~ "). 1...-

- - - - late: //~h' Polygon Enluation A B C D E F 

l ..Mk~ t.?f'. 
** Admin USI! Only ** b .... -, ... "", ..... 

Dv E NW NE SW SE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 
Ie 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

BRES FIELD FORM SUe ID:_ SUe N. me: 

Team Members (Circle your name): :c. , "' 1I"'r=# L .. J. tJl"- b ...... L L", 

Number of Polygons: ~ Slope: ---1-to...L!.l Aspec' 

Area Description: (,Q t \... T ... ..L M'" 1J.j-JI A (J , h >' 

So, ) ..... d~ IL. ,\ .... 0 > 

Erollon (BLM Form) POLYGON Oth er BRES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

Vegetation : ~. of POLYGON 
g!"Quod covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter ~ 
Surface Rock 2 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the sile 
Movement significantly different ilian remainder oftbc site? 

Pedestalling r. v;K- N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns r. o lime rock barrier 0 depositiona.1 area 

lUlls Depth -, 
K more weeds 0 steeper slope 

7l 
o increased erosion o less vegetation 

Rills Frequency o guWes o other 
Gullies Depth L 
Gullies Frequency '-

Estimate width of affected edge (in fcet) __ 

Live (desirable) "-, species 
·Uodesirable (weedy) 

(' species 

- Noxious weeds r 
Litter I ~f 
Rocks>2" k 
Bare Ground I, 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total J 00%) IOU 

Soil Movement fs 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N ~ 
TOTAL BLM Score: 'l.L • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fect) __ 
O-SS - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EY-rE.";;'eerin. Evduationl 

ADJ USTED LIVE % 
'30 - Live'" S%Undcsimble 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of no:uous 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20010 = RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y NX 

A B C D E F --
21·39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100010 " M (Monitor 

Spotted knapweed r-: o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Species Present: 

POLYGON 
A 8 C D E F 

Dalmatian loadflax 

Cbcatgrass ~ 6. Barren Areas: Y N ~ 
Baby's brealh -r • At Least 75 tY • Not a roc outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover Oive & littcr) 
Number of barren areas 

Sheep fescue 1: 
Crested wheatgrass f 
Slender wheatgrass -r 
Yellow swcetclover 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
V _ N_ 

Alfalfa J 
Other "" Olh.:'1" \"1\ .... \ \- k • ...I 1 7 .. Gullies (over 6" in depth): V 

-
Ulht'r 

01her 
~re~y ;1lies actively eroding? Y _ _ N)L Olhl:I 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or J (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ~ 

Olh.::r 

Other 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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!l\o.s. -\ti-
~~~ • ~9 Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

o..r:d.i f \1" 01- Rn-nA, £he \~.:; .. Admin Use Onl" ** 
~ 

'NESWSE 
Vegetation (% live) I ~() l?ro 
Erosion (BLM score) 1">' 1,.(, 
Undcsirfnoxious weeds ;l.. 6 

BRES FiELD FORM S;!e m, S;!e Name, . 
Team Members (Crrele you, name)::J£- DQ i.\v- No..r:cl.i f \1" o!: e;;:t;\, £betij' 
Numbe, of Polygons: J". Slope: _1_10...6... Aspec • • ~ _ 

Area Deseript;on:So .. .l,l", S;A£ cf (h.1 \ [()OJ,. --trc&\;s b'i 
Ce.~",(}..t /\"U'u..~ -

Erosion {BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo" 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter 1(" I 1<1 
Surface Rock 1:2 11 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling I ;~. R y L N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

FlowPanems 1"1 I,{" o lime rock barrier ~epositional area 

Rills Depth h h o more weeds o steeper slope 

h In 
S"increased erosion UJ.1es! vegetation 

Rills Frequency 0'" gullies o otber 
Gullies Depth I", 7 
Gullies Frequency 17) ':l Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

Live (desirable) 
~ :1.,< species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
9- 5 species 

·Noxious weeds 10 n 
Litter I'>:) 'h' 
Rocks > 2" , :l.. 
Bare Ground <'\ 3'1 
TOTAL (above 6 

Inc DC items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 1'2. 1)<. 
N~ 

TOTAL BUd Score: 1'7'. _ L 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ 
• Estimated pH __ 

BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fect) __ 
a-55 - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EVIE~>rin=in Evaluation) 

ADJUSTED LIVE ~. l'Iv "ll - Live + 5'1.Undcsirable 
·Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% "" Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 
A B C D E F 

21-39 % = VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
40-1 Win;;: M_tMonitor 

Spotted knapweed 1/ 1/ 
o bulk soiJ faiJure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Dalrnation toadflax V 1/ 
Chcatgrass 1: L 6. Barrcn Arcas : Y _ _ N-.L 
Baby's breath 1/ 1/ • At Least 75 ft? • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia / / 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liner) 
Number ofbarren areas 

Thistle 1/ 1/ Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge / 1/ 
y _N_ 

(l111I:r rl\, - I T I 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Spcdes Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Shecp fescue F I=" 
Crested wheatgrass F I r-
Slender wheatgrass / ./ 
Yellow swcetclover ./ 1/ 
Alfalfa "1 
OlherD. D_u.- -r: t 

Olh.:-r 
Other Y.lL:>_ 
Olbo.:r Are any gullies activ;l', eroding? Y £ N __ 

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

O,hl!r 

Olh<!r 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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__ Field Oat" 'Y1'3/QQ ;:):JIA 7 BRES FIELD FORM SUelD: SUe Name:~?!<?",,-.L.-_ 
Team Memben; (Circle your name): L~ue m~au,1}Q IJ.!4 
Number of Polygons: -L Slope: _ _ to~ Aspect (circle aU1lelevaJ· I): N S W E NW NESW SE 
Area Descriptioo: 50u f-h qF' rot/rood I,JQ cd 

a 
Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 

A B C D E 
Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter " Surface Rock 
Movement II 
Pedestalling 

Flow Patterns 

Rills Depth 1'1 
:J Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth [) 

Gullies Frequency (1) 

Live (desirable) 
:, ~ ~cies 

"Undesirable (weedy) 
\0. soecies 

·Noxious weeds S 
Litter ~D 
Rocks > 2" I'l.o 

, 

Bare Ground 1'\0 
TOTAL (above 6 

~ itcms must total 100%) 

Soil Movement ~ ADJUSTED LIVE % 
1.D - Live + S%Undesirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and OOIc. of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 'c, I 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% == RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

Q..SS .. M (Monitor) 
56-100" EV-rE~2iDeerin Evaluation' 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E 

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

Spotted knapwced Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmationtoadflax 

Chcatgrass . 

Baby's breath F 
Kocbia f 

Crested wbeatgrass f 
Slender wheatgrass ..f 
Yellow swectclover r 

Alfalfa -t 
Thistle 

01her Leafy Sptuge 

Olb<=r 
Oth('r 

Othl!r Olher 

Other Oth..:r 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfrcquem). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 
.. Admin Use Only" 

Vegetation (% live) 
, 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Uodesir/noltious weeds 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
F *Idcntify trigger area, (U!ing 1#) on air photo· 

3. Site Edgcs: Ate outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y...L N _ _ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

~ more weeds o steeper slope 

P increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square fcet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidcnce of: Y N~ 
F --

o bulk soil failure o la nd slumps 
o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: y);. N 
• At Least 75 tr • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (Iivc & lillcr) 
Number ofbarrcn areas-L 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y..llN_ 

7. Gullies (ovcr6" in depth): 

Y_ N1 
Arc any gullies actively croding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 

- --- --
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BRES FIELD FORM Site ID: Site Name: ::WIn 'X 
Team Members (Circle your name): ~8 liP ciJ ~c.a;~h~ 
Number of Polygons: _ Slope: _to__ Aspect (circle all re ~an ~ 

_Field D.te: 'f113LoQ 

NS WENWNESWSE 

Area Description: Sc,u lli of m" (ood 'fed 

ErollOD (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: "'/0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter II \ 
Surface Rock 

I I Movement 
Pedestalling 

" 
Flow Patterns I t] 
Rills Depth 3 

h3 Rills Frequency 

Gulli" Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency () 

Live (desirable) 
0 _s~ies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 

'9 
, 

species 

·Noxious weeds 15 
Litter IX:l 
Rocks>2" 110 
Bare Ground 1~ 1'l 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) 110) 

Soil Movement 5 
TOTAL BLM Score: Iqli 

ADJUSTED LIVE ~. 
- Live + 5%Undesirable I" 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and (lOA. of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56·100 - EV (BnRineerin. Evaluation' 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
()"'20% '" RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Prescnt: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21·39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M {MOnitor 

Spotted lmapweod Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Dalmation toadOax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

f.!£ Kochla 

. Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 1+ 
Slender wheatgrass I~ 
YeUow swectclover 

Alfalfa :::x; Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other Sa lSl r Ll l.:r 
Oth" 
Othor 
Otbcr Other 

Oth" Olbc.r 

, 

Usc 0 (Dominant), ~_ {~~uent). or 1 ~~~Q. _ _ Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evalu'atio,o' 
** Admin Use Oil /u *. - A JI C D E F 

Vegetation (% live) \0 '~. 

f:!osion (B~t1$c;:6.ter - ItI~ .. . . 
. • /I.~ ~ ... 

: Undcslf/no:uous w,c~~ 111,' . 

Other BRES Trigger Hems 
F *Idcntify trigger arcas (using 11) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: rue outer edges of the site 
signi)!caotly different than remainder of the site? 
Y N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime roc.k bar-ricT o deposit,lonnl area 

12! more weeds Itf steeper slope 

el increased erosion o less vegetation 
o gullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4.EIposcdWastcMatcrial? Y __ N~ 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Appromnate area (in square feet) _ _ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste _ _ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N...L. 

o bulk soU failure o land slumps 
o subsidence 

6. Ba r ren Areas: Y ---k..- N _ _ 
• At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10% lotal cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ~ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y-4N_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

~ any g~lli: actively eroding? Y_ N_ 
Number of gullies __ 
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k" r.P' 
BRES FlELD FORM Site ID:!Slt. Nam.: 

... Team Members (Circle your name): 7 7 R.. 
Numb« of Polygons: L Slope: '!s!....to__ ASpe<t . 

FI.ld Oal. : 7/r!? 
13 I!... 

Area Description: {AJesl ·j/r,4p ,,; Obui1JQ; ... d R Ii. k e) , 
vaDt): N S@E NW NE SW SE 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground c:overed by: A B C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Live (desirable) 
;1 ') species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
~S species 

·Noxious weeds 10 
Litter :10 
Rocks > 2" 0 
Bare Ground <20 

Surface Litter /I 
SwfaceRock Ix-Movement 

Pedestalling I I 
Flow Patterns 19 
Rills Depth -:;-

/, Rills Frequency 

TOTAL (above 6 
( 00 items must total 100%) 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency V 

ADJ USTED LIVE % j D , 
- Live + 5%Undesirable I Soil Movement ) 
·Up to 5% o f undesirable species and 0010 of noxious , TOTAL BLM Score: <,7 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% "" R1 (Reclamation improvement) 

O-SS - M (Monitor) 
S6-100 - BY-rnD.fueerio. EValUAtiOD) 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40·100% '" M (Monitor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Spcdes Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
Spotted knapwced f 

Sheep fescue I 
Crested whcatgrass ;: 
Slender whcatgrass -r. 
Yellow sweetc10ver 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia ;; 
Alfalfa Thistle 

Olht"r 

Olh~ 

OIlier 

Leafy Spurge 1 
oAA. , L f, It=" 
'l1t"'t.. ... ~ T/ii. T 

Olher iftltl< f ( II I," , t , 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequcm), or I (Infrequent). Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
** Admin USI! Only ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger area, (using II) on a ir photo* 

3. Site Edges: rue outer edges of the site 
sign~t1y different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional a rea 

~oreweeds o st~per slope 

increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gumes o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) J..1J 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N _ _ 
• Estimatcrl pH ~ _ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) ~ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste --'-

5. Is there evidence of: Y t/ N __ 
F 

o bulk soil fallure ~ndslumps 
o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas; Y N ,/" 
• At Least 75 W- • 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~ 
,f •. ) Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 

Number of gullies ___ 
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12_:-::(0 F;eld Date: 7 ""h<.. BRES FIELD FORM SUeID:_SileName: __ 

Team Members (Circle your name): ~ I Me f 111 ~1tLu...A 
WENWNESWSE 

ci.tU.. 
J 

Number of Polygons: L Slope: __ '0__ Aspect (circle aU evant; ~ S ' 

Area Description: (\.Y(r b -j1u, 11.4.1 i (oo.d.. f\1>AJ. -~ s;itU. 

Ero.lon (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
grou nd covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter 1\ l 
Surface Rock 

I IL\ Movement 
Pedestalling I~ 
Flow Patterns "I 
Rills Depth g 

I t" Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth I t) 
Gullies Frequency D 

Live (desirable) 
\0 species 

·Undesirablc (weedy) 15 species 

·Noxious weeds '5 
Litter 1'30 
Rocks > 2" I~ 
Bare Ground ~ 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100%) \00 

Soil Movement 1:2, ADJUSTED LIVE ·1. \e::; - Live + S%Uodesirable 
TOTAL BLM Score: I!I.'l 
BLM score: 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Livc %. 

O~5S - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV fEn2iD.eerln Evaluation) 

Vegctation (% live) score: 
0·20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E 

21·39 % = VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
40·100%, = M (Monitor) 

Spotted knapweed Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sbeep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath 
Crested wbeatgrass \ 
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow swectc10vcr Kochia 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Other Leafy Spurge 

Other O.h<, , , •• ,'r/lAd \ 
Olher Olher 

Olh.:r Oth~r 

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

Polygon Eva luation A B C D E F 
** Admin Use Onlv ** 

Vegetation (% live) 1<; 
Erosion (BLM score) Li"I 
Uoocsir/noxious weeds ID 

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Identify trigger a rtas (using #) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y -S- N __ (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional arca 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
}!(. increased erosion i&Jess y~etation 
o gulUes O otbe~~ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Esposed Waste Material? Y __ N--.b. 
• Estimated pH __ 

• Approltimatc area (in square fcct) __ 
• Numberofareas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y N __ 
F --

o bulk soU failu r e o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N __ 
• At Least 75 if • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total covF (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ___ 
~en areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N_ 

7. GuUies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N .x... 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site m:2. Site Name: 

Team Members (Circle your name): r 
= Number of Polygons: _ Slope: 2_-'0 __ Aspect 

Area Description: _v-=-tf _________ _ 

Vegetation: ~. or POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) & soecics 
·Undesirable (weedy) C sl>tcies 

*Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" D 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100(10) 

ADJUSTED LIVE 0/. 
- Live + 5"oUndesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % .s VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
4().. I 00% - M MQrutor 

Spet.IClI Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

YeUow swcetclover 

Alfilla 

Other 

Otb" 
Other 

Om ... 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

________ Field Date: ,j' Polygon EvaJu'aJio.D A .B C D E F 
•• Admin Use O~Iv .- -

(circle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE Vegctatio~ W~~v'er . :~. , /;. ','-', " 
. ~E!~0=s=;0=n~(~B=L~Nl=~=·~6re~· ~1~"·~~,~y~,+-_" ~_+-_~-+ ___ 

Undcsir/noxfous wcedS-::';·- _.~'i - .:' _ • _ ,n'- • 

Ero,lon (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F *[dentlfy trigger areas (using #) Oil air photo* 

Surl'acc Litter D 
Surface Rock r 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of thc site 
Movement . } significantly <Wfcrent than remaindcr of the site? 
Pedestalling C' Y __ N_~_ (check applicable items) 

Flow Pa.tterns ~ 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 
Rills 0 more weeds 0 steeper slope 

Depth 0 increased erosion 0 less vegetatioll 
Rills Frequency 0 gullies 0 other" ____ _ 

Gullies Depth 
Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N ~ 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) 
0-5.5 .. M ~~to9 . . Number of areas with exposed was-;--
56-100 - BV (.b~eerin~ Evaluation) --

WeedsPreseut: A BPO;Y<;>N E F 5. Is therccvidcnce of: Y __ N£ 

Spotted knapwced 0 bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 6. Barrell Areas: Y N 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 az • Not a roc~crop 

hi 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

Koc a Number of barren areas ____ 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
L2~Sp~e ~~~~~-=~~ __________________ __ 
Other 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Otber Y _ _ N __ 

Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
. Number of gullies 

Use 0 (Dammant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). ----



.. '" 
z 8" 

c ij 

,. 
, 

~
u
 

! -~ 
.. 

'" 5 
OJ 

<
 

, l '" -:5 
;; • e 

§ 

.. 
§ 

~
 

"2 
S 

3
; 

" ~ ::> 

• l 





')1'7 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:~ Site Name: Field Date: /,0 11 Polygon Evol_J.t1o,n ,A IJI 

, -r" 1Z I r .... Admin Use Onl ft* Team Members (Circle your name): } • . _: " , 1 '7 CI . Vegetatfon (!Id'Uvc) 
Number of Polygons: L SIQpc: ~to __ Aspect (clI'Cle all relevant): N S W E NW NE SW SE , 'e", 

Area D .. 11. '1 " ErOSion (BLM..scoret i,,: escnptton: ! 1'."'1 .., r. - -,' ....... ~_ ,:I :,.' 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
grollnd covered by: A B C D E F 
Live (desirable) 0 • soecies 

i .Undesirable (weedy) I 
soe<:ies 
-Noxious weeds ( 
Litter 

Rocks>2" I, 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 I 
items must total 100%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE °/. U - Live + 5~.Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% "" RI (Reclamation lmprovement) 
21-39 % - v~ ~ecgetation Implementation) 
4O-1W/o - M onitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sbeep fescue 

Crested wbeatgrass 

Slender wbeatgrass 

YeUow sweetclover 

A1faI.f. 

Other 
Other 

Oth" 
Other 

Use D (Do~~t), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 

Undcsir/noxio~ y.rceds::::: -
Erosion (BLM Form) 

Surface Litter 
Surface Rock 
Movement 

Pedestalling 

Flow PtUtem5 

Rills Depth 
Rills Frequency 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency 

Soil Movement 

TOTAL BLM Score: 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BY (En • 

Weeds Present: 

Spo""" knapwccd 

Dalmation toadflax 

Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Other 

Otber 

Other 

POLYGON 
A B CDEF 

() 

-;; 

" 

Evaluation) 
POLYGON 

ABCDEF 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Other BRES Trigger Hems 
·Idcntify trigger Areas (using #) on Air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Ale outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y _ _ N:fL- (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barricr 0 depositiona.1 area 
o more weeds 0 steeper slopc 

o Increased erosion 0 less vegetation 
o gullies 0 other' ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N_ 
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N_ 

O bulk soU fa ilure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. BAr ren Areas: Y __ N_ 
• At Least 75 ttl • 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 __ N2-
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
Number of gullies __ 
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;.~ 
BRES FIELD FORM Sit. lD:ji Site Name: 
Team Memb ... (Ci,cle you, namc): "7 T& r+_ ~ C 

______ :-__ Field Date: ?to/ott Polygon Evaluation ABC 0 E F 

r+ Ba , f-:-·:.:·"A"d"m",i".-,U",,,e,,O,,,.,,{{, ".".-t-+-+--f--t-+-I 
111 relevant): t@vENWNESWSE l-v_,,,go,-la_"_'o_o-,('-,V'_I_iv-")=--_+-_I---+_+_+-_I---j Numb., of Polygons: -I- Slope: ~to __ Aspec 

Area Description: )I"" f o./..., ( '=,- II e f""g i (fA! (\.1/ 
1 7 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/noJitious weeds 

Vegetation : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Live (desirable) 
0 sf)Ccics 

·Undesirable (weedy) i Sl)CCies 

·Noxious weeds ;;0 
Litter 0 

Rocks>2" 10 
Bare Ground 7'1 
TOTAL (above 6 

/00 items must tolall OO%) 
ADJUSTED LIVE °/. 1 .. Live + 5%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0010 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 
21·39 % = VI (Vcgctatioll Implementation) 
40-100% = M (Monitor 

Speeics Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgmss :i 
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclovcr 

Alfalfa 

..@"' .. t- /J.. '" [. 
~Ih" 
Olll.:r 

O lht"t' 

Usc 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Erosion (BL.'\{ Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ABC 0 E F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo· 

Surface Litter "3 
Surface Rock '"' 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the si te 
Movement b(., Si~:hY different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling 0 Y N _ _ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns "3 0 lime rock barrier ~OSitiOnal a rea 

Rills De th 3 ~ore weeds 0 steeper slope 
p 0 increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

Rills Frequency :) 0 gulli~ 0 otber ____ _ 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 Estimate width of affected edge (in feel) _ _ 

Soil Movement 0 . ./ 

1
(,1 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ N_..k: __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: 1 • Estimated pH 

BLM score: . • Approximate area (in square feel) __ 
0-55 - M (~o~tor) . • Number of areas with eJitposcd waste 
56·100-EVIr:nai~eerin Evaluationl --

Weeds Present: A 8PO~Y~ON E F S.lsthereevideneeof: Y __ N~ 
Sponed knapweed 0 bulk soil failu re 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 
Dalmation toadflax 

Chcatgrass T 6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N 
Baby's breath - At Least 75 ttl _ Not a rock outcrop 
Kochia I ~ • Less than 10 % total cover (live & liner) 

I ,... Number ofbarrcn areas I 
Thistle Do bll!,J:co areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y V N 
~rySp~~ I-~=-~~=-~ ____________________ --j 
0/1)/ ... <£ .-""'_ I f" 7. Gulli" (ovec6" in dopth)' 
' )I~£c ' . r. Y N ~ 
Olh~r 0 Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

. Number of gullies 
Use 0 (Dommant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). --
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BRES FIELD FORM S;te ID:_ SUe Name: L~OO " I ~ OC. Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
** Admin Use On/" ..... 

Vegetation (% live] 
III re'evant)t:NS~ . _ • . .. NE SW SE) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsir/nox..ious weeds 

Team Members (Circle your name): _~~~Q",e":'"J· "~"~I-::,~J~Q~d~':;;-:;:=~?,<~'F,~~rnm 
Number of Polygons: _ '_ Slope: __ to--.? Aspect (circle " .• ~Fi n' .... .. .. . . .. - Ht" H 

Area Description: bt1~& of S \ o pt- ~ ( '"2. 4'10 ")') 

ErnaloD (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F *Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photo" 

Vcgetatioo : % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter (., 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement 0 significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalliog 3 
Y _ _ N-L (check applicable items) 

Flow Pattems (p o lime rock barrier o depositional a rea 

RiI1sDeptb 
o more weeds o steeper slope 

0 o inereased erosion o less vegetation 

~ 

Live (desirable) 
ZD soecies 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
15 , 

soecics 
·Noxious weeds 2> 
Litter '/0 
Rocks > 2" 2-

Bare Ground LV RiUs Frequency 0 o gullIes o other 

Gullies Depth 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 Estimal.e width of affccted edge (in feet) __ 

TOTAL (above 6 ,00 items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement 3 NV 
TOTAL BLM Seore: fA 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ 

• Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 • M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100· EV (E"";'eering Evaluation) 

ADJUSTED LIVE ¥. 25' - Live + 5%Uodcsirable 0 

·Up to 5% of undcsirablc species and 0% of nox.ious 
weeds may count toward Adjustcd Live %. 
Vcgetation (% live) score: 
0-20% = RI (Rcclamation tmprovement) 

We-eds Present: 
POLYGON S. Is there evidence of: Y N / 

A B C D E F - -
21·39 % IS VI 0/egetation Implementation) 
40-100010 '"' M (M~itor 

Spotted knapweOO 
o bulk soU (allnre o land slumps 

:r: o subsidence 
Spede! Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Dalmation toadflax I 
Cbeatgrass 1: 6. Barren Areas: Y N V 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 W • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 1:-
• Less than 10% total cover (live & titter) 
Number ofbarren areas 

Sheep fescue I 
Crested wheatgrass I 
Slender wheatgrass F 
Yellow sweetclover 

(' 

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Sp"gc * ::r Y _N Alfalfa I 
Oct", cu.\'\" _ ,.h\, 1 I 

O,h.. tVI", \.k r ,< I" 7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Other Y_ N.1 

Other !SoQ.q e. 7 I 
Om" 

Other Arc any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 

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

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (Infrequent). 
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'2.3 0'- Field Date: , - I'"":> o~ 

od.. 
BRES FIELD FORM Site ID:_ Site Name: 

ream Mcmbe" (Circle your name): IZ;,., 3'- I J 
Number of Polygons: J.. Slope: _ -_ 10_-_ Aspec (cilele aU relevant):<N S W E NWJllr~VLSE' 

-~ - Dc~(\t.I'\\, .... L\{ y\x Tn., \ J ) en 11_"'1.-' [r.:... I 

Area Description: Oo.<\x .... ..... ") ltd;. - eye ~\Jt-\. - Dc~(\t.I'\\, .... L\{~~ Tn. _. I 
J r __ i 

Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Vegetation: ./0 of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter /' 
Surface Rock 

/' Movement 
Pedestalling /' 
Flow Pattern! ~ 

Rills Deplb 2-
Rills Frequency 3 
GuUiesDeptb /' 

Gullies Frequency /' 

Live (desirable) 
I i species I 

·Undesirable (weedy) y ; , 

soecics 
*Noxious weOOs 3 
Litter I 
Rocks > 2" I 
Bare Ground QO 
TOTAL (above 6 

100 items must totailOO%) 

Soil Movement () ADJUSTED LIVE 0/. 
510 - Live + S%Undcsirable 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 11< 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 

a-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 - BY (Enlrlneerin Evaluation) 

Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: POLYGON 
A B C D E 

21-39 % - VI (Vegetation lmplementation) 
40-100%," M (Monitor 

Spotted knapweed I Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Crested whcatgrass Cbeatgrass 

Baby's breath 

K.ochia 
Slender whcalgrass r 
YeUow swcetelover 

Alfalfa Thistle 

Olber Leafy SPIU&' 

Olber O,h,,- ''Y\'''~nv,l T 

alb", Other 

Olb" 00" 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or 1 (1nfreqUCDt). Usc D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Mo..s+-e.v 
Polygon Eva luation A Jl C D E F - , -** Admin Use 0;'1-,,_ ** 

Vcgelatio~ (o/~Uve) -
- , 

~osion (8y.!Sc6te)" -= ":; -
,-. -, " ". .- "< -, '. Undcsir/noxiolis ~ceds:~ ::~.: 

"-

Other BRES Trigger Items 
F *Idcntify trigger areas (using 1#) on air photo· 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges oftbe site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Y __ N-L (cbeck applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o mOfC weeds o steeper slope 

o increased erosion o less vegetation 

o gullies o otber 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y _ _ NL-

• EstimatOO pH __ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N~ 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 
o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N __ 
• At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas 
D:&.: areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N_ 

7. Collies (over 6" in depth): 

Y_ N4 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y _ _ N_ 
Number of gullies __ 



.. =
 

o 
"C

 

~ ;; =
 

o 
"C

 
:a ~ 

.. '" 
z ~~ 
au 
.. .. <

 

~
 

• • ~ " .. .~ 0
. 

'" 

c-1 g -" 0 
-

C
' 

~ I .. I e. " ~ " 



A
R

IZ
O

N
A

S
T

 

g 
O

N
 A

VE
 

:;I
 :'l 

0 

'" -< 
;;

 
Y

lO
R

D
S

T
 

~
 

z m
 

~
 

§ 
R

E
N

A
V

E
 

'" -< 
W

H
IT

M
A

N
 A

V
E

 

~ 
"v

", 
~
 

n 
L

O
W

E
ll 

A
V

E
 

"<
: 

§ 
» 

«-"
''' 

!l 
LI

P
S

 A
VE

 

" ? 
IS

O
N

A
V

E
 

"'",
 '" 

~
 

~+
Z 

~ r 
'" 

'" -< 
·0

 
~
 

~ 
0 

~
O
\
~
 

Iil 
0 ."

 
:od

'3.
')~

 
0 

TE
X

A
S

 A
V

E
 
~ 

" 
'" 

" 
~ 

'" 
m

 
-

~ 
6; 

>
 

~ 
ID

A
A

V
E

 
m

 
" 

" 
" 

0 
;< 

m
 

r 
C

A
R

O
LI

N
A

 A
V

E
 

m
 

m
 

'" 
z 

'" 
-<

 
"l 

-<
 



() 

(Y'I 

'" 

BRES FIELD FORM Site ID 
Team Members (Circle your name):_ 

}jfLc,t 
:_SiteName: 2. 31D FieldDate: ,//<I/r>Cj Polygon EvaluaUon ABC D E F 
~ .:Brt". I JQr.L, P , 1-:';'**~A!!!!dm~'!!!'n!.!l1~'~.~O!!n!£II"!'.·::.=-j_-+_+_+----iC--+_ 

Number of Polygons: _1_ Slope: ~1 _ , to-.:2.. t> Aspect (circle all relevant): /1ifS WE NW NE sw sb r-=v",eg"e=ta=tio=o"(,,,%:.:l:.:;v=e)~_+--+_+---jf--+_+-_ 
"""J $U,r-< b.fU2n un; J i K (4J..,l f-E::ro=s=;o=n~(B:::L=M:.:seo=",,-) -+-+-I-+-+-+­Area Descriptioo, c....re..X.. kKJ. (M/<,J $u,~ Io+wn c,,;;;"-"Jc'~ '-"-i=Ko...u.:>-='-"-" 

Undesirlnoxious weeds 

Vegetation: ./. of 
ground covered by: IA 

{CON Ero.loa (BLM Form) POLYGON Otber BRES Trigger Items 
o E F ABC D E F '*Identify trigger areas (using II) 00 air photo· 

POLY 
B C 

Surface Litter I Q I 

Surface Rock c: 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges oflhe site i 
Movement -J significantly different than remainder afme site? ' 
Pedestalling Of y.-lL. N _ _ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 1/2 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositional area 

Rills Depth t.I UY" more weeds rzySteeper slope 
GVinerclSed e ... oslon D"Iess vegetation 

Rills F""uoney I IYgulllos troth" e ¥{)s-J, u.J 

Live (desirable) 
130 species 

·Undesirable (weedy) 
s~ies I *No:<.ious weeds 

Liner 

Rocks > 2" 

BareOround 
Gullies Depth "1 
Gullies Frequency J Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) k'k TOTAL (above 6 

items must total l()()% 

Soil Movement __ ~ ADJUSTED LlYE % 
- Live + S"IoUndesirable ,til 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y "/ N 

~% ofoo:<.ious TOTALBLMSc:ore: " - 1 • Estimated H L{.O - - - -v. p -- , Z-· Up to 5% of undesirable species and ~ 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% - Rl (Reclamation lmprovemcnl 
21-39 % "" VI (Vegetation lmplemcntati 
4O- IOOO~ = M (Mooitor 

(I. BLM score: . • Approximate area (in square feet);$ 
0-55 • M ~~~~) .. • Number of areas with exposed waste 
56-100 - EV l.e.ngineering Evaluation) 

10) POLYGON, 
Weeds Prescnt: ABC D E F 5. Is there eVidence of: Y _ _ N V 

VGON Spotted Jcnapweed r 0 bulk soll (allure 0 land slumps 
D E F 0 subsidence 

Species Prescnt: 
POL' 

A B C 
Dalmation toadflax I r 
Cheatgmss I ,:: 6. Barren Areas: Y L N 
Baby' s breath r • At Least 75 W- • Not a rock outcrop 
Kochla 1 ...- • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

1 1- Numberofbarren areas (1)' 
Thistle Do barren areas cover O~D of any polygon? 

Y N ./ 
~rySp~ge f--~=-=-=-L-~ _________ __ 
'"h" An 141 /" r 7, Gulli .. (ove< 6" in deplb), 

[llh" ,""c.,)" ;/,1 T Y...J..L' N __ 
[, _ --:l I ,1111 On. r Are any gullies actively eroding? Y L N_ 

, Number of gullies ~ 
nfrequcnt). Use 0 (Dommant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

Sbeep fescue J: 
Crested wheatgrass -r 
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow swcelClover 

Alfrufa :r: 
Olh" PII ' , .. , , ~ :r; 
Olh<"f <....-. ;. :r: 
L'hc'-t' , --: , -:r: 
O\hcr 

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

~ 
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BRES FIELD FORM SUelD:_ SUeName, 

Team Members (Cir~le your n~e): ba&,.,IO I I 

~ 
rr 

~'1 2 Field Date: '"!.IJJIe q PolygOn Evalu ation 
C ('1/7" • Admin Use Onlv ** 

A B C D E F 

ntQl S W E NW NE SW SE 
Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Num ber of Polygons. _ Slope. __ to Aspec_ ~? _______ ____ _ 

AreaDescript;on: f ".I.'! 0/ Male lcoper±y 
J 

Erolion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other DRES Trigger Items 
A B C D E F · Identify trigger areas (using") nn air photo· 

Vegettltlon: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) Surface Liner 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling Y_'_ N _ _ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns o Lime rock barrier o depositiona l area 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
Rills Depth 2 increased erosion o less vegetation 

_species 
'Undesirable (weedy) 
soecies 

'No:o;ious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" ! 

Bare Ground 
Rills Frequency o gullies o other 
Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width of affected edge ( in feet) __ 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must total 100(10) 

Soil Movement 
4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N i 

TOTAL BLM Store: • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fect) __ 
o-SS - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100" EV-n;~~eerin Evaluation' 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
- Live + S%Undesirable 
'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% five) score: 
0-200/. = RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N L 

A B C D E F 

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

Spotted knapweed 
o b ulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Species Prescnt: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue Dalmation toadflax 

Cheatgrass 6. Barren Area!!: Y N 
Baby's breath • At Least 75 ftl • Not 8 rock outcrop 

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

Crested whcatgrass 

Slender whcatgrass 

Yellow swcetc10ver 
Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy Spurge 

Alfalfa 

Other 

Olh~r 
Other 7. GuWes (over 6" in deplh): 
Olher 

~re any ~lI iCf actively eroding? Y __ N __ Other 

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

--

Oth ... 'r 

Other 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
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#CB08 - Catch Basin 08 

- Feet 
o 50 100 150 200 



t~O~ . 
BRES FIELD FORM SitelD:Jl: Site Name: (.tell 8"", 0<;( Field nate: 7/:3'10., 
Team Members (Circle your name): .,--TT>L!I:c/J...~ __ lL!c.,=-_____ ,,--,.~ ___ _ 

Number of Polygons: -1- Slope: ~to__ Aspect (circle all relevant): N/S E W NE SW SE 

Area Description: C,l I e h A ... s ( " 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) I A 
POLYGON 

B C D E 

Live (desirable) )~ species 
·Undesirable (weedy) < species 
*Noxious weeds " Litter (;() 
Rocks > 2" () 
Bare Ground t; 
TOTAL (above 6 

lob items must tOlal 100%) 

Surface Litter -V 
Surface Rock 'i Movement 

Pedestalling 11'1 
Flow Patterns b 
Rills Depth 0 
Rills Frequency 0 
Gullies Dcpth D 
Gullies Frequency 0( 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
30 - Live + S%Undcsirable 

Soil Movement "6 
·Up 10 5% ofundcsirable species and 0010 of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: 1'(3 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 - M (Monitor) 
0-20% '" RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 - EV (Emzineerinlz Evaluation) 
21-39 % '" VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- 100% - M (Monitor) Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
ABC D Ii: 

Species "resent : 
POLYCON 

A 8 C D E F 
Spollod kn,pwoed I r: 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass ,n 
Slender wheatgrass r 
Y cllow sweetclover 

Dalmation toadflax 

r. 
Cbeatgrass T1 
Baby's breath 

Kochia 

Alfalfa L 
Thistle 

O,h" ErnM ~ IT 
Other 

Leafy Spurge 

Olh"M,AarJ. 11 
Other 

Other 

Other 
Other 

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

F 

F 

Polygon Evaluation 
.. Admin Use Onlv .. 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BlM score) 

Undcsirlnoxious weeds 

A R c D E I 

Olher BRES Trigger Items 
*Identify trigger areas (using #) on air photot 

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

o lime rock barrier 

~reweeds 
o increased erosion 

o gullies 

o d;positional area 

Vsieeper slope 

EJ...rlss vegetation 
o oiller ____ _ 

Estimate width of affected edge (in fect) jJj 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N .....--
• Estimated pH __ 
• Approximate arca (in square feet) __ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

S. Is there evidence of: Y V N __ 

o bulk soil failure ~Iand slumps 

.8 subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y V N 
• AI Least 75 n2 • Nol a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total coverjlive & litter) 
Number of barren areas __ il-_ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N""""'--

7. G7S (over 6" in deplh): 

Y N 
Are any gullies active7 eroding? Y __ N/ 
Number of gullies __ _ 
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ce,o't 
L yr'l,,>1-ey J 

BRES FlELD FORM Sitc rD: Sitc"Namc: "_._". . _ .• D ' " m ___ "_ . ~ 
Team Members (Circle yournamc):c:3£4 "N ~# ; ..... ,~ L.." .... _ &r,,~ ffl 
Number of Polygons: L Slope: __ '0 __ Aspee' . . . 

Area Description: ____________ _ 

~ 
Polygon Evaluation A B C D E I 

.. Admin Use On/v ** 
'~J 

Vegetation (% live) 
,all rc lcvan')~ N S W E NW@6' SE 

Erosion CBlM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 

Vegetation: -I. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A " C D E " 

ErosIon (BLM Form) POLYGON Other DRES Trigger Items 
A B C I) E F *Idcntify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo* 

Live (desirable) ,Q soecies 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

5 species 

-Noxious weeds '2 
Litter ,( "" Rocks > 2" 3 
Bare Ground 3, 
TOTAL (above 6 

1(fJ items mUSllotaIIOO%) 

Surface Liller 1< 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement ~ significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling rz, Y -X- N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patlerns Ie, o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth I,", ~morewceds o 51'ceper slope 
..a increased erosion Kless vegetation 

Rills Frequency r-2 o gullies J) B other b Ii. 
Gullies Dcpth f'v n ., ~.j,f(- • 

:7--
Gullies Frequency "-

Estimate width of affected edge (in fecl) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE -I. 'to - Live + S%Undesirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of nox ious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% li ve) score: 
0-20% ;. R1 (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement Ie" 
4. Exposed Waste Material? ~ N 

TOTAL BLM Score: 2l • Estimated pl-l~ ~--
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) 2tJCJ 
0-55 '" M (Monitor) • Number of areas with cxposed waste L-
56-100 '"' EVlEnllineerinll Evaluation) 

21-39 % :: VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100010 = M (Monitor \Veeds I'resent: 

POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y _ _ N..k... 
A B C 0 E F 

Species I'rcscnl : 
POLYGON 

A 8 C I) E F 
Spoiled knapweed r:: 

o bulk soil railure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

Sheep fescue :r: 
Crested wheatgrass F 
Sl~nder whealgrass -r. 
Yellow s~ectclovcr 

Dalmation toadflax 

Chealgrass "? 6. Barren Areas: Y Y N ~ 
Baby's breath T • At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarrcn areas ~ 

Alfalfa c: 
O,h" L(~ > :10 
Oilier _ ~.L' If .) :r:-
O.h" P~I i '1 
Qlher 

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

Thistle Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y_ NX-

O.h" C,{ (, IT 7. Gullics (over 6" in depth): 
Olher AI .1. • .1 l -c Y __ NX-

Olh..: !" .'" ,.I.~ '/ Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 

Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gull ies ___ 
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#NA - TEMP Id BRES2009 02 

~~5!'0-~= __ Feet 
100 150 200 



('i\a.sW 
71->&,,{ BRES FIELD FORM Site lD:_Site Nante~ fJ .~ ----. . -.. 7'"""7 

Team Mentbe", (Circle your namc):3 e (1n:lf.c Akk\, ;lif)Q{kii the I ('So -
Number QfPolygons: 2... Slope: __ LO __ Aspcc' SE 
Area Description: _ ___ ______ _ 

Vegetation: *I. of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A U C D E .. Erosion (BLM Form) 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Live (desirable) 

I lin species 
*Undesirable (weedy) 

0 Ln species 

·Noxious weeds () 13 
Litter ~ :.2 
Rocks > 2" 5., 
Bare Ground It:; 10 
TOTAL. (above 6 

d){; items musllolal 100%) 1M 

Surface Litter I ,..., 1-:>, 
Surface Rock If) i1 Movement 
Pedestalling In In 
Flow Patterns r.. f) 
Rills Depth r.. y 
Rills Frequency D 1 
Gullies Depth t<-) () 

Gullies Frequency ,;0 ,. 
ADJUSTED L..IVE % 

I J( - Live + S%Undcsinlble 
·Up to 5% of undesirable specicfand 0010 of noxious 

Soil Movement ;0 
TOTAL BLM Score: r:, 1 

weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 "" Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55"" M (Monitor) 
Evaluation) 56-100 - BVffi~llineerin 

2 1-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-1 WJ. = M (Monilor Weeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E 

Species I'resent: 
I'OLYCON 

A 8 C D E F 
Spotted knapweed 17 

Sheep fescue ./ ;/ 
Crested wheatgrass V -L 
Slender wheatgrass 1/ ;/ 
Yellow sweelclovcr V 
Alfalfa ./ 
Olher \.\. Q.\"\"; t -:r 

Dalmation 10adOax 1/ 
Che31grass V ~ 
Baby's breath V 1/ 
Kochia ./ / 
Thistle 17 17 
Leafy Spurge 1/ 1/ 

Otht'~ ",>. "~. "" Is -r Olh..:r 

01 her<: . , t. ,9, I. 01her 

Olher 
Olh..:r 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (lnfTequent). 

Polygon Eva luation A B C D E " •• Admin Use O"lv ** 
Vegetation (% live) I Ie: 
Erosion (BLM score) ,.., LI 

Undesir/noxious weeds n ,"2, 

Olher ORES T rigger Items 
F · Identify trigger areas (using #I) 011 air photo 

3. Sile Edges: Arc ouler edges of the site 
Sig~,anIIY different than remainder of the site? 
Y N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barder o depositional a rea 

o more weeds o 51'ccper slope 
o increased erosio n o less vcgetalion 

o gu llies ~thcr ~P-t-f\N. 
0Jt,. ""''\'- \u .......... 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Ex posed Waste Material? Y -tL N __ 

• Estimated pH ~ ?o 

• Approximate area (in square fect)lL:l~ 
• Number of arcas with cxposed waste ~ 

F 
S. Is there evidence of: Y __ N..L-

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y L... N __ 
• At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number ofbarrcn areas 
DLtcn areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y N __ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y N / 
Are any gullies activcly eroding? Y __ NL 
Number of gullies ~ 
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#NA - TEMP Id BRES2009 03 

~-==~ __ ~==~_~Feet 
50 100 150 200 



__ ....J (\ 

... .u:S FIELD FORM Sitem;J Site Name 

, tlJ < ,,,.,. 
'" G.~ .J-{,'u q 

0'-"" 

-Polygon Evaluation A B C D E F 

"J", "'" ~ 
** Admin Use 0"/1)--

Vegetation (% live) 
NESWSE 

"'U , 6<l/r 
Erosion (BLM score) 

, Undesirlnoxious weeds 

Team Memhers (Circlc yournamc): ~ L .. ~>=;..) G (' ( L •. ,'J ?e g '0 "'", 
Number of Polygons: _ S lope: __ 10_ _ Aspee 

Area Dcscription: ( \,.. C •• I- !Nulle n ,"1' . 1 L<I ......... '!"1':l __ .....,;_-1~~-'_~ , 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 

A B C D E F *Idenliry trigger areas (using #I) on air photo1 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Surface Litter "3 
Surface Rock 

~ 
3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 

Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling I, Y X N _ _ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns IOf ~Iime rock barrier o depositional area 

Rills Depth fA k("" more weeds o steeper slope 
o increased erosion ~ less vegetation 

Rills Frequency Ir .a gullies o other 

Gullies Depth .. 
Gullies Frequency ( Estimate width of affected edge (in fecI) __ 

Live (desirable) 
) species 

·Undesirable (weedy) b4t 
species 

-Noxious weeds > 
Litter III! 
Rocks > 2" k 
Bare Ground - } 
TOTAL (above 6 

[IO( items must total 100(10) 

Soi l Movement II 
4. EXI)Oscd Waste Matcrilll? Y ~ N __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: n • Estimated pH-#--
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square fect) !::tQ(; 
()..55 - M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste __ 
56-100 - EV -(EnErineerinEr Evaluation' 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
- Live + S%Undesirable IU 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% " RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N-.¥-

A B C 0 E F 

21·39 % "" VI (Vegetation lmplemcntation) 
40~ I 00% - M (Monitor 

Spotted knapweed T 
o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 
Species Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C D E F 

Dalmation toadflax ::r 
Chcatgrass --C 6. Barren Areas: Y X- N __ 

Baby's breath :=t:: • At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

Kochis Number of barren areas - '2.- ~ .... r ~I""'" ') 
Thistle 00 barren areas cover over 25% orany polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y£N 

Oth..:r (f\ ~ 
, I-r 7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

Sheep fcscue 

Crested wheatgrass "): 
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow swectclover """("" 

Alfalfa 

Olher 

Other 
Other YL N __ 

Other Are any gullies actively eroding? Y ~ N __ 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 
Number of gullies ___ 

Otha 

Other 

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



Comments. Additional Vegetation: 

r~.~ "" 0 , r /I ~ '1 AI1 ""l; ..... 

p 
(/"I'S" ""' , -V'VV'I 11" ") 

) , 'i 'C- "i~ ~r" s ,,\ ,"'(\)1 T 
= 

., I 
~ ( _.rl"i' ..... + 

f "" ... } ..... ~~ s, .;-" '1 -+ v "F't" -r k 

I 
df 'S vo ,('~""I " " < .d • .., .\ 

n 
~f-?Crl.J '-1 ~Pp .... r j ~ ... ~ 5 ...., t - ((.( 

10" ... ' OV '1 · f '> :I 'I1 ,.. g ~ f"PJ1 t 
r i 1v Jj a 

Species Present POLYGON 
A 8 C 0 E 

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

F 
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lJvl:!j.-' ) 
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BRES FIELD FORM Site 10: Site N.me:l~ 
Team Members (Circle your name): -;ra V1 IV' LU'-}'loJ E _. L lJ ~. rL,( l< ,., Ill...." ~ 
Number of Polygons: _,_ Slope: __ 10__ Aspce 

Area Description: Ailo r I l, AI 4; V./- r..,.1 f" t I.-v .. llc..~ 
.,. ....... 1 ..,1 I/V'II . .,." 

~OO<j ~tj// 
e Field Date: Polygon Evaluat ion C 

-
2t.:zL~ A 8 D E I 

f,- L lJ ~. ;L" L,: c' Ill...." >- ** Admin Use Olllv "'''' -, , 0 Vegetation (% live) 
S W E NW NESW SE 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsirlnoxious weeds 
r 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A 8 C D E " 

Erollon (BLM Form) 
POLYGON Other ORES Trigger Items 

A B C D E F "' Identiry trigger areas (using #) on air photo" 

Live (desirable) 

is-species 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

I¥ species 

*Noltious weeds 

~ Litter 

Rocks > 2" ( 
Bare Ground n 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must lotal 100%) ,w 

Surface Litter t., 
Surface Rock ,- 3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 

Pedestalling :" Y:...,)c N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns Iq o lime rock barrier o depositiona l ares 

o more weeds o steeper slope 
Rills Depth 2 o increased erosion ~Iess vegetation 
Rills Frequency h o gullies o other 
Gullies Depth '/ 
Gullies Frequency h Estimate width of affected edge (in fccl) __ 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 
/U - Live + 50/0Undesirable 

·Up 10 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 :: Rl (Reclamation Improvement) 

Soil Movement Iff 
4. Exposed Waste Ma terial? Y ~ N __ 

T OTAL BLM Score: 1.4'1 • Estimated pH __ 
BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) ~ 
0-55 .. M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed waste _7_ 
56· 100 - EV (EnilineerinR Evaluation) 

2 1-39 % .. VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M (Monitor Weeds Present: 

I'OLYGON 5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N~ 
A " C D E F 

Species Present: 
POLYGON 

A " C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whcalgl"'dSS ,. 
Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweetclover 

Spotted knapweed -,- o bulk soil fai lure o la nd slumps 

I,. 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toad flax 

Cheatgrass 10 6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N __ 

Baby's breath • At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 

Kochia 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas - --

Alfalfa 

Olher 

Thistle Do barren areas cover oycr 25% of any polygon? 

Leafy Spurge 
Y_ NL 

Other 

Olh1!r 

Olher 

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

Other NI, J'-' .... .I Ie 7. G ulliCll <Oyf" in depth): 
01hcr 1"" f , I .L- Y N 
01 11 ":1" fYlv>I.-"'/ I :t Arc any gullies actively croding? Y __ N __ 

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

yn.l_ "''"'} \ -
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eM u.s ~e/ ") _ 7.-fJ I,'!.G> ;wa&f 0"-
BRES FIELD FORM Site 10: Site Name: k""'e Field Date: ~/./, . 

.... ~ I ·"Adm;" ( 
Team Members (Circle your name): (/:;1.,... , "tl-r L '" Y ,,' ,v' h r: L ...... '- 6., ....... ~ II ....... > .. . 
Number of~o~ygons: L Slope: "10--4- Aspect (circle"all ~lcvant): N S \V E NW NE SW@ I ~"6~""'~_ 

Polygon Evaluation I A [ 8 I C I 0 I E I I 
lse Dilly " 

"---' - " -n (% live) 

Area Dcscnptton: 0,<" " > ),. L. ,;+ Cu' J d ...v.IL.;) ,, ... /- ~ .. ..J: \ 
Us 'f" v.f tvt"""''3" ii.+- ( ... 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
1.0 species 

· Undcsirnble (weedy) ~ species 

*Noxious weeds f 
Litter OC 
Rocks> 2" I'-J 
Bare Ground I).C 
TOTAL (above 6 
items must IOlal 100%) Ir£> 
ADJUSTED LIVE 0;' 35 - Live + S%Undcsirnblc 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% : R1 (Reclamation lmprovemcnl) 
21-39 % = VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- 100010 a M (Monitor 

Species "rescnt: 
POLYGON 

A 8 C 0 E F 

Sheep fescue :r;-
Crested wheatgrass I) 
Slender whealgr.!.ss -r 
Yellow sweetclover 

Alfalfa -r 
Olher 

Olher 

Olher 

Olher 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

,.. 'C- '" 

1:' ___ ' __ '0 ••• ",---, I . POLYGON 
D C 0 E 

Surfaee Litter "-
SUlfaee Rock 
Movement 5 
Pedestalling I,. 
Flow Patterns rz;-
Rills Depth '2. 

Rills Frequency 1-, 
Gu llies Depth U 
Gullies Frequency (. 
Soil Movement r 
TOTAL BLM Score: J'l 
BLM score: 
0-55 - M (Monitor) 
56-100 • EV ffinllineerinll Evaluation) 

\Veeds I'rcsent : 

Spotted knapweed 

Dalmation toad flax 

Cheatgrass 

Baby' s breath 

Kochia 

Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

POLYGON 
AB C 0 E 

1-
B 
~ 

I 

Olh" 1"o,, I., I I, 
Dlher (~'I..hJ"" J I-:r.. 
Olh..:1' ~ I\,L., 1, . .t'I. II 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). 

~ > ~ 

erOSIOn lDLM score) 

Undesir/noxious weeds 
'(7""""; 

F 

Other ORES Trigger Items 
*Idenlify lriggcr areas (using #I) on air phOloA 

3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site 
significantly d ifferent than remainder of the s ite? 
Y ~ N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier 

o more weeds 

o increased crosion 

o gullies 

o depositional area 

K steeper slope 

o less vegetation 

o other ""If ct 
I 

Estimate width of affccted edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Matcrial? Y~ N~ 
• Estimated pH~ 
• Approximate area (in square feet) ~ 
• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 
o bulk soil failure 0 land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. BarrCII Areas: Y.k.. N __ 
• AI Least 75 ft1 • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & liller) 
Number of barren areas 
Do barren areas cover over 25% orany polygon? 
y N~ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

Y __ N-K-
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies __ _ 
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#NA - TEMP Id BRES2009 06 

~ ----

_-== __ -====-__ Feet 
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ARea ENVIRONMENTAL REMEDlAnON 



rY\as-W 
BRES FIELD FORM Site 10: Site Nameh~~~ ~- ---- ----. 7'"7 
Team Members (Circle your name):-:-£fl i k AU of lc J, the./05 !t':;U:-::i-: til' 

Number of Polygons: L. Slope: L 102 ASpCC', 

Area Description: ~-b;; 10+ (I e d- -/" 0- Lw 
" 

, -
VENWNESWSE 
S~ 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by : A B C 0 E F 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Live (desirable) 

i spccics 
·Undesirable (weedy) 

~ soecics 

·Noxious weeds II t; 
Litter 13.2. 
Rocks > 2" I 
Bare Ground I 
TOTAL (above 6 

Iwo items mUSllotallOOOIo) 

Surface Litter Irn 
Surface Rock 

D Movement 

Pedestalling It. 
Flow Patterns V> 
Rills Depth ID 
Rills Frequency ID 
Gullies Depth I 
Gullies Frequency :J--

ADJUSTED LIVE 0/. lIP - Live + S%Undcsirnble 
Soil Movement I ~ 

·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious TOTAL BLM Score: t:>..:: 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% "" RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 ... M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV (EnaineerinR Evaluation) 

2 1-39 % .. VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-] 00% s M (Monilor \Veeds Present: 

POLYGON 
A B C 0 E 

Species I'resent : 
POLYGON 

A B C D E F 
Spotted knapweed II=" 

Sheep fescue / Dalmation toadflax l-r 
Crested whcatgrass /' 
Slender whealgrass /' 

Cheatgrass [) 
Baby's breath r 

Yellow swcctclover /' 
Alfa lfa /' 
Olher -, jl,I, " -r 
Olher .,\,\.,,, ~"~f -r 
Olher<:. " .. \J \ E' -r 
Other 

Kochia ::r: 
Thistle V 
Leafy Spurge ,/ 
Oth" ffi" 1, _I, 1= 
Olh"~:M. ,AI;, "l 
Olh"Sn\~\ ~ l= 

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

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E F 
.. Admin Use O"lv u 

Vegetation (% live) I t. 
Erosion (BLM score) I~ 
Undesir/noxious weeds lZ:.<; 

Other RRES Trigger H.ems 
F "" Identify trigger areas (using #) on air 1,1I0to" 

3. Site Edges: Are outer edges of the site 
significantly different than remainder of the site? 
V....,L N __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

W moreweeds o steeper slope 

liY"increased erosion M ss vegetation 

irgullies o other 

Estimate width of affected edge (in feet) __ 

4. Exposed Waste Material? Y __ N~ 

• Estimated pH __ 

• Approximate area (in square feet) __ 

• Number of areas with exposed waste __ 

F 
5. Is there evidence of: Y __ N ~ 

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y ~ N __ 
• At Least 7S fll • Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 
Number orban-en areas --1--
Do barreL cover over 25% of any polygon? 
V_ N 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 

V..-lL"N_ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y ~ N _ _ 
Number of gull ies ~ 
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#NA - TEMP Id BRES2009 07 

... 
ARCO ENVIRONMENTAl.! REMEDIATION 

• 

a _0::::=-_-===-__ Feet 
~ 0 50 100 150 200 @ CDM 



BRES FIELD FORM Site 1D:_ Site Name: .-,;1 loo~-ol Field Date: l-14-oq tfr... p 
JCeM. Team Members (Ci rcle your name): K, Q ~ I jC& 

Number of Polygons: -.l.. Slope: _'_to ~ Aspee ®W E NWNESW SE 
7 
• Area Description: ~ '#He! ~ ;; j C. :" d l 

Erosion (BLM Form) 
POLYGON 

A B C 0 E 
Vegetation: ole of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C 0 E F 

Surface Litter Ii 
Surface Rock 

II Movement 
Pedestalling 0 
Flow Pallems 1.3 
Rills Depth 1:0, 

Rills Frequency '2-
Gullies Depth i 0 
Gullies Frequency 0 

Live (desirable) 
5 species 

· Undesirable (weedy) r.c species 

·Nox ious weeds 11.6 
Litter /0 
Rocks > 2" 5 
Bare Ground 5 
TOTAL (above 6 

00 items must total 100%) 

Soil Movement , :'\ 
TOTAL BLM Score: 1 ,1, 

ADJUSTED LIVE % ,lit - Live + 5%Undcsirable 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0-10 of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. BLM score: 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0·20% - RI (Reclamation Improvement) 

0-55 '" M (Monitor) 
56-100 - EV-rEnRineerin Evaluation) 

Weeds Present: 
POLYGON 

A B C I} E 

21·39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40- J 00% - M (Monitor) 

Spotted knapweed ' .L. Species Present: 
I'OLYGON 

A B C 0 E F 
Dalmation toadnax r-
Cheatgrass In 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass • 1: 
Slender whcatgrass Baby's breath :r: 
Yel low sweetcJover Kochia 

Alfalfa 
Thistle 

Leafy Spurge 

Olh..:.- t"rw:t h-,,.,,,, .... 1.1\ 1'::-
Olher s../s ,it.. J :c. 

Olher ,.. \ . \.-.L :r 
Olht"r 

Olher 

Other 
Olh..: .. X 

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

J 'of L. V 

Polygon Evaluation A B C 0 E I 
** Adm;n Use 011111 ** 

Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (BLM score) 

Undcsirlnoxious weeds 

Other HRES Trigger Items 
F " 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 __ (check applicable items) 

o lime rock barrier o depositional area 

o morc weeds o steeper slope 
o increased erosion ~css vegetation 

o gullies 1>I'0'h<, VIf"""J .. ,,t 
Estimate width of affect cd edge (in fcet)/i}{XJ 

;. 

4. Exposed Waste Mat'crial? Y ~ N __ 

• Estimated pH~ 1-

• Approximate area (in square feet) I WOn. 
• Number of areas wilh exposed waste ~ 

5. Is there evidence of: Y NV 
F --

o bulk soil failure o land slumps 

o subsidence 

6. Barren Areas: Y L N __ 
• AI Lc.1st 75 0 2 

• Not a rock outcrop 
• Less than IO % total cover (live & litter) 
Number of barren areas ~ 
Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 
Y-ILN_ 

7. Gullies (over 6" in depth): 
Y __ N~ 
Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N __ 
Number of gullies ___ 
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R~' futl~ MMT£R. 
J"tnnlw NarrJJ..tUD NEW NM'IG : 

#NA - TEMP Id BRES2009 08 - A~c.D ~~~~~ 

a __ -==~_~=~_~Feet V 0 50 100 150 200 



yf\a.~ 
Arc() 6~~<,/\vJ<v-} DeVo\.O 

BRES FIELD FORM Site 10, Site Name, t£D-'¥"='r""u.u'7\-'''-­
Team Members (Circle yourname)<:fe oo.-&.c IVa t:A,&", ~wl; Ph e lor 

'::::IN.WU !y~ ,. /0./ Polygo.n Evaluation A U C D E r 
) a.cl,f,!I;? '" g",,,,J, Ph e I ~ f-:-'··,-,A",d.'!!.~"'!'.n--"U",se--"O",nl,,-"·:.::·+.,-i_+-+.,-i_+-

Number of Polygons: -'- Siopc: _ to_ Aspcc 
Area Description: 

Vegetation: % of I'OLVGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) , ,e, 
'Undesirable (weedy) 
s ecies 
'Noxious weeds 

Litler 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items mUSllQtalIOO%) It l :> 
ADJUSTED LIVE % I 
• Live + 5%Undesirable L.lO 
·Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %_ 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20010 := RI (Rcclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % - VI (Vegetation Implementation) 
40-100% - M (Monitor-

Species Present: 

Sheep fescue 

Crested whemgmss 

Slender wheatgrass 

POL.YGON 
AHCDEF 

1= 
11= 
1/ 

Yellow sweetclover TF 
Alfalfa 1,.-
Olher t:: 11\ ')( IF 
0,,,,, I? e ,.."J.p ",Gf\.. IT 
Olher <.. ........ ~.Jt Q.-,~ 
Olherj ~ ~ I \,\ Q , I, <.. 

Use D (Dominan~ (Frequent), or I (Jnfrequent). 

J1l,.Jn.1.f.lli<g'--.l\a.M"--LAcUjP:t.:>~_ Vegetation (% hve) '-In 
(circle a ll relevant): N S W E NW NE sw SE /1 

Erosion (BLM score) _?..., 
Undesirlnox ious weeds ::J 2. 

E 0 10 (ULM F) POLYGON Other ORES Trigger Hellls 
r I n orm ABC D E F *Idcnlify trigger areas (using #) on air photo" 

Surface Litter l 
Surface Rock ...... 3. Site Edges: Arc outer edges of the site 
Movement '7S significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling /.1'" y --1L. N __ (chcck applicable items) 

Flow Patterns ( 0 lime roc.k barrier 0 depositional area 
CYRlore weeds 0 steeper slope 

Rills Depth 0 0 increased erosion 0 less vegetation 

Rills Frequency ) 0 gullies D ot her' ____ _ 

Gullies Depth LJ 
Gullies Frequency n Estimate width of affected edge (in fcel) __ 

Soil Movement 3 
"1C.I 4. EX Jlosed Waste Material? Y __ N ~ 

TOTAL BLM Score: ..,(, • Estimated pH 

BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) __ 
0-55 - M ~o_~itor) . • Number of areas with exposed waste 
56-100 · EY (Bnlli'neerinll Evaluation) --

!'OLYGON , , ____ 
Weeds I'resent: ABC D E F 5. Is there eVidence of. Y __ N-1L-

S -, 1m _..I 0 bulk soi l failure 0 land slumps 
potlcu apwecu o subsidence 

Dalmation loadflax 

Cheatgrass r-:: 6. Barren Areas: Y __ N-L 

Baby' s breath 1"'7" • At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
'V • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

Kochla Numberofbarren areas 
Thistle V Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

/ 
Y N 

Leafy Spurge 1-_-=-=-=-==='--__________ _ 
Other ('fl. .. c I ....\ c... f 7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 

0,,,« --;::;':'<.L 11-" Y_ N~ 
Olher 0 Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N~ 

Number of gullies 
Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). --





#NA - TEMP Id BRES2009 09 

_ Feet 
o 50 100 150 200 

~ 
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BRES FJELD FORM Sile 10: Site Name:iEf\'\.f\b e:.rt~reg'Date: "7/'1# Polygon EvoluaUon A 8 C D E F 
.. ~ .:-:-~ ----.: .. :-J 1-..:*~*-"A~d:'!cm,!!in~U!;,~-cC!O~'!!d"!'.. .*=.:*:....j-,,-:b-+----jf--+-+-Team Members (Circle your name): 1 I J "1 1 . • ,-, r-_ ... 

" ,,- . _ ... '- .. J . VcgClallOn(%live) r £"c) I -~ 
Number QfPolygons: _ ... _ Slope: __ to • Aspect (ci rcle all f",cvant)_ N S W E NW NE SW SE . ~ -• ,_ --r-~ a . . u..' r • _ Em"on (BLM score) 
Area Description, I\IIII,"",.,UV!. ilL' Imlu.."""""", W ..m v""". 1idT(,!./-. __ 

Undeslr/noxlOUS weeds 

Vegetation: -I. or POLYGON E I (BLM F) POLYGON Other BRES Tl'"iggcr Items 
ground covered by: ABC 0 E F rOJ on orm ABC D E F *Idcntify trigger areas (using #) on air photo' 

Live (desirable) Its' it' Surface Litter t ill 
snecies 1 Surface Rock 3. Sile Edges: Are ouler edges oflhe si le 
·Un~esi rable (weedy) )O l .... rt Movement 6 l' Sigl'KantlY differentlhan remainder of the site? 
:nf>C I ~S ~ Pedestalling c:t I q Y N __ (check applicable items) 

NOXIous weeds \Cllo F~t ---;- ~lf 0 lime rock barrier 0 deposit.ionalarea 

LijIgj J ~< f' . TV ~ . ..... :: RJII ' -<"7 I :l. I ,.. ~orc wceds 4;tccpcrslope 
R~~ 2" f./} t '!', it · . . f( ~. ~ , Is r to J!Kjllcreased erosion ~Iess vegtJation 

B~(lrouna ' "f, " . . :. I " ' - ~ Ilfuw~,~ 3 I, 0 gullies ~thef-"MWAOi 
T(iTA~bove 6 "~. ~ ~_ ~Derftl, I fl 6 
i.enfS"111USt!(dtal!\OO%\ J . .~ ~ ~~~J:t:~ L..l Estimate width of affect cd edge (in feet) __ 

Ap;1U~EIl "tI,\(r,. v "- '. "I' I.... ~ SO'ii Mn~c"",n~_ , . • l'l. . 
., Ltv;: ~~ ·":;~~:"I.... 7 .. " " , 1 \. '. .. 4. Exposed Waste Material? Y ~ N __ 
'Up 10 5'.J iJl'ffg"IIi,", I~SPIl.Ci"jU¥(.o~L:!>Ofis><!I;W ;.;r~Q~I){~,";": Lj~ ~ • Estim"cd pHA.., 
weeds maY countloward~dJu~tellive %. BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) l.l2..0 
Vegetation (% live) score: 0-55 ... M (Monitor) . • Number of areas wi th cxposed waste ~ 
0-20% "" RI (Reclamation Improvement) 56-100 - EV fEnoineenn Evaluation) 
21-39 % = VI (VegetatioI11mplementat ion) POLyGON , ....; 
40- 100% "" M (Monitor Weeds Present: ABC 0 E F 5. Is there eVIdence of: Y __ N--C>.. 

C.r - ,. ~ .. Q' t \ .... p~....:.~./'( {.,~.t:...,t ... ~ .... ", .... ...1 ~ o bulk soil failure o land slumps Species Present: • • • ~~ , - .: ;I1::';1. .... .,.Pt~ ... . 
-!'tv" ' r , '-' \~. ,. 8 f !(;. D' fJ'f,J !' , ._., ___ . o subsidence 

SIl<'p' ~~, • "" f 1" .u l>1. (.J. on "' , . a'l>'lll.i"l<ijl~ • f-------------
~'cd"'li4alg-, I"' ::t ,1 '7 . ' 1· \ < _!::. - ru;!~ , V 6. Barren Areas, Y __ N~ 

~ (IT --~ j) • ~ ,., . ~aby'~tk ~~ ic • At Least 75 ftl • Not a rock outcrop 
Sl~~whe , I~ . ........ r "1 ( :.b't ' ... V-I '\N" • Less than 10 % total cover (live & litter) 

I Y~o't.l\);'c;.Cielover ...". ~ t ~ ~~ 1'1 i rt' (f I' (f"" nr 13 ",. Number of barren areas __ 
~ rn . " _ r:-: ::::: - I ~,!,,) Do barren areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Atfal,r" '1 , 'Jv '- {',. ' ,- I e' ... l ,.r\~ ·~r ' • Y N 

1Q: '."~J r;c; C) rt • I C" ~ .i;>o'lW" J ' ~"'" 1---'===--=--=----------
olhlr~ ;i, ~ ~t 1..' \ l ' ' l! ~ w-~~cr_ F 7. GuUies(over6" in depth): 

~ . ' " 1.,- " O,h" .". r . _ W. e<: ~O~~Ilh.:i! Y-A..- N__ ..-
.... Olher ""'" Are any gullies actiIT eroding? Y ~ N __ 

Olher Number of gullies 
Use D (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent), Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (InfTequent). 
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MASTER 

#NA - West Gray Rock Shaft 

a -=~~=~ .. Feet W 0 25 50 75 100 



ry) 0-i5-!-ur 
BRES FIELD FORM Site 10: Site Name ,."!-'-""l..l-""i'j.-JoreJ,,-¥¥ "=' "i'¥l :"':'~ 7/7/09 POlygo.n Ev,lu, lion AB C D • F 
Te.m Members (Circle your n.me)::s?(]II. tr v1)wd, e aJ ,.,ji;" d , Phe Ids 1Jf&td ' f _id 5¥ /deb ?P 0S f-·:::·:cA~d,!!m".!!!m!.;l1!C'~.'.!O,!,',!,"/:!'..:' ·':'·-+_+_+-_l--!I--+_ 
Number of Polygons: ..l.- Slope: 10_ Aspee. , _ .. _.- _ ... ~. ~ -~ " r . __ . __ _ 

Are. Description: & ill' LWest GfC>..\} /sock IYL n.e. 
rw NE ~w SE Vegetation (% live) 

Erosion (Bl M score) 

Undesir/nox ious weeds 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON 
ground covered by: A B C D E F 

Live (desirable) 
species 
· Undesirable (weedy) 
species 

· Noxious weeds 

Litter 

Rocks > 2" 

Bare Ground 

TOTAL (above 6 
items must total lOOOIo) 
ADJ USTED LIVE % 
- Live + 5%Undesirable 
· Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0% of noxious 
weeds may count toward Adjusted Live %. 
Vegetation (% live) score: 
0-20% '" RJ (Reclamation Improvement) 
21-39 % .. VI (Vegetation Implemcntation) 
40-100% - M (Monitor 

Species Present: 
POLYGO N 

A B C D E F 

Sheep fescue 

Crested wheatgrass 

Slender wheatgrass 

Yellow sweelclovcr 

Alfalfa 

Ollter 

Olher 

Olhl!r 

Ol her 

Use 0 (Dominant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequcnt). 

Erollon (BLM Form) POLYGON Other ORES Trigger Items 
ABC D E F *Idcnlify trigger areas (using # ) on air photo* 

Surface Liner 
Surface Rock 3. Site Edges: Are ouler edges of the site 
Movement significantly different than remainder of the site? 
Pedestalling y.=..L N __ (check applicable items) 

Flow Patterns 0 lime rock barrier 0 depositiona l area 

Rills De Ih 0 morc weeds o-'steepcr slope 
p f9"'1ncrcascd erosion 0 less vegetation 

Rills Frequency 0 gullies 0 other ____ _ 

Gullies Depth 

Gullies Frequency Estimate width ofaITeclcd edge (in feet) __ 

Soil Movement 
4. EXI)Oscd Waste Material? Y __ N __ 

TOTAL BLM Score: • Estimated pH 

BLM score: • Approximate area (in square feet) 
0-55 = M (Monitor) • Number of areas with exposed wa~ 
56·100 - EV (Enllineerinll Evaluation) - -

POLYGO N . 
Weeds Present: AB C 0 E F 5. Is there eVIdence of: Y £- N __ 

Spotted knapweed I 0 bulk soil failure 91and slumps 
o subsidence 

Dalmation toadnax 

Cheatgrass 6. Barren Areas: Y N 
Baby' s breath • At Least 75 ft2 • Not a rock outcrop 
K h' • Less than 10 % total cover (Jive & Jiller) 

oc la Number of barTen areas 
Thistle Do barTen areas cover over 25% of any polygon? 

Y N 
Leafy Spurge 

Olh..:r 7. G ullies (over 6" in depth): 
Olher Y __ N __ 

Olh..:1' Are any gullies actively eroding? Y __ N _ _ 
. Number of gullies 

Use D (Dommant), F (Frequent), or I (Infrequent). - - -
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Appendix E 
 

Example O&M Forms from the BSB 
Source Area Database 



Below is a snapshot of the 2008 BRES Report for Site No. 46, the Missoula Mine Yard. The BRES passes evaluation for Vegetation and Erosion, 
but identifies 2 Barren Areas in BRES Polygon B, approximately 4,500 sq. ft., and 1 Gully in BRES Polygon A. The associated O&M Report 
indicates that 50 cubic yards of new soils were subsequently imported to Site No. 46, the Missoula Mine Yard. 
 

 
 

tJ Microsoft Access · [BRESMainFormTop : Form] ~@~ 
i~ EO, <dit :iiew Insert Fgm& Becords Iools ~ndow t!.ap ",L Type a question tor help .. _ (j x 

iJ .. U ~ Tahoma ~J1 8 -J. B I U I "" ~ "" J.\l} - J~ -J..! - IE)-J.= -~ 
i ~ -jliU tLeJ fA ~ .1. " J. 1 - H I Hl 1f UJ 1 J.~ l ' .x J.~ ~ -HiJfl 
i ~ - I iii iil. J.eJ J,Il. ~ J J J. - H I HJ'fI UJ 1 J ~ I - 'X J..~J~ :J -Jlf/) II 

BRES FIELD FORM S ite ID :~6 --r S ite Name: Missoua Mine Date:r7 v \ ~ O v \ r2008 v . POygonEva uation A B C 0 _A; I 
Team Members: I VeQetation(% five) M M 

Erosion (BLM score) M M 
Number of Polygons: f2 slo,ef-o to 10 Aspect: All r N I S I W, E I NW, NE I SW, SE I Undesirable and 8 8 0 0 
Area Description: I 

noxious weeds 

Vegetation: % of POLYGON Erosion (BLM Form) POLYGON Other BRES Trigger Items 
ground covered by: 

A 8 C 0 E F A 8 C 0 E F 
· Identify trigger areas (using ,> on air photo" 

Live (desirable) species 45 40 0 0 0 o Surfcce Litter 6 " 3 v 0 " O v o v 0 ,;:1 
3.SUe Edges: Are polygon edges (outer edges of site Of 

significantly different than remainder of the polygon? YIN I 
"'Undesirable weeds 5 5 0 0 0 o Surfcce Rock Movement I 2 v 2 v o v O v O v o V II Check applicable items 
"'Noxious weeds 3 3 0 0 0 o Pede;taUing I 6 v 6 v o v o v O v o v J r lime rock barrier ~ depositional area 

Litter (inc, moss) r more weeds r steeper slope ~ 

35 35 0 0 0 o FLow Patterns 3 v I v o v o v O v o v 'l 

Rod<5 > 2" 2 2 0 0 0 o Rills Depth O v O v o v o v O v o V II 
P increased erosion r less vegetation 
r gullies r other I 

Bareground 10 !5 0 0 0 o Rills Frequency O v O v o v o v O v o v ~ Estimate width (in feet) of affected edge ro 
TOTAL I (must total 100 100 0 0 0 0 Gullies Depth O v O v o v o v O v o v ,1 1 . Exposed Waste Material?r 100%) 

ADJUSTED LIVE % 50 <5 0 0 0 
Gullies Frequency O v I v o v o v O v o V II '" Estimated pH ro '" Areas with exposed was 
Son Movement 5 v 5 v o v o v O v o v , '" Approximate area (in feet)1 a 

"'Up to 5% of undesirable species and 0 "/" of noxious weeds may TOTAL BLM SCORE 22 18 S. Is there evidence of mass instability?r 
(crunt toward live cover· Adjusted Live %. 

bulk soil failure I land s lumps Iii 
Vegetaion(% live) score: 0·20% = RI (Reclamation Improvement), "'BLr.l score: 0·55 eM (Monitor) 

subsidence I 21·39% :: VI (liegetation Implementation), 40·1 00% :: M (Monitor) 56·100 :: Ell (Enigeering Evaluation) 

- Species Present : A 8 C 0 E F Weeds Present: A 8 C 0 E F 16. Barren Areas: Y\N ~ 

Sheep fescue v i v v v v v Spolled knapweed II v i v v v v v "At least 75 ft "Not a lock outcrop 

"Less than 10% total cover (live Jittel) 
Crested wheatgrass v D v v v v v 0 almation toadflall I v v v v v v 

Slender wheatgrass v i v v v v v Cheatgrass I v i v v v v 
Number of barren areas ~ 

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

Yeflow sweetclover v v v v v v Baby's Breath v v v v v v 

Alfalfa v F v v v v v ~ Kochia v v v v v v 7. Gullies lovel 6" in depth): y\N , 

other: [ v v v v v v Thistle v v v v v v Are any gullies actively eroding? Y\N r 

v v v v v v:. Leafy Spurge v 

: ! 
v ! 

:----:- 3 NumberOfGUllies: c::::::::QI 

" .n .. .. . ~r -. 
v ! v ! V; 

~I 
---~~~.< ....... - - " , . 



 



 
The 2008 BRES Report for Site No. 53, the Poulin Dump, passes evaluation for both Vegetation and Erosion standards, but identifies 
approximately 1,300 sq. ft. of Exposed Waste Material, and 5 Barren Areas, and 1 Gully, all in BRES Polygon A. The associated 2008 O&M 
Report indicates that material from barren areas was removed (to the Mine Waste Repository) and new soils were imported to Site No. 53, the 
Poulin Dump. 
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The 2008 BRES Report for Site No. 59, the Little Mina, passes evaluation for both Vegetation and Erosion standards for all 3 BRES Polygons, but 
identifies approximately 115 sq. ft. of Exposed Waste Material, and 7 Barren Areas, and 1 actively eroding Gully, in various areas of BRES 
Polygons A, B and C.  The associated 2008 O&M Report indicates that 15 cubic yards of new gravel were imported to the Sediment Pond area at 
the bottom of a rip-rapped storm water ditch. The original BRES Report indicates this area contained both exposed waste and several barren 
areas.  
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Appendix F 
 

DEQ Notice of Violation for BSB 
Municipal Wastewater Treatment Plant 



' DEC. 9. 2009 2:08 PM DEQ REMEDIATION DIV NO. 9433 P. I 

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL 

To: D. Henry Elsen, EPA counsel 

Fax#: 457-5056 

Date: December 9, 2009 

Pages: 13 (including cover sheet) 

From: C. Bradley Smith, DEQ counsel 

Amended Notice of Violation and Administrative Order on Consent, City and County 
of Butte-Silver Bow, Silver Bow, Montana, Docket No. WQ-07-07 

If the,.., is <Iny proble", with TrQfts",ission of this document, pi ..... " coli Mory Mackie at (406) 841-5018. 

NOTIe£.· ",;1 tne#Qgtl is intended ONLY ft,,. the use flf th. individlJQ/ or entity to which It is oddresstul. It mt1y M1ltIJi" 

inforlt/4tlDn thllt is privileged, confjtkntial and exempt from dls&IOSUN: undtu' Dpplieab'" /ow. If you, the,.MeIer of this 
l/lBUf1ge, aM not either the in, .. ntNd n<ipient or the ."'ployu. or ttgtmt responsible for tkli.ving this mess"fl" to the 
intended "'cip;en1~ you tlf'C hereby fIlItifilJd thot "flY dis#minati~nl distributiDn, cr ccpyinglJf This ,,,mmunlCation ;$ st,.j~tly 
Pf'Dhibltod. If you did real ... this .. """".I<4tiDn in error, pfeog, notify IJ$ immed/Qtely by telephone ond return the <on.f 
this message you re<eiw.d in error tD the addr= below. 1'honk you. 

Montona Department of En~iron",ental Quality (CEQ) 
Remediation Division Legal Unit 
11 00 North Lost Chance. Gulch 

PO Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 

Telephone: (406) 841-5000 
Facsimile: (406) 841-5050 



....... "'uEC. 9.20 09 2:09PM DEQ REMEDIATION DIV 
lu , 5~ ~ friIT Df:l'T Of EIIVIROIIIENTAl. QUAliTY (06"",86 

NO. 9433 P. 2 
T-190 P.OI F-6,5 

MontaJaa Department of 

~~ ENvmONMENTALQUAUTY Brlln Schweitzer, GGnrlIOr 

P.O. 80lt 2001101 • Balana, ""T 5'4~O-09U · · (4B6) 444.1544 • www.doq.mt.gov 

Facsimile 
TRANSMITIAL ---
to: 

fax IJ: 

re: 

date: 

pages: 

Brad Smith 

406·841-$050 

BSBAOC 

December 4, 2009 

II excluding cover 

from: Jim Madden 444-4009 
DEQ Legal Counsel 



DEC. 9.2009 2:09PM OEO REMEOIATION OIV 
1~414-~.~ lu:56 From-lIT Dl:PT Of eNYIROIOEIITAL QUALITY 

.~ • 
MontaDa Department of 

NO. 9433 
T-IGO P.02 

P. 3 
F-635 

ENvIRONMENTAL Briall Schweitzer, eovenaor 

P.O. Bo" 200901 • lIele .... MT 596111-090] • (40'> 444-2544 • www.d ••• mr.goy 

August 28, 2009 

Rick Larson, Operations Manager 
Department of Public Worlcs 
Butte·Silver Bow City I County Government 
126 West Granite 
Butte. MT 59701 

RE: Amended Notice of Violation and Administrativo Order on Consent (Amended Order) 
Docket No. WQ-07-07, FID #1364 

Dear Rick: 

Signed copies of the above-referenced Amended Order and the attached signature pages are enclosed for 
your files. Thank-you and other members of the Butle-Silver Bow staff for the cooperation in this 
matter. If you have any comments or questions, please feel free to call me. 

Sincerely, 

~I 
John L. Anigo 
Administrator 
Enforcement Division 
(406) 444-5327; fax (406) 444-1923 
jarrigo@mt.gov 

Ene. 

ccwlEnc: Jenny Chambel'S, Water Protection Bureau 
Jim Madden. Legal 
Paul LaVigne, Technical and Financial Assistance Bureau 
Julie DalSoglio, EPA Region 8, ¥ontana Office 

c· 



'DEC. 9.2009 2:09PM DEQ REMEDIATION DIV NO. 9433 P. 4 

. , 
1'-IJ4-U~ IU:S~ FrOll"'llT DEPT DI' EIIVIRONIENTAL QUALITY 4064444386 r-l9o P. 01 HIS 

I 

2 

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

OF THE STATE OF MONTANA 

3 IN THE MA TIER. OF: AMENDED 
MPDES P:ER.MIT REQUIREMENTS UNDER 

4 THBMONTANA WATER QUALITY ACT, 
CITY AND COUNTY OF BUTTE - SILVER 

NOTICE OF VIOLA nON 
AND ADMINISTRA nVE ORDER 

ON CONSENT 
S BOW,SlLVERBOW,MONTANA. (FID#1364) 

Docket No. WQ-07-o7 
6 

7 This Amended Nolice of Violation and Administrative Order on Consent (Amended 

8 Consent Order) supersedes the Notice of Violation and Administrative Order on Consent 

9 (Order), Docket No. WQ-07'()7, entered into between the Depanment ofEnvironmenral Quality 

10 (Deparr:ment) and the City and County ofBlIltc·Silver Bow (BSS) on May 15, 2008. 

11 I. NOTICE OF VIOLATION 

12 Pursuant to the authority of Sections 75-5-611 and 75-5-613, Montana Code Annotated 

13 (MCA), the Depanmenl hereby gives notice to BSB orllle following Findings ofFaCl and 

14 Conclusions of Law with respect to violations of the Montana Water Quality Act (WQA), ScctiollS 

. 15 7575-\01, e/ seq., MeA, and rules adopted under the WQA found alAdministrative Rules of 

16 Montaba (ARM) Title 17, chapter 30. 

17 U. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

18 1. The Depal1menl ofEnvironmenlal Quality (Department) is an agency of the 

19 executive branch ofgovcmment of the State of Mon. ana, created and existing underthc authority 

20 ofSecl1on2-1S-3S0I, MeA. 

21 2. BSB is a local governmental entity within the State of Montana and is,lhere(ore, 

22 a ''person'' as defined in Section7S-S-103(23), MeA. 

23 3. Section 7S-S-605(1)(b), MeA, states it is unlawful to violate any provision set 

24 forth in a pe!1llit, or stipulation, including but not limited to limitations lind conditions contained . •. 
AMEI'IJ)}:D NonCE OF VIOLA.T10N "Nn ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON COI'ISE\'CT P ••• l 



1lEC, 9, 2009 2:09PM DEQ REMEDIATION DIV 
~C6U"316 

NO, 9433 p, 5 
T~1 90 P , ~/12 F-635 

. , 
,,-uo-u> Ju : 5~ from-ur DEPT Of ENvI RONMENTAL QUALITY 

1 in the permit. ARM 17.30.1342( I) requires Illat the perminee shan comply with all pamlit 

2 conditions. ARM 17.30.1342(5) requires that the pcnnlnee shall, at til times, properly operate 

3 and maintain all facilities and systems of treatment and control to aclJieve compliance with the 

4 conditions of its pennit. 

s 4. The Depanmen! issued BSB MPDES Permit No. MT -0022012 (permit). This 

6 Permit was issued on September 29, 2006 and is effective November I, 2006 through October 

7 31, 2011. New emllent limilS for Total Nitrogen, Total Phosphorus and Chlorine become 

8 effective Janullry I, 2009 and are applicable tD discharges from June I through September 30 of 

9 each year. 

10 5. BSB is in the process ofupglllding Its wastewater treatment plant. The upgrades 

II arc intended to provide for !reatmen! that will comply with all effluent limits in the Permit. BSB 

12 is l18ing best efforts to inlplement the upgrades in a timely fashion, bUI the upifades will not be 

13 completed by January I, 200!>. The panics anticipate that, on JaouaI)' I, 2009, BSB's 

14 wastewater treatment plan! will not be capable of meeting lhe Pcmlit requirements for the new 

IS effluent limits for Total Nitrogen (TN), Tolal Phosphonls (TP) and Total Residual Chlorine that 

16 become effective on that dale. The pwpoae of this Amended Consent Order is to establish a 

17 compliance schedule for BSB to implement the planned upgrades \0 its wastewater treatment 

18 plant. In considcratioll of BSB implementing the identified treatmcllt plant upgrades in 

19 accordance with the schedule in this Amended Consent Order Bnd performing c:ertain other 

20 interim measures as set OUt io this Amended COllsent Order, BSB and the Department agree thai 

21 any wlure by BSB to meet \he effluent limits for iN and TP in the current Penni!, or in any 

22 amended orre-issued penni!, between January 1,2009 and October 31, 2017, WIll nouesult in a 

23 fonnal enforcement action by the Department. 

24 1/ 

AlllENDED NOTlCE Of' "tOLATION AN\) AOMlNISTIlATJV£ OIUlER ON CONSENT 



DEC. 9.2009 2:09PM DEQ REMEDIATION DIV NO. 9433 P. 6 
Il-U4-U~ IU:$6 From-Mr DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY T-190 p.05/12 F-6S; 

Ill. ADMlNISTRA TIVE ORDER ON CONSENT 

2 This Amended Consenl Order is issued to BSB pursuant to the authority vested in the 

3 Stale of Montana, allting by and through the Department under the WQA, Seclions 75-5-61 J and 

4 75-5-613, MCA, and rules adopted thereunder fOl.llld in ARM Title 17, chapter 30. NOW, 

5 THEREFORE, THE DEPARlMENT ORDERS AND BSB AGREES AS FOLLOWS; 

6 PAdSl! /- OperRrional Improvements and UV Disinfe~;on 

7 6. On or before November I, 2008, BSB shall submit maps, plans and specifications 

8 for thc final design of Phase I. Phase I must include, but is nOllimited to the following 

!I wastewater ttealment plant improvements: 

10 a. New screenings for the washer/compactor; 

11 b. New grit pump; 

12 C. New PlIIShall Flume; 

13 . d. New uiJraviolet disinfection system; and 

14 e. Upgndes for emergency power and 1he Supervisol)' Control and Data 

15 Acquisition (SCADA) system. 

16 The Departme~1 acknowledges receipt of tho plans and specifications on October 3a, 2008, 

17 whioh were approved on November 28, 2008. BSB has fulfilled this requirement 

IS 7. By August I, 2009, BSB shall implement a Chlorine Reduction Plan (plan) and 

19 submit a report on the results of the Plan to IIIe Dopaflmcnt. Tho purpose of the Plan will be fOT 

20 BSB to attempt to mct! both E. coli and chlorine residual discharge limits within the constraints 

21 of C\llTem operational abilities and temporal)' modifications for the period from August I, 2009 

22 through Felmlal)' 28, 2010, at which time full compliance with both limits can be achieved 

23 through implementation of the Phase I project. 

,211 /I 

AMENDEDI'iOTICE OF VIOLATION AND I\DMINISTRATIVE ORDER 0111 CONSENT 



·DEC. 9.2009 2:09PM DEQ REMEDIATION DIV 
I~-U.-U' lUI Ii From-MT DePT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NO. 9433 P. 7- ' 
T-190 P.OS/l1 F-63S 

8. By FobruaJ)' 1,2010, BSB $~alJ complete that portion oflbe consbUction of 

2 Phase I that results in an opeutional ultraviolet (UY) disinfection system and certify to the 

3 Department in writing, through its professional engineer, that the modifications 10 the wastewater 

4 treaunent plant contained in Phase I related to an operational UV system have been constructed 

5 in accordance with the approved plans and spccificatiOlls. Within 90 days of the en&ineer's 

6 certification of the UV system, certl/Y in writinS, through ils professional ellsineer, .that tbe 

7 complete Phase J project bas been consbUc!ed in accordance with rhe approved plans and 

8 specifications, and submit certified as-built plans alons with a c:omplete final report. 

9 Ph4Se /IA - Biologicdl Nutrient Reduction and Efflu~I" Reuse 

10 9.' On orbefoTeOctober 1,2010, BSlI shall submit maps, plans and specifications 

II for the final design ofPhaso lIA. Pbase IlA musllnclllde, but is not limited to, the following 

12 wastewatcttrealment plant improvements: . 

13 a. Three stages of a five-stage Biological Nutrient Remlctlon system; 

14 b. Return system for activated 'Iudge improvements; 

15 c. Waste system for aClivated sludge improvements; and 

16 d. Detailed plans for effluent reuse Ihough land application to the Sod Farm 

17 and additional pllblic or private lands. 

18 10. On orbefore October 1,2012, 8SB shall complete construction snd cenify to the 

19 Department in writing. through its professional engineer, that the mlidificatiolls to the wastewater 

20 treatment plant and the effluent reuse system contained in Phase IIA have been consbUcted in 

21 accordallce with the approved plans and specifications. Within 90 days ofsubrnittaJ oftha 

22 engineer's certification. submit the cel'tified as-builts along with a complete final report. 

23 II 

24 /I 

AMENDEI> NOTIa: OF VIOLATION AND AUMIl'IISTAA 11\'E ORDER ON CONSENT 
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1~-U4-U~ 10:56 FrOlHlT DEPT 01' E1tVIRalIEHTAL QUALITY T-190 p. or/I! F-635 

11 . On or before March 1. 20) I, BSB shall slIbmit all application and review fees to 

2 the Department 10 renew the Pennil. The application must specuy additional outfalls used ior 

3 land application. 

4 Phase lIB - Syslem EviJ/ullrion and Addilionaf NUlriullt Reduclioll 

5 12. After construction ofPhasc IlA is completed and before October I. 2013, BSB 

6 shall complete an evaluation of the waStewater treatDlent plant improvements to detennine if 

7 operational performance can be optimized and if the diecharge, in conjunction with use oithe 

8 effluent reuse system. caD meet effiuCIltlimits for 11'1 and TP in any amended or re-issued 

9 Permil 

.10 13. By October I. 2013, BSB shall submit a final report of the results of the evaluation · 

11 along with recommendations for the need for additional nutrient treatment and removal. 

12 14. lfthe results of the evaluation demonstrate thai BSB can meet the effiUCIltlimits 

13 for 1N and TP in any amended Dr re-issued pennit, those efiluenllimilS (or IN and TP must be 

. 14 in effect and enforceable ai of November 1. 2013. 

I SIS. lithe results of the evaluation demonstrate that BSB cannot mee! The effluent limits 

) 6 for IN and TP in 1liiY amended or re-issued permit, BSB shall initiate the desisn of additional nutrient 

17 removal throu'gh Phase lIB. IfBSB initiales Phase IIB. the DepaT1l11CllI and BSB a\!ftc to amend this 

18 Consent Order to establish Interim Enforcement Effluent Limits fOI'TN and TP that must be in effect 

19 (Dr Outfall 001 as of November I. 2013. 

20 16. IfBSB initiates Phase lIB, on or before October I, 2014, BSB shall submit maps, 

2) plaJ3,l and specifications for the final dcsi8h of Phase nB. Phaie DB must include, but is not 

22 limited to, the following wastewaler trealIDenl plant improvements: 

23 1/ 

24 1/ ,. 

AMENDiDNOTICE OF VIOLATION AND ADMINISTRATIVE ORD£R ON CONSENT 
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. , 
'L-U4-U' IU : &~ From-UT DePT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

a. The final two stages oflhe five-stage Biological NUlrient Reduction 

2 system; andlor 

3 b. Alternative denitrification or tillmion treatment syslems. 

4 17. On or before October I, 2016, BSB shall complete construction of the approved 

5 additional nutrient reduction system(s) and certifY to the Depanrnellt in writing, through lIS 

6 professional engineer, that the Phase DB modifications have been COnsU\lCled in accordance with 

7 the ilpproved plans iIlId specifications. Within 90 days of the engineer" certification, SUbmit 

8 certified as-builts along willI a complete final report 

9 Repol1$ 

10 18. Beginning on January I, 20 I 0, BSE shall submit annual status reports to the 

1 I Department tbat outline progress and updates on activities towards completion of the upgrades. 

12 The reportS shall be submined 1.0 the Department no laleT than January I of each year. 

13 19. All reports, plans aDd specificaliol1s, engineer's certification, as-built plans, status 

14 reportS, and other documentation required by this Amended Consent Order shall be sent to: 

15 

16 

17 

I g Sripulated Plnaltles 

John Arrigo, Administl1110r 
Enforcement Divisioll 
Department of Envirorunental Quality 
P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, MT S9620-090 I 

J 9 20. BSB shall be liable for II SSOO stipulated penalty for aJrt failure 10 submit monthly 

20 discharge monitorilli reports (DMR), for incomplete or lare DMRs as required by the Pcrmir, for 

2 J All exceedance of an Interim Enforcement Limit of 0.20 mgtl monthly average for Total Residual 

22 Chlorine during August 1, 2009 throueh FebIllary 28, 2010, or for an el(c&edance of an Interim 

23 Enforcement Effluent Limit for TN or TP. 

24 1/ 

AMEIIDto NOTICE OF VIOLATION AND ADMINISTAA UVE ORDER ON CONSENT PI,e' 



-DEC. 9.2009 2:09PM DEQ REMEDIATION DIV NO. 9433 P. 10-
1,-,4-,. IU,!i from-WT DePT OF eNVIRON~TAL QUALITY 4061.44386 T-IIO P.09/12 F"S35 . , 

21. BSB shall be liable for a $5,000 stipUlated penalty for the failure to meet any of 

2 the deadlines specified in Parapphs 7 through 18. 

3 22. If any event occurs !hat may delay completion of corrective ac:tlons required in 

4 Ihis Consent Order, BSB shall nolify the Depamnenl in writing within ten (10) days after it 

5 b~omes aware of me event. The notice must be sent 10 me address listed in Paragraph 19. The 

6 notice of delay mUst include: (a) an explanation of the reasons for the delay; (b) the expected 

7 duration ofllle delay; and (e) a description oraD actions Qlcen or to be talcen to prevent or 

8 minimize the delay and a schedule for implemelltation of !hose actions. 

9 23. The Department will review the notice submitted by BSB under Paragraph 22 and 

10 will exercise its enforcement discretion to determine it it is appropriate to waive all or a portion 

I I of any stipulated penalties. 

12 24. Any stipulated penalties due under this Amended Consent Order shall be paid to 

13 the Department within tbirty (30) days after BSB's receipt oca written demand !tom the 

14 Department. Payment of any stipulated penalties due shan be paid by check or money order. 

15 made payable to the "MonTalla Depanment of Environmental Quality," and shall be sent to the 

16 address listed in Paragraph 19. 

17 25. For purposes ofScction 75-5-516(2), MeA, regarding Permit fees, BSB is not 

J 8 eligible for for a 25% reduction in alUlual permit renewal fees during the telm oftbis Amend~d 

19 Consent Order. 

20 26: None of the reqllirements in this Amended Consent Order ire intended to relicvo 

21 BSB from complying with all applicable state, federal, and local statutes, rules, ordinances, 

22 orders, and pennil conditions, other Iban the 1N and TP effluent limits that m the subject of this 

23 Amended Consent Order. 

24 It 

AMENDJtD NonCE OF VIOLATION "Ni> ADMINISTRATIVE ORDl:1t ON CONSENT PIC·? 
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. 27. BSB waives its right to administrative appeal or judicial review of the Findings of 

2 Fact and Conclusions of Law and Amended Consent Order sel forth herein and agrees that this 

3 Amended Consent Order is the final and binding resolution of me issues raised. 

4 28. The terms of Ibis Amended Consem Order constitllle the emire agreement 

5 between the Department Illld BSB with respect to the issues addressed herein notwitlmallding 

6 any other oral or written agreements and understandings made and entered into between the 

7 Department alld BSB prior to the effective date of this Amended Consent Order. MCep! as 

8 herein provided, no amendment, alteration, or addition to this Amended Consent Order shall be 

9 binding unless reduced to writing and signed by both panies. 

10 .29. Each of the signatories to this Amended Consent Order representS thaI be or she is 

I I authorized to enter into this Amended Consent Order and to bind the pani.s represented by him 

12 or her to the terms of the Amended Consent Order. 

13 30. BSB Bgrees to waive defenses based upon the slatute of limitations for the issues 

14 addresaed herein and not 10 challenge the Department's right to scclcjudici81 relief in rhe event 

IS that BSB fails to fully and satisfactorily comply with the terms of this Amended Consent Order. 

16 31. The Departmellt will terminate this Amended Consent Order in writing upon 

17 BSB's /lemon&1J'ation of compliaoce with the rn and 11' effiuentlimits in any amended or 

18 re-issued pennit. 

19 II 

20 1/ 

21 1/ 

22 1/ 

23/1 

24 /I 

AMEND£D NOTICE OJ' VIOLATION AND ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON CONSENT 
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1 32. This Amended Consent Order becomes effective upon signature of rhe Dirc~tor of 

2 lbe Depanment or his designee. 

3 IT JS SO ORDERED: 

Date I I 
10 

II 

12 

J3 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

IT IS SO AGltEED: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF BUTTE­
SILVER BOW 

Signature 

Print Name 

Tille 

Date • 

k et·;kJJ ~~ li~ 
J5r 0~/()f 

•. 
AMENDED NonCE OF V10'-<' TION AND ADMINISTRATIVE ORDtIt ON CONSENT Poge' 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties heretO have caused rhis Agreement to be executed 
by their authorized representatives, on the day and year first written above 

. BUTTE-SaVER BOW 

p(Ji."dfJ~ 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

ATrEST: 

SALLY]. 
CLERK AND RECORDER. 

. APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Fn~ 
COUNTY ATTORNEY 

STATEOPMONTANA) 
:SS; 

Administrator Enforcement 

County of Silver Bow ) . 

o."~YofIJJJO. 2009, ........ ~ IMj J!.I..Mdfj! 
a Notal)' Public for the Stat~tcma, personally appeared PAUL DA VlD BAB~' 
SALLY J. HOWS, lcDown to me to be the Chief Executive and Clerk and R~der, 

respectively. of the City and County ofButte-Silver Bow, a. municipal corporation and . 

political subdivision otthe State ofMontlllla, III1C! acknowledged to mc that they cl«!cuted 

the written inStrUmcnt on behalf of said municipal oorporation. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have herCUDto set my hand and affixed my official seal the 

day and year in this certificate first above writtco 
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Comments from Atlantic Richfield 

AR appreciates the level of data analysis incorporated into EPA’s review of the BPSOU site and 
agrees with its major finding on the amount of progress made in water quality improvement to 
date.  In addition, AR acknowledges EPA’s continued support for the groundwater technical 
impracticability waiver (TI) for alluvial groundwater.  The technical merit of EPA’s 2006 
decision has been validated by the collection and analysis of data that has continued since 
EPA’s decision.  As articulated in response to community interviews, removal of the Parrot 
Tailings is not technically merited as alluvial groundwater collection and treatment would 
nonetheless be necessary long-term. 

BUTTE PRIORITY SOILS OPERABLE UNIT 

 
EPA Response
 

: Comment noted. 

 
Specific Comments 

1. Storm Event Acute Standard Exceedances:  
 
AR is developing designs to implement additional BMPs that are expected to 
incrementally continue to improve surface water quality during storm runoff events. 
However, AR expects that exceedances of DEQ-7 total recoverable standards will 
continue even after the additional BMPs are in place. Therefore, AR believes total 
recoverable standards are not reasonably achievable and that a TI waiver of DEQ-7 
standards is appropriate. 
 

EPA Response

 

:  This issue is outside of the scope of the five year review, which looks at the current 
efforts to implement the remedy and whether the remedy is or will be protective of human health and the 
environment.  No response is warranted at this time. 

2. Deteriorating Storm Pipes:  
 
Existing storm water pipes within the Butte Silver Bow (BSB) system are in many places 
over 100 years old, and have been utilized over that period with minimal maintenance 
or upgrades since the original installation.  AR believes that the deterioration of the 
storm pipes are not a CERCLA issue and are the responsibility of BSB.  
 

EPA Response

 

:  EPA disagrees with this comment.  The Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit (BPSOU) 
Record of Decision (ROD) requires the implementation of iterative best management practices (BMPs) to 
control contaminated storm water releases sufficiently to meet standards.  These actions could involve 
improvements to storm water conveyance systems, and, indeed, some of the first BMPS required under 
the BPSOU ROD address storm water system cleanouts and improvements. 

 
3. Run-on/run-off and BRES O&M Issues:  

 
AR recently met with BSB to discuss run-on/run-off and other O&M issues with respect 
to the BRES sites.  BSB indicated that they have a plan to accelerate implementation of 
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mitigation for identified problem sites over the next three years.  Conditions will 
improve as additional source control as well as curb and gutter work approved by EPA 
is completed. Curb and gutter work was started in 2010 and is proposed to be completed 
in 2011-12.  The additional source control work is also proposed for construction in 2011-
12. 

 
EPA Response

 

:  EPA agrees that curb and gutter work is important as a storm water BMP control, and 
that the implementation of such measures may impact, in a positive way, the operation and maintenance 
measures for caps under the BRES system.  Both actions – aggressive curb and gutter work and the 
diligent implementation of the BRES inspection and maintenance system in a timely way – are 
important.  The final Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area five year review report retains recommendations and 
issues which address both of these issues. 

 
4. Butte Treatment Lagoon (BTL) and Groundwater Capture Evaluation:  

 
a) Page 6-13, Sec. 6.4.2, first full paragraph:  EPA states that “most of the selected 

remedy for groundwater has not yet been implemented.”  AR disagrees with this 
statement.  Between the installation of the Lower Area One (LAO) groundwater 
capture system, Missoula Gulch base flow collection system, and the Metro Storm 
Drain (MSD) installation, collection system installation is largely complete.  AR is 
currently implementing agency-approved improvements in the Butte Reduction 
Works (BRW) to capture groundwater reaching the creek in this area (in between 
surface water monitoring stations SS-5.7 and SS-5.9, at the downstream end of the 
slag canyon).   
 

EPA Response

 

:  EPA acknowledges that these important components of the ground water remedy 
component of the BPSOU ROD are in place and/or are being re-evaluated and improved.  EPA will 
modify the text to reflect this status.  

With the implementation of each of the groundwater collection system 
improvements listed above, notable improvements in surface water quality have 
been observed.  Since the MSD subdrain system went on-line in 2005, base flow 
water in SBC frequently complies with current DEQ-7 surface water standards and 
almost always complies with federal surface water standards.  On-going work in the 
BRW area will improve the compliance frequency and compliance ratios.   
 

EPA Response:

 

 Comment noted. The five year review report text does acknowledge improvements in 
water quality. 

Furthermore, with the improvements to the BTL system completed in 2005, all 
collected groundwater is effectively treated, and the water complies with discharge 
standards the large majority of the time.  Additional improvements are to be 
implemented as part of the remedy and will only serve to improve performance and 
reliability of the system.  On-going development of the groundwater/surface water 
interaction conceptual site model (CSM) will determine if any additional 
groundwater collection is needed to assure protectiveness of the stream. 
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EPA Response

 
:  Comment noted. Effluent data from the BTL are presented in the report.  

 
b) Pages 6-15 to 6-16:  EPA states, “Of particular importance is an evaluation of the 

feasibility of extending the LAO capture system to collect and treat contaminated 
groundwater between the LAO and MSD capture systems which is currently 
impacting SBC.”  On-going surface water monitoring during base flow conditions 
indicates that there is not a significant load entering the creek between the LAO and 
MSD capture systems.  As noted in Section 7.4, page 7-5 of Volume 1 of the five-year 
review, “Arsenic and heavy metal contaminants in alluvial groundwater are now 
prevented from reaching SBC 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.”  In the area immediately east of the 
LAO capture system (between the surface water monitoring stations SS-5.7 and SS-
5.9), AR has extended capture and treatment in accordance with a phased plan 
approved by EPA and DEQ.  Initial sampling results are encouraging, suggesting 
that the work completed thus far may have addressed the load coming from this 
area.  Monitoring will continue, and if additional steps are required to mitigate 
contaminant loading to the creek in this area, they will be implemented in 
accordance with the approved plan.  Therefore, this section should be revised to 
reflect that an FS evaluation of the entire area is not necessary, but instead that the 
agency-approved plan to mitigate contaminant loads in the area of Stations SS-5.7 
and SS-5.9 should continue, along with the planned monitoring to assure its 
effectiveness. 

 
EPA Response

 

:  The text does not state that an FS level evaluation is needed for this area.  The text 
correctly states that the area between MSD and LAO is a key area that requires continued evaluation 
during remedial design.  This remains EPA’s position. 

 
c) Section 6.4.3, page 6-15, last bullet:  EPA indicates that upgrades to the LAO and 

MSD capture system are part of the remedial action yet to be implemented, to 
“ensure long-term permanence and ARAR compliance.”  On-going evaluations and 
shakedown operations of these capture systems are being conducted, and 
improvements to the MSD capture system (e.g. installation of manholes to facilitate 
cleaning and flow measurements) have been implemented.  Groundwater and 
surface water monitoring, along with the updated CSM, indicate that the systems are 
effectively capturing contaminated groundwater.  While the on-going evaluation 
may identify additional improvements, it is not certain that improvements will be 
required.  This section should be revised to state that, pending the results of on-
going evaluations, upgrades may be necessary.  

 
EPA Response:  Ongoing evaluations and certain improvements are being conducted and implemented 
as part of remedial design and initial remedial implementation, and the text is not inconsistent with that 
situation.  However, further remedial design work is needed and the final remedy component for the 
ground water system is not complete and the statement in the five year review draft is accurate. 
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d) Page 4-4, Groundwater Treatment Facility, Bullet No. 2:  The five-year review states 

that the BRW area is not allowed to be used for sludge management.  The possibility 
of keeping this area as an open area for public access was contemplated, and thus the 
ROD did not allow the use of this area for sludge management.  However, 
evaluations and pilot studies conducted since the ROD have determined that sludge 
dewatering in drying beds at this location are the most effective form of sludge 
management.  Review of this information by other stakeholders, including BSB, has 
led to agreement in concept that sludge drying and management is the most 
beneficial use of this area.  Pending final agreement with this concept, a ROD 
amendment or ESD will be required to allow the use of this area for sludge 
management.  The five-year review report text should be revised to reflect that 
potential use of this area for sludge management, coupled with proper engineered 
controls to prevent public access, is contemplated.  

 
EPA Response:

 

  The five year review report describes the remedy as it currently is proscribed in the 
BPSOU ROD.  This comment indicates that the ROD may change, but that change has not been issued 
by EPA and this comment is outside the scope of the five year review report. 

 
e) Page 4-4, Groundwater Treatment Facility, Bullet No.3:  The five-year review report 

states that, per the ROD, a conventional lime treatment system shall be installed if 
performance standards cannot be met by the lagoon system.  As noted elsewhere in 
the five-year review report, the lagoon system consistently meets discharge 
standards.  The ROD, as noted in Section 6.4.2 of the five-year review report, 
correctly identified that the lagoon system is more effective at treating cadmium 
than conventional systems.  Rather than identifying the possibility of replacing the 
BTL system with a conventional treatment system, the five-year review report 
should state that the operational history has shown that the treatment lagoons have 
proven themselves to be as good as or better than conventional lime precipitation 
treatment, and that conventional treatment is unwarranted as a replacement for the 
BTL system.   

 
EPA Response

 

: The five-year review report describes the remedy as it currently is proscribed in the 
BPSOU ROD, which includes the potential for a conventional treatment plant under the circumstances 
described in the five-year review report and the ROD.  The report also notes that current data indicates 
substantial compliance with ARAR standards is occurring currently.  

 
5. Ecological Monitoring:  

 
As discussed in AR’s comment on the issue of the need for additional integrated site-
wide monitoring, modifications and/or additions to current monitoring programs in 
BPSOU should be pursued carefully, considering information collected to date, specific 
objectives and associated data needs, and specific future decisions that additional data 
are needed to support. AR recommends that this be pursued through a DQO-driven 
process, and that modification of monitoring programs be coordinated on a site-wide 
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basis. Additionally, although it likely makes sense to address these issues under an 
integrated site-wide framework to ensure consistency, a one-size-fits-all approach to 
monitoring should not be adopted given that the utility of previously collected data, the 
types of data to be collected in the future, and the application of data in a decision-
making context will be different for different OUs, and will differ depending on the 
specific questions that need to be addressed to support protectiveness and compliance 
arguments. 
 

EPA Response

 

:  EPA will consider these comments in any modification to monitoring plans for 
BPSOU. 

6. Surface Water Quality Base Flow Data Comparison to Standards: 
 

AR agrees that the available surface water data show that actions completed in the 
BPSOU have significantly improved surface water quality when comparing water 
quality data from pre-Superfund days to today’s water quality data.  However, the 5-
year review only included presentation of data through 2007.  Data collected since 2007 
shows continued improvement, and AR recommends that EPA include data collected 
through the end of the identified 5-year review period (December 2009) in its evaluation 
of base flow surface water quality in the 5-year review.  In 2007, base flow data 
collection began occurring on a monthly rather than quarterly basis which results in a 
substantial amount of available data for 2008 and 2009 that has not been evaluated in 
this 5-year review.  AR has provided surface water data plots covering the full 2005-2009 
five-year review period in Attachment A. 
 

EPA Response

 

:  Water quality data collected through 2009 have been included in the figures of the 
report. EPA acknowledges that the 2008 and 2009 data indicate continued improvement in base flow 
water quality at the BPSOU. 

 
7. Fish Studies: 

 
Comments here are focused on the caged fish study discussed in section 6.4.3.6 and the 
recommendation that ecological monitoring should be updated to track the success of a 
self-sustaining fishery.   
 
The results of the caged fish studies (using Westslope cutthroat trout) were discussed in 
some detail in section 6.4.3.6, stating that fish survival after a small rain event was 
different at two closely located sites within the BPSOU: above (SS-06G) and below (SS-
07).  Other sites within SBC were monitored but were not within this OU.  No 
mortalities were observed at SS-06G, and complete fish mortality was observed at SS-07 
(below the BPOTW outfall) 8-11 days into the 28-day study.  While elevated copper, 
zinc, and total ammonia concentrations (i.e., above acute water quality criteria) were 
observed at both sites, and no dose response between metals and lethality could be 
defined, the five-year review appears to conclude that metals caused the observed 
toxicity.  Inconsistent with this conclusion, the original report stated that “it is not 
possible to determine the ultimate cause of fish mortalities” (Streamside Tailings OU 
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report 2008, page 157).  In evaluating the potential cause of toxicity, it is important to 
recognize that elevated concentrations of nutrients (primarily nitrogen and phosphorus) 
have been measured at the discharge of the BPOTW, and nutrient-associated impacts 
including to the quality of surface water habitat quality for fish are indicated 
downstream.  Data from recent fish counts in SBC (see Figure 3 of MSU 2010) indicate 
that nutrients and dissolved oxygen concentrations likely represent primary limiting 
water quality factors for fish in SBC downstream of the BPOTW.  Specifically, brook 
trout abundance measured in SBC by electrofishing techniques has shown significant 
decreases in fish numbers at the outfall and down-stream of the BPOTW.  The results of 
the caged fish studies similarly show significant mortality to trout at stream monitoring 
location SS-7 (below the BPOTW discharge) when compared to SS-6G (upstream of the 
BPOTW discharge).  These two data sets, taken together, indicate that nutrients, DO, and 
ammonia concentrations are likely critical limiting water quality factors for fish in the 
area of SS-7 and downstream.  
 
 

EPA Response

 

:  EPA acknowledges this comment and, although it does not entirely agree with the 
comment, will change the text to recognize the uncertainty associated with the caged fish study.   

It is also important to note that the comparison to acute standards referenced in the five-
year review is conservative because the metal standards used for comparison are based 
on total recoverable metals concentrations, and not on the more biologically available 
“dissolved” (i.e., metal fraction that will pass through a 0.45 µm filter) fraction.  The 
“dissolved” metal fraction has been scientifically shown to be a better indicator of metal 
bioavailability and thus toxicity (USEPA 1996).  Consequently, metal-associated toxicity 
does not necessarily increase as total recoverable metals concentrations increase.   
 

EPA Response
 

:  The comparison is to the existing ROD water quality ARARs and is appropriate. 

Given the likelihood that ammonia and/or dissolved oxygen (DO) likely contributed to 
the observed toxicity in the caged fish study downstream of the BPOTW, and the fact 
that a clear dose response could not be defined between metals and toxicity, the 
conclusion that metals caused the toxicity observed in the caged fish study is not 
supported. Additionally, it is not possible to determine what proportion of observed 
toxicity (if any) is related to metal concentrations without more information (e.g., 
species-specific toxicity data, dissolved metals concentrations, ammonia, etc.) or 
specialized studies (e.g., toxicity identification evaluation manipulations).  Given that 
multiple factors (e.g., metals, ammonia, DO, and total suspended solids [TSS]) likely 
contributed to the mortality observed at SS-07 in the caged fish studies, attributing the 
observed toxicity at SS-07 primarily or exclusively to metals is misleading and 
technically unsupported.   
 

EPA Response
 

:  See our prior response to a similar comment. 

It should be noted that the 2008 Streamside report documents the continued 
observations of various fish species collected in the SBC including within the BPSOU 
(LAO).  The fish species observed at this site include brook trout, longnose sucker, 
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sculpin, and central mudminnow.  While fish monitoring has been conducted annually 
in SBC since 2002, it is unclear what updated ecological monitoring will be undertaken 
in the future in order to track the success of attaining a self-sustaining fishery.  Whatever 
future monitoring is planned, it should include a more comprehensive monitoring 
approach that addresses specific and appropriate DQO-driven objectives/goals that are 
achievable and address the overall remedial objectives.  Any such approach should also 
address not just OU-specific issues, but should also consider non-metal watershed-scale 
issues and factors that can impact habitat, resources, and therefore biological 
populations. Examples of factors that can impact fish abundance include habitat 
characteristics (e.g., canopy, protective refugia, substrate size and degree of 
embededness, bankful width, stream gradient, stream order, stream flow, percent pool 
area, impassible barriers, etc), and water quality factors (e.g., dissolved oxygen, 
temperature, conductivity, nutrients, turbidity), both of which affect food supply.  
Nutrient input into the SBC, as discussed above, can also negatively impact fish 
presence due to direct toxicity associated with ammonia and indirectly due to lower 
dissolved oxygen concentrations from eutrophication.  A final consideration associated 
with this remedy is to realize the potential limitations associated with the remedy given 
that the soil geology of the watershed is naturally metals-enriched, and thus remedial 
goals should be different from other areas that are not metals-enriched.   
 

EPA Response

8. Section 7.2 Comment: 

: EPA understands that there are watershed issues outside of metals that can impact a 
fishery. EPA agrees that whatever ecological monitoring is undertaken will have specific DQOs.  These 
issues do not lessen the Superfund requirement to comply with ARARs. 

 

 
While AR agrees with the conclusion that the lead remediation goal of 1,200 ppm is 
protective, we note that the default soil/dust ingestion rates from the IEUBK model 
shown in Table 7-2 are higher than the most recent values listed by USEPA (2008) in the 
Child-Specific Exposure Factors Handbook and are much higher than suggested by a 
soil ingestion study conducted in Anaconda.  Current default IEUBK values for age-
dependent soil ingestion rates are 85 mg/day for 0–1 year, 135 mg/day for 1–4 years, 
100 mg/day for 4–5 years, 90 mg/day for 5–6 years, and 85 mg/day for 6–7 years, which 
yields an average of 109 mg/day.  The IEUBK model is designed to use central tendency 
values of all input parameters (USEPA 1999). Based on updated analyses of the 
Anaconda soil ingestion study, Stanek and Calabrese (2000) have identified much lower 
mean and median soil ingestion estimates than the IEUBK model default values. 
 
The Anaconda study was an investigation of soil ingestion among a stratified simple 
random sample of 64 children aged 1 to 4 years living in Anaconda.  Study data were 
collected for seven consecutive days during September and October of 1992.  A mass-
balance methodology was utilized in which eight1

                                                      
1 Although eight trace elements were measured in the Anaconda study, Ti was excluded from analyses 
presented in the more recent publications because of its high variability and unreliability.  The authors 
found that Ti is susceptible to both input-output misalignment error and source error. 

 naturally occurring soil trace 
elements (Al, Si, Ti, Ce, Nd, La, Y, and Zr) believed to be poorly absorbed by the 
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gastrointestinal tract were employed to provide soil ingestion estimates.  The primary 
analysis of study results was presented in a 1997 publication (Calabrese et al. 1997) that 
has been subsequently followed by five publications further refining the original 
analysis.  The most recent of these publications (Stanek and Calabrese 2000; Stanek et al. 
2001) are considered the best characterization of the daily soil ingestion rate distribution 
based on the Anaconda study because it reflects the latest and most improved statistical 
methodology to provide estimates of uncertainty as well as predicting cumulative long-
term (i.e., annual) soil ingestion rates. Support for the use of this distribution is found in 
the USEPA report on Rocky Flats, in which “the empirical distribution function 
developed by Stanek et al. (2001) for the long-term average ingestion rates was 
employed” (USEPA et al. 2002). 
 
Stanek and Calabrese (2000) estimate a mean soil ingestion rate of 31 mg/day and a one-
year 95th percentile of 106 mg/day for 1–4 year old Anaconda children.  Stanek et al. 
(2001) indicates the median is 24 mg/day.  In Stanek et al. (2001) the 95th

 

 percentile is 91 
mg/day.  Based on these analyses, region-specific data support much lower soil 
ingestion rates than those currently included in the IEUBK model. 

We also note that the “site-specific” GSD of 1.68 used by EPA may not be an appropriate 
value for current conditions in Butte.  The IEUBK model uses an individual geometric 
standard deviation (GSDi) with a default value of 1.6.  A community-based GSD of 1.68 
was derived independently by Dr. Robert Bornschein, who conducted the original Butte 
community environmental health blood lead study (EHLS, UCDEH 1992).  Community-
based GSDs include variability in environmental lead concentrations.  By definition, 
GSDi is independent of variability in environmental lead concentrations.  USEPA (1994) 
states “The GSD is intended to reflect the five types of individual blood lead variability identified 
below, not variability in blood lead concentrations where different individuals are exposed to 
substantially different media concentrations of lead.” Assuming that the value of the GSDi is 
equivalent to the community-based GSD and is equivalent to assuming that 
environmental lead exposures do not contribute to the variability in blood lead levels 
(Griffin et al., 1999).  If this were the case, then remediation of environmental lead 
sources would not be expected to have an effect on blood lead levels.  An analysis by 
EPA (1993) using the data from the EHLS derived estimates of GSDi

 

 that bounded the 
community GSD of 1.68. This outcome is counterintuitive and requires further 
consideration before assuming it will yield a reliable indication of the range of blood 
lead levels in Butte attributable to soil contamination under current conditions.  

A range of GSD from 1.2 to 1.6 has been presented and discussed by EPA Region 8 
(USEPA 2001) for application in lead modeling and risk assessment.  Griffin et al. (1999) 
found that GSDi

 

 was highly dependent on statistical treatment of nondetected values in 
datasets for several western U.S. mining/smelting communities, yielding estimates that 
ranged from 1.3 to 1.7 for Bingham Creek, UT and from 1.4 to 1.6 for Sandy, UT.  They 
conclude that more accurate measurements of blood lead concentrations below typical 
detection limits was merited.  This finding is supported by more recent national 
evaluations of GSD for adult blood lead levels that have shown marked reductions in 
estimated GSD as detection limits have been reduced in the 1999 NHANES surveys.   
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A GSD of 1.4 was used in the IEUBK modeling done for the baseline risk assessment in 
Anaconda. This GSD was calculated from site-specific data foron children from Sandy, 
UT, and Bingham Creek, UT (CDM 1996). These communities have a fairly homogenous 
population, similar to that found in Anaconda and Butte.  Re-evaluation of GSDi

 

 for 
Butte with contemporary data and lower detection limits may be valuable for future 
predictions of blood lead levels. 

EPA Response

 

:  The five year review report indicates that EPA’s current evaluation of lead toxicity 
continues to indicate that the 1,200 ppm lead action cleanup level remains protective.  The information 
provided in this comment does not change that determination.  
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Comments from CTEC 
 

Comment:  CTEC recognizes that progress has been made in Silver Bow Creek/Butte 
Area National Priorities List (NPL) site remedy over the last decade. Many reclaimed 
and rebuilt areas are so well-established that local residents have forgotten the hills of 
bare mining wastes that existed here only a few years ago. Aquatic and terrestrial 
wildlife populations in and around Silver Bow Creek continue to increase, as does 
recreational use of restored reaches.  While strides have been made, the long-term 
success of the remedy depends on learning from past experience and addressing 
deficiencies in the remedy where they exist. This letter and attachment describe aspects 
of the remedy that remain a concern to CTEC members in the expectation that they be 
addressed by the final Five Year Review report. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA’s response to each of the concerns presented by CTEC below will be provided 
following the specific CTEC comment.  By organizing our response to comments in this way, EPA is 
trying to be clear and specific in addressing CTEC, and other commenter’s, concerns.   
 

Comment:  The attached detailed discussion of concerns can be summarized as follows: 
 

Improved public outreach is paramount to future Superfund efforts in Butte. 
Citizens of Butte are greatly concerned that their health is at risk and they don’t 
have adequate answers to questions regarding how their health is being 
protected by the remedy as currently being implemented. Low income and 
elderly groups who live on the Butte Hill are especially at risk and may not have 
the resources to get educated about Superfund programs which can protect their 
health. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA agrees that public outreach and involvement is important for Superfund cleanup 
actions.  EPA has consistently funded CTEC, under the Superfund Technical Assistance Grant program, 
to help with this effort, and we appreciate CTEC’s efforts over the years to foster communication and 
outreach.  EPA had conducted well over 100 public meetings in Butte about Superfund actions from the 
middle of the 1980s when the site was listed to the present time, and EPA will continue to conduct these 
meetings.  The 2006 Record of Decision (ROD) for the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit (BPSOU) 
responded in detail to over a 1,000 comments in a 208 page responsiveness summary. 
 
EPA currently publishes monthly bulletins in the local newspapers regarding ongoing actions, and, in 
the past, has produced numerous fact sheets (which are provided in newspapers and to a large mailing 
list) about the Butte area and site wide cleanup actions.  EPA has maintained a staffed office in Butte for 
the past 20 years, where information is kept and made available to the public, and where citizens can 
interact directly with agency personnel.   
 
 As major design documents have been created post-ROD (such as the Residential Metals Abatement 
Plan, the Granite Mountain Memorial Plan, the Butte Lagoon Treatment System Plan, etc), EPA has 
solicited public review and comment, and incorporated that public input into documents, before 
approving the final documents.  
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The ongoing residential contamination remediation efforts are provided for in the Residential Metals 
Abatement Plan.  Prior to the completion of that plan, many yards in Butte and Walkerville were cleaned 
up under EPA’s removal authority.  As noted, EPA issued fact sheets and held public and private 
meetings with residential owners and tenants throughout the removal efforts.  Butte Silver Bow County 
government (BSBC) has been the primary implementer of residential cleanup actions, and they have 
independently conducted public outreach about those efforts.  The Residential Metals Abatement Plan 
requires a number of outreach and education activities surrounding the cleanup plan, and EPA will 
monitor implementation of the plan carefully.  A summary of the outreach efforts, many of which are 
directed at low income and/or elderly residents, are summarized in a recent newspaper update insert 
which is attached to this response. EPA’s outreach efforts, among other issues, were also examined by 
EPA’s Environmental Justice office on three separate occasions (see letters from EPA Region 8 Office of 
Environmental Justice of August 23, 2005; January 23, 2007; and January 12, 2010), and the findings of 
those examinations, which are detailed and generally supportive of EPA’s remediation efforts, are 
available in the public record. 
EPA is committed to public involvement and information sharing.  EPA understands that improved 
public outreach is needed, and EPA will continue to improve its efforts at getting relevant information to 
the community about health protection and other issues.  As we work to improve this effort, we hope we 
can continue to work with CTEC to accomplish these efforts in a better manner. 
 

Comment:  The non-sequential and highly technical nature of remedy in the NPL site 
combined with ineffective outreach has fostered public confusion and indifference. We 
would like the Five Year Review to provide a comprehensive review of the NPL and 
present a plan that encompasses all of the operable units into a unified whole from Butte 
to Milltown. The Five Year Review should be clearly understandable, and CTEC would 
like to work more closely with EPA to guarantee that remedy and community outreach 
is known and understood by the public.  
 

EPA Response:  Five year reviews are done for each listed Superfund Site.  This five year review 
addresses the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area (SBCBA) site, which runs from in and around Butte to the 
Warm Springs Ponds. 
 
The final five year review report for the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area site addresses each operable unit 
within the site, and also contains an introductory section (Volume 1) that addresses the site as a whole.  
We have tried to make the final report readable and understandable, as well as comprehensive – you will 
note many changes from the public draft version that are intended to do that.   
 
EPA will continue to conduct public information and outreach activities as remedy implementation 
continues (for example, the monthly newspaper inserts will continue) as well as participate in CTEC 
events and meetings as requested.  EPA hopes that we can continue to work with CTEC to improve and 
expand public outreach and information sharing.  EPA will continue to look for ways the public can have 
input during decision-making processes. 
 

Comment:  The downstream-first approach to remedy creates a risk of recontamination 
of restored areas. CTEC would like to see upstream areas remedied before 
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recontamination can happen.  Furthermore, lessons learned from down-stream remedy 
implementation should be fully considered when finalizing up-stream remediation 
options. Specifically, EPA’s public acknowledgment during CTEC’s meeting at the Butte 
Chamber of Commerce stating that “Stream Side Tailings Operable Unit has cleaned up 
quicker than anticipated” should be used as a lesson learned when considering full 
removal actions within the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit (BPSOU). EPA needs to 
show an ability to learn from one operating unit to another. 
 

EPA Response: Contrary to how it may appear, the approach to cleanup of the Silver Bow Creek/Butte 
Area site was and is not a “downstream first” approach.  EPA and the State of Montana Department of 
Environmental Quality carefully prioritized actions and areas in the 1980s for the SBCBA Site.  That 
effort resulted in significant cleanup action both downstream and upstream in ways that addressed the 
most significant and acute problems first.  For example, the Warm Springs Ponds, which are downstream 
from Butte, were targeted first for action with removal actions and interim Records of Decision, because 
they contain large volumes of contaminated sediments located in the riparian environment, and needed to 
be addressed immediately for earthquake or flood issues.  Simultaneously, EPA conducted several major 
removal actions in and around Butte and Rocker, Montana (upstream) to address the most acute 
contamination and uncontrolled release scenarios there.  These actions are detailed in the 2006 BPSOU 
Record of Decision, but notably included removal of 1.5 million cubic yards from the Lower Area One 
location in Butte which provided the vast majority of the loading to Silver Bow Creek (downstream); and 
significant efforts to capture contaminated  ground water in Butte and to control the most acute sources 
of stormwater in Butte.  After these major upstream actions were conducted, EPA worked with the State 
of Montana to develop and implement the cleanup of the Streamside Tailings Operable Unit (SST OU), 
which was a long-term project (which is still ongoing) to address the severely contaminated stream.  
During the SST cleanup, EPA continued to address upstream Butte contamination through more 
removal actions and now with the development and implementation of the BPSOU ROD.  
 
EPA recognizes that more needs to be done to address upstream contamination and downstream 
contamination to protect what has been accomplished, but the characterization of the many site wide 
cleanup actions as “downstream first” is not accurate in EPA’s view.  As the section of the report which 
addresses the SSTOU notes, re-contamination is a serious concern but actual recontamination at levels 
which will affect protectiveness is not occurring currently.  
 
EPA agrees that learning from past actions is important, and believes our removal and remedy decisions 
reflect that learning.  Partial removal of contamination at the Streamside Tailings operable unit has 
produced incredible success at that site (those actions were taken after learning that removal was effective 
as part of the Lower Area One removal action), but this cleanup also has presented current issues with 
residual waste left after removal, as noted in the SST five year review section.  Removal of substantial 
Butte wastes in the immediate floodplain was achieved in the LAO removal action and in other actions 
throughout Butte, but removal of waste alone cannot be the answer to all contamination throughout 
Butte or the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area site.  Rather, a mix of removal and careful in-place capping and 
revegetation is warranted, depending on specific site conditions and concerns.  In short, EPA does 
consider prior actions and their results, both on a national and local level, when making each new cleanup 
decision.   Further information on this issue is provided in the response to similar comments on the SST 
section of the five year review as well. 
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Comment:  CTEC would like more transparency regarding effectiveness of voluntary 
actions implemented in the Parrott Tailings and Metro Storm Drain areas, and at Lower 
Area One, and requests that EPA implement more comprehensive monitoring. New 
data is available which questions if the selected remedy for this area is correct; this data 
must be considered. The EPA should reconsider removal of remaining waste to protect 
down-gradient surface and groundwater. 
 

EPA Response:  Actions in the Parrott Tailings area, the Metro Storm Drain Area, and the Lower Area 
One area have not been voluntary, but have been efforts conducted under removal action memoranda, 
Butte Mine Flooding Record of Decisions implementation actions, and resulting EPA enforcement 
proceedings.  EPA’s past actions in BPSOU, including actions which resulted in the Metro Storm Drain 
capture/interception and pumping facility, are explained in detail in the BPSOU ROD if more 
information is needed. 
 
EPA is aware of the recent ground water flow data and other data concerning the ground water portion of 
the BPSOU ROD, and is considering that new data as it works to implement the 2006 BPSOU ROD 
through remedial design efforts.   EPA agrees that the protection of downgradient surface and ground 
water is very important as it designs and monitors the final remedy for BPSOU.  To date, surface water 
data indicates these efforts are generally working, although more can be done. 
 
There are interim surface water and ground water monitoring plans for BPSOU that are extensive and 
which produce large amounts of data.  EPA will issue an improved and more extensive ground water 
monitoring plan.  The BPSOU ROD requires the development of final surface water and ground water 
monitoring plans, and EPA is currently working with the State of Montana and the responsible parties 
on those efforts.   
 
As noted, EPA is about to release an updated, interim ground water monitoring plan, which will provide 
for more ground water monitoring wells in key areas, to address current information and issues about 
ground water contamination in Butte and to further the completion of remedial design for the ground 
water component of the BPSOU ROD. 

 
Comment:  The residential soil remediation program must be protective for all potential 
metals of concern. CTEC is concerned that health impacts may be concentrated 
preferentially among new residents and low-income residents, and extra efforts must be 
made to inform and involve those populations. And, environmental justice concerns 
justice must be served to the Butte community. 
 

EPA Response:  More detailed responses regarding the selection of the contaminants which have actions 
levels, and the action levels themselves, are addressed later on page 55 of this responsiveness summary.  
As part of the five year review process, EPA consulted with the Region 8 risk assessors to ensure that the 
appropriate contaminants of concern for residential cleanup were identified and that appropriate actions 
levels for these contaminants were set in the ROD.  We remain confident that the actions levels for 
arsenic, lead, and mercury set in the ROD for residential cleanup are fully protective of human health. 
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Under the Residential Metals Abatement Plan, all residential areas within the BPSOU will be sampled 
and cleaned up if actions levels are exceeded.  This will ensure that all residents, including low income 
residents and tenants, will be addressed and no class will be left out.  Issues regarding public outreach 
and environmental justice are very important, and the Residential Metals Abatement Plan requires the 
responsible parties to conduct such efforts.  EPA recently worked with Butte Silver Bow County to 
develop a fact sheet which summarizes these efforts.  Environmental justice issues associated with the 
residential cleanup plan have been examined by EPA’s Environmental Justice section on three separate 
occasions and the results of those examinations are available in the public record. 

 
Comment:  CTEC is concerned that the Five Year Review process involves EPA and 
their contractors evaluating their own work and that no objective party review has 
occurred. The Five Year Review should follow EPA’s own guidance that review be 
performed by objective parties without bias or preconceived views or conclusions about 
the remedy and conditions at the site. 
 

EPA Response:  EPA did follow the Superfund law, the Superfund regulations (known as the NCP), 
and its own five year review guidance carefully when conducting this review.  EPA’s headquarters office 
in Washington, D.C. recently responded to letters similar to this comment about the conduct of the five 
year review by EPA and its contractors, and concluded that EPA Region 8’s efforts were being done in 
compliance with the Superfund law and EPA guidance.  A copy of that response is attached here. 

 
Comment:  Butte Reclamation Evaluation System (BRES) reports should be made 
available on a consistent basis and waste cap design should be improved where caps are 
compromised. Future plans for cap inspection and maintenance should be presented in 
detail. 
 

EPA Response:  EPA agrees with this comment, and has emphasized the issue of better implementation 
of the BRES operation and maintenance actions as recommendations in both the draft and final five year 
review section for BPSOU.  EPA has taken enforcement steps with the responsible parties to ensure that 
the BRES plan and requirements are followed as required by the ROD, and that reports are publicly 
available.  We will oversee and monitor these efforts more closely. 

 
Comment:  CTEC members are looking forward to release of the final Five Year Review. 
And, as there is great concern that past comments and concerns by the citizens of Butte 
have been disregarded and that the public has not been afforded concrete answers to 
their concerns, CTEC requests that EPA specifically address these concerns as presented 
in a formal written response letter sent directly to CTEC. 

 
EPA Response:  All comments and public input to EPA on all Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area operable 
units, including the BPSOU operable unit, are considered carefully.  Detailed responses to comments on 
the BPSOU Proposed Plan are provided in the BPSOU ROD.  Detailed responses to comments are 
provided here and will be sent directly to CTEC as well as placed in the administrative record for the 
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area site. 
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Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area National Priorities List (NPL) Site-Wide Comments 

Comment: A. NPL Remedy Progress: While voluntary and prescribed interim actions 
such as storm water controls, waste capping, and groundwater capture and treatment 
have improved protection of human health and the environment in Butte, metals can 
still migrate downstream and recontaminate remediated reaches of Silver Bow Creek 
(SBC).   
 

EPA Response:  Actions taken currently in the BPSOU are being done pursuant to the final remedy for 
BPSOU described in the 2006 BPSOU ROD.  These actions are not voluntary or interim, and have 
produced significant cleanup of BPSOU.  As noted in the SSTOU five year review report, 
recontamination at levels of concern is not occurring, but EPA recognizes the potential for 
recontamination and is working aggressively to address full implementation of the BPSOU ROD, 
including additional stormwater control measures. 
 

The Stream Side Tailings Operable Unit (SSTOU) is being remediated ahead of Butte 
Priority Soils, and the Westside Soils OUs in the headwaters is at the beginning of 
Superfund assessment and actions.  
 

EPA Response:  See our prior response regarding sequencing of cleanup actions for the entire site.  The 
Five Year Review is an opportunity to evaluate how individual OUs are progressing and how well NPL 
remedy is progressing as a whole. It is a chance to make sense of the patchwork of interim actions by 
targeting final remedy for the entire NPL site, ensuring that OU cleanup is properly prioritized so as to 
not recontaminate downstream areas.  EPA Response:  EPA disagrees that there is a patchwork of interim 
actions.  EPA’s Records of Decision for each operable unit are comprehensive and are being implemented.  
Remedies for the Rocker OU, the SST OU, the BPS OU, and the Mine Flooding OU are final remedies, 
while EPA’s records of decisions for the Warm Springs Ponds area are interim RODs which will be 
converted to final RODs at the appropriate time.  See EPA’s prior responses regarding sequencing and 
recontamination. 

 
The Final Five Year Review needs to include a discussion describing how the remedy is 
progressing on a site-wide basis and include what contingencies are being considered: 

1. the vastly different schedules for remedy completion,  
2. effects that slower cleanup upstream has on achieving remedial goals 

downstream,   
3. potential for recontamination of remediated areas downstream. 

 
This site-wide progress section should contain a list of issues from the individual OUs 
and evaluate how to prioritize follow-up actions based on the severity of risks to 
humans and the environment and the potential for issues from one OU to influence 
remedy success at another OU. 

 
EPA Response: The site-wide summary contained in the final five year review report includes an 
extensive table summarizing all of the issues and recommendations for all of the OUs, as well as 
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milestone completion dates. As noted above, while the BPSOU ROD was completed later than the RODs 
for the downstream areas of the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area site, a tremendous amount of cleanup work 
in the upstream areas was completed under EPA removal authority in the early years of Superfund 
involvement in this area (before beginning the SST cleanup); and sequencing was carefully considered. 
Importantly, storm water runoff was improved substantially due to reclamation of mine dumps on the 
Butte hill and through implementation of the Storm Water Time Critical Removal Action (TCRA) (which 
largely controlled stormwater from Missoula Gulch, and diverted large areas of runoff to the Berkeley 
Pit). Indeed part of the justification for the Storm Water TCRA was to lessen recontamination of 
downstream OUs so that remediation at SSTOU could move forward. Even more extensive stormwater 
control work is currently being implemented.   EPA agrees that, although substantial improvement in 
water quality from the Butte area has already occurred, the potential for substantial recontamination of 
downstream areas is a serious concern that needs attention and effort by EPA and the BPSOU 
responsible parties.  Stormwater runoff and the municipal wastewater discharge from Butte affecting 
downstream operable units are identified as issues in the report, and will be pursued in the ongoing 
efforts to fully implement the BPSOU ROD.  
 

Comment: B. Transparency: Remedy decision transparency.  There are two primary 
methods of cleanup in Superfund sites according to the National Contingency Plan 
(NCP): 1) removal or 2) remediation. Each of these requires either an Action 
Memorandum for early actions or a Record of Decision (ROD) before proceeding to 
interim or final action. An official public process is required for either method. Not all 
actions in the SBC NPL site have progressed following these administrative operating 
systems. In certain cases removal actions have evolved over time into pilot tests and 
adaptive management of wastes and water treatment by ARCO/BP. Examples are 
Lower Area One (LAO) treatment lagoons.  In other cases, voluntary actions performed 
by ARCO/BP seem destined to become final components of the remedy.  Examples are 
Metro Storm Drain (MSD) groundwater collection system. The decision-making process 
used by ARCO/BP in designing and operating these response actions has not been 
adequately explained and public involvement is lacking. Additionally, the public has 
not been adequately informed of ARCO/BP’s internal review of the functioning and 
capability of these treatment systems to meet ARARs. While EPA may have 
communicated to the public at some level about these systems, the decisions leading to 
current installations built to protect human health and the environment, and additional 
data used to design them, has not been made public as one would expect if part of an 
official action. The Five Year Review process should examine the impact on final 
cleanup of allowing large-scale voluntary actions and pilot tests. It appears that these 
large systems, good or bad, will become part of the final remedy by default. For 
example, there is conjecture that the Metro Storm Drain collection system is 
overwhelming LAO water treatment facility in flow and water quality. If the actions 
taken in LAO had been part of an official action, details of the assessment, design, and 
operation of the system would be available to the public – instead, we are left to 
speculate. CTEC strongly encourages more public disclosure of data, designs, and 
operations of these facilities.   
 
The Final Five Year Review should identify the: 

1) Sources of data used to evaluate actions, such as removal actions;  
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2) The method by which the removal actions and pilot-scale studies have been 
evaluated,  

3) Citation for any document wherein the action/study is evaluated, where the data 
sources and evaluation records are publicly available, and  

4) Plans for further evaluation and public input if any. 
 

EPA Response:  The cleanup actions done prior to the final remedy selection in the 2006 BPSOU Record 
of Decision were done as part of EPA’s removal authority and procedures; or as part of the 
implementation process for the Mine Flooding record of decision.  The BPSOU ROD contains a detailed 
description of these efforts and their results.  During the feasibility study for the BPSOU ROD, EPA 
produced a lengthy and detailed examination of the data and effects of the removal actions in a report 
titled Response Action Summary Document, PRP Group October 2003, BPSOU/Butte Area Superfund 
Site. The BPSOU ROD then explains in detail how these removal actions are incorporated or altered in 
the final remedy, all in accordance with the Superfund law and EPA guidance.  Importantly, the BPSOU 
ROD and the RI and FS that preceded the ROD provides large quantities of data and analysis addressing 
the issues presented in this comment; and the BPSOU ROD selected the final remedy for the BPSOU.  
This comment seems to suggest that remedy selection has yet to occur for BPSOU. 
 
EPA has communicated the results of the Metro Storm Drain capture/interception system and the 
treatment results and capabilities of the Lagoon Treatment system both in reports such as the Remedial 
Investigation and the Feasibility Study, and in public outreach communications such as meetings, but 
will re-double its efforts for public communication and outreach.  The Lagoon Treatment system final 
design plans were recently published and public comment was solicited on those plans.  Discharges from 
the Lagoon Treatment system meet ARAR standards almost all of the time.  The Metro Storm Drain 
interception system is undergoing extensive design and review efforts as part of the BPSOU ROD 
implementation, and the results of that effort will be made available to the public.  To date, surface water 
quality indicates that this system, along with the HCC system, is working to intercept contaminated 
ground water, although further improvements are needed. Those improvements include addressing 
sources near the former Butte Reduction works area, better ground and surface water monitoring, 
improved MSD facilities, and the possible installation of diversions of ground water and/or infiltration 
barriers to further reduce ground water contaminant flows. 

 
The reason the MSD and LAO collection and treatment systems were not included specifically in the Five 
year review report  was mainly an issue of the timing and scope of the report.  Data collection and 
analysis for the MSD remains in process and will be discussed when these design efforts are more 
complete. The collection and treatment systems will be addressed in the next 5 year review for the 
BPSOU.  
 

Comment:  Five Year Review Conclusions - Protectiveness Statement transparency. The 
draft Comprehensive Protectiveness Statement (vol. 1, section 8) states “The actions that 
have been completed to date indicate that once the remedies are fully completed, the site 
should achieve long-term protectiveness of human health and the environment.”  
However, it is not clear how this was determined since the Draft Review demonstrates 
that the remedies have so far met varying success. 

 
EPA Response:  The final report has made changes to volume 1, and the protectiveness statements are 
now focused on each operable unit.  A site-wide protectiveness statement is not required until all of the 
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operable units within the SBCBA site are more fully addressed, according to the Superfund law and the 
guidance.   
 
The report for each operable unit has identified issues and recommendations that must be addressed.  
However, none of these recommendations call into question the basic effectiveness of the selected remedies, 
in EPA’s view.  The report, and indeed CTEC’s own comments, discuss the substantial progress in water 
quality, vegetation, ground water capture and treatment, and other remediation efforts that has been 
made to date and EPA believes the report demonstrates that the pursuit of implementing the selected 
remedies and the recommendations from this report will continue to lead to improved site conditions and 
improved, overall protectiveness. 
 

Comment: There are clear discrepancies in the protectiveness statements that are not 
explained. An example: the current statement on protectiveness for the Butte Priority 
Soils Operable Unit (BPSOU) (section 7.4) states: “Arsenic and heavy metal 
contaminants in alluvial groundwater are now prevented from reaching Silver Bow 
Creek 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.” Figure 6-15 (vol. 6) shows that this is clearly not the case; copper exceeds 
base flow standards more than ½ the time at every monitoring station in Silver Bow 
Creek. The text (pp 6-26, vol. 6) states: “Following the treatment of all MSD 
groundwater, total recoverable copper concentrations have stabilized; however, 
continue to exceed the acute and chronic standard on most occasions.”   

 
EPA Response:  EPA agrees and the protectiveness statements have been modified to more accurately 
reflect site conditions.  The basic point made in the draft report, which is that base flow conditions for 
surface water have improved significantly and that base flow conditions meet or come close to the very 
low ARAR standards at many times in a given year at the BPSOU,    remains valid and is described with 
more clarity in the final five year review report. 

 
Comment: ATSDR (2002) identified elevated skin cancer rates in Silver Bow County, a 
cancer type prevalent in humans exposed to arsenic in their environment. The ATSDR 
study recommended further evaluation or arsenic-cancer connections in the Butte area; 
but to our knowledge that has not occurred. The Five Year Review states that medical 
monitoring for arsenic occurs as part of Residential Metals Abatement Program (RMAP), 
but that monitoring is not described and risks to human health are not evaluated. 

 
EPA Response:  Medical monitoring for blood lead and urinary arsenic is available, but voluntary.  The 
monitoring programs are described in more detail in the Residential Metals Abatement Program.  As 
noted in the five year review report, blood lead levels have consistently decreased in Butte to very low 
levels in almost all cases, and urinary arsenic testing has not shown problems with arsenic in individuals 
for those who have been tested.  BSB is compiling health data for the BPSOU that reviews diseases , 
including cancer associated with metal contamination.  Once the report is complete, BSB will submit it to 
EPA and ATSDR for review and approval. 
The following are the exact conclusions and recommendations from the 2002 ATSDR report: 
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CONCLUSION 
The data indicate a slightly elevated incidence of skin cancer in Silver Bow County when 
compared with age-standardized rates at the State and national level. No other cancer outcomes 
were consistently elevated when compared with these two reference groups. The slight increase in 
skin cancer incidence cannot be directly attributed to soil arsenic contamination in the area since 
no exposure assessments were included in this analysis. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Evaluate melanoma and no melanoma skin cancer incidence separately since only non-

melanoma skin cancers are associated with arsenic exposure. 
2. Educate local citizens on ways to reduce or eliminate exposure to ambient arsenic 

contamination. 
3. Educate local physicians on the symptoms, effects, and treatment regimes for arsenic 

exposure. 
4. Consider reviewing pre-1979 cancer statistics to determine if cancer incidence was elevated 

prior to the time frame used in this analysis. 
 
The ATSDR study does note slightly elevated skin cancer rates, but could not definitively separate skin 
cancers due to arsenic exposure. Regardless, arsenic exposures are decreasing due to CERCLA response 
actions and the arsenic action level for the BPSOU is protective of human health.   Educational efforts are 
ongoing under the Residential Metals Abatement Plan.  EPA will discuss other recommendations from 
the ATSDR report with ATSDR in light of current site conditions. 
 

Comment: Disconnection between the data and conclusions in the review do not help 
the public to follow statements regarding how the actions completed to date indicate 
that long-term protectiveness will be achieved. The connection between the data and 
conclusions should be made clear. And, where discrepancies, such as quoted above 
exist, the current statements on protectiveness of the remedy need to be corrected. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA agrees.  The protectiveness statements have been revised, and the text has been 
revised for readability and clarity.  Also, see prior responses to comments which address some aspects of 
this comment. 
 

Comment:  C. NPL Community Outreach: CTEC, EPA, and others have coordinated and 
led numerous community outreach efforts over the last two decades. Typically, outreach 
is focused on one OU, such as Stream Side Tailings OU or Butte Priority Soils OU, and 
the geographically scattered approach and complexity of the issues discussed deflect 
focus from the remedy as a whole. It is not clear whether past public outreach was 
effective in gaining adequate citizen input over the last decade and whether it has 
provided sufficient education regarding the impacts of Superfund on the community. 
Deficiencies in community outreach are evident in local news such as the September 9, 
2009 Montana Standard staff editorial which stated “Display ads about the [Multi-
Pathway Residential Metals Abatement Program Plan] comment period ran in local 
papers, but unless a person already knew about the program, there's a good chance they 
had no idea what the ad was about.” CTEC requests that the Five Year Review 
objectively evaluate the effectiveness of past community outreach (by all parties), 
especially with respect to the response actions performed under removal authority 
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described in the BPSOU ROD, voluntary actions and pilot tests undertaken by 
ARCO/BP to fast-track cleanup. CTEC is interested in trying new and innovative 
methods of outreach to engage the public and derive meaningful citizen input, and is 
looking for ways to do a better job. Likewise, EPA should consider how it may 
collaborate with CTEC by providing additional funding or more actively participating in 
engaging the public.  

 
EPA Response: EPA appreciates this comment. Appendix A of Volume 1 summarizes the extensive 
community interview results and discusses many of the findings regarding community involvement and 
outreach. The purpose of the Five-Year Review is to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy and EPA does 
not intend to broaden the scope of this review to evaluate community outreach.  However, EPA remains 
open to new ideas for outreach and is working to better meet the community’s needs.  EPA values 
CTEC’s contributions welcomes discussion on innovative and effective ideas for community outreach.  

 
Comment: D. Environmental Justice: Low-income residents may bear a 
disproportionate impact of waste left in place and require specific targeting for 
voluntary residential abatement because low-income households are concentrated in the 
heavily contaminated portions of the BPSOU and because these households are more 
likely to be renters relying on property owners to initiate residential sampling and 
abatement. The community interviews indicate strong community support for greater 
attention to issues regarding environmental justice. However, the draft review makes no 
recommendations or follow-up actions regarding this concern. The final review should 
specifically examine:  

1. What provisions have been made to specifically reach out to low-income 
residents, residents who are not well connected to mainstream communication 
media, and citizens who are new to the area. 

2. The potential for exposure to contaminated indoor dust by residents is high if 
their homes have not been assessed for contaminants and contaminated indoor 
dust is not removed. 

3. Disproportionate exposure to toxins by low income citizens living in uptown 
Butte. 

4. The challenges that low income citizens face in minimizing exposure to toxins 
given limited financial resources, reliance on landlords to invoke abatement, and 
run-down structures being prone to leaking toxic dust into living areas. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA has addressed environmental justice issues at the BPSOU site through review by 
the EPA Region 8 Environmental Justice Office in 2004 through 2010: 
 

 EPA 2004. August 2, 2004 letter from Art Palomares (EPA – Environmental Justice Office) to 
John W Ray with subject of “Transmits and Discusses Environmental Justice Complaint 
Investigation” and a report dated August 2, 2004 from EPA Environmental Justice Program 
titled “Evaluation Report Environmental Justice Concerns at the Butte Priority Soils Operable 
Unit, Butte, Montana, Final Report”. 



Butte Priority Soils OU – EPA Responses to Comments 
 

21 
 

 EPA 2005. August 23, 2005 letter from Art Palomares (EPA Region 8– Environmental Justice 
Office) to John W Ray with subject of “Risk Assessments for Butte Priority Soils Environmental 
Justice Complaint” – 6 page letter with five appendices. 

 EPA 2007.   January 23, 2007 letter from Art Palomares (EPA Region 8 Environmental Justice 
Office) to John W Ray – 13 page letter regarding the BPSOU ROD. 

 EPA 2010.  January 12, 2010 letter from Art Palomares (EPA Region 8 Environmental Justice 
Office) to John W Ray regarding the Residential Metal Abatement Plan – 4 page letter. 

 
Additionally, EPA worked with Butte Silver Bow County to describe community outreach efforts for 
residential cleanup in the recent fact sheet that was placed in local newspapers.  Also, the final Residential 
Metals Abatement Plan requires various educational and community outreach efforts, and these efforts 
will be monitored closely by EPA. 

 
Furthermore, EPA has ensured that the remedy is designed to systematically remediate all 
properties, regardless of income. EPA and BSB Health department have numerous avenues of 
reaching the public, but most of all, BSB is systematically sampling and remediating every property in 
the BPSOU. They are tracking all locations where access has been denied or remediation refused.   
 

Comment:  E. Potential for Bias in Review Process: CTEC is greatly concerned that the 
Five Year Review was performed by EPA officials and their contractors, specifically 
CDM, who are greatly invested in the cleanup of Butte and who are not objective 
parties. Many citizens of Butte perceive that the review is a biased process and that our 
concerns are disregarded. EPA’s Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance (EPA 540-
R-01-007—OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P, June 2001) states: “The review should be 
performed by objective parties without bias or preconceived views or conclusions about 
the remedy and conditions at the site.” CTEC contends that the draft review needs to be 
audited by an objective party prior to being finalized and that future reviews are 
performed entirely by an objective party. An objective review party could be developed 
similarly to a “Tiger Team” model and include agency representatives from different 
regions who are not invested in remedy success. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA assigned an RPM who was not affiliated with the Butte Site to manage the project 
and direct CDM accordingly. Furthermore, the report was reviewed by the EPA regional and EPA 
headquarters personnel to ensure objectivity.  Please see the response dated March 4, 2011 from EPA’s 
director of the Superfund program for additional explanation on this issue. 
 
 
Operable Unit Comments 
Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit (BPSOU) 
General Comments 

Comment: It is especially important that the Five Year Review evaluate prior actions on 
the BPSOU including those listed in the Response Action Summary Document, Butte 
Priority Soils Operable Unit (2003) and those voluntary actions such as the MSD 
groundwater capture system to ensure that they fully support the final remedy of the 
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whole NPL site. Further, EPA should differentiate between past actions that were 
approved or led by EPA and those that are voluntary actions or pilot tests and are not 
necessarily final actions. The effectiveness of past actions is not only important to the 
health of citizens that live in the Superfund site, but to the prevention of downstream 
migration of metals via surface water or groundwater. Transparency is needed on how 
these actions are evaluated and what the results of these evaluations are to ensure public 
trust about protection of human health and the environment.   
 
In absence of evaluating these interim removal actions, EPA needs to describe how they 
determined that there are no unacceptable immediate dangers to human health and 
environment given new data about the functioning of the removal actions, such as the 
issues with waste caps identified by BRES. 

 
EPA Response:   The October 2003 Response Action Summary document is a detailed evaluation of the 
prior removal actions.  It was done as part of the RI/FS for the site, and its results were considered and 
incorporated where appropriate into the 2005 Proposed Plan and the final 2006 Record of Decision for 
BPSOU. The 2006 BPSOU ROD contains descriptions and information about the past actions and the 
authority under which they were implemented.  Extensive comments were made on the BPSOU Proposed 
Plan, and EPA responded to those comments in detail.   
It is the Record of Decision which establishes the final remedy for the site, and the ROD itself describes 
how the many ROD requirements comply with the Superfund law and meet its protectiveness 
requirements.  The five year review report is not meant to go back into history and review these actions 
and decisions – it is intended to review the ROD’s implementation and the remedy’s protectiveness.  EPA 
believes the report does that. 
 
EPA developed the BRES as a comprehensive plan and standard for all reclaimed source areas on the 
Butte Hill and incorporated those requirements into the ROD. As the Five Year Review notes, BSB and 
the other responsible parties have not implemented the necessary corrective actions under the BRES 
system at the reclaimed caps, nor have they reported results consistently.  The five year review report 
notes that this is a serious deficiency that can affect long-term protectiveness and recommends follow-up 
action to ensure that BRES is fully implemented as required by the BPSOU ROD. Finding this 
deficiency is an example of the FYR doing its job.  
 

Comment: The integrity of caps on waste left in place in Butte are important because 
they will likely be there for hundreds of years where the land is eventually developed, 
and in perpetuity for undeveloped areas. CTEC and their technical consultants visited a 
Montana Rail Link constructed cap near the old railroad depot during EPA’s Five Year 
Review tour which had no cover soil or vegetation.  The Five Year Review should 
evaluate the potential for exposure to toxins given current waste cap design. This can be 
accomplished by evaluating the occurrence of caps which are not functioning and the 
contaminant levels present in soil and water and evaluating whether exposure scenarios 
used in the risk assessment are valid.  The Five Year Review should also evaluate the 
effects of waste left in place on water quality if the integrity of caps is compromised, and 
whether future finances will support cap monitoring and repair in perpetuity. Analytical 
testing of surface water runoff and groundwater leaching of contaminants from capped 
areas should be recommended in the Five Year Review and provisions made if exposure 
to contaminated water can occur or if contaminants are determined to be mobilizing and 
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impairing surface water quality. CTEC wants to be sure that the BRES system is being 
consistently administered and that inspections are frequent enough to keep up with 
emerging problems. CTEC would like BRES reports to be made available on a consistent 
basis as they are completed. And CTEC would like to see a plan for what will be done to 
caps that are not monitored and maintained by the local government.    

 
EPA Response:  The cap in question was one of the first source areas reclaimed by the Montana 
Department of State Lands. While the cap material used was clean, it was too sandy to be a suitable, 
stable growth medium. This source area is an example of a cap where a corrective action needs to be 
implemented to bring the cap up to the performance standards in the BRES (i.e., stable, vegetative cap).  
EPA will ensure that this capped is corrected in accordance with the BRES. 
 
EPA agrees with CTEC about the need for the report to identify the cap correction, maintenance, and 
BRES implementation problems, and the report discusses many of the issues raised in this comment in 
detail.  EPA also agrees that full implementation of the ROD’s BRES requirements is very important to 
Butte and its citizens, and has taken steps to be sure the responsible parties fully implement the BRES 
requirements.  EPA will continue to pursue this issue vigorously. 
 
EPA agrees that these reports should be available at a frequent, consistent basis for public review.  EPA 
will pursue this issue with the responsible parties as part of its follow-up work on BRES implementation.   

 
Comment: The draft review indicates waste caps are not meeting BRES objectives in 
more than half of the sites inventoried. CTEC contends that the public should not wait 
until issues with BRES implementation are “ironed out” to identify the risk of cap 
failures. CTEC contends that the exposure scenarios used in the risk assessment are not 
valid given the current state of the WLIP remedy. The only evaluation of this risk 
apparent in the draft review is table 8-1 (vol. 6), which states that the issues do not affect 
current protectiveness because “Caps have not failed, and soils generally remain in place 
as a barrier between mine waste and humans.” CTEC finds that there is a disconnect 
between this conclusion and data indicating exposed waste present in 60% of the caps 
inventoried by BRES during 2007-08. The Five Year Review needs to evaluate whether 
cap failure presents an unacceptable risk to human health that should be dealt with 
immediately under Record of Decision (ROD) authority or time critical removal action. 
The review should evaluate whether funding is inadequate for Butte-Silver Bow to 
perform needed cap O&M. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA agrees with CTEC about the importance of full BREs implementation.  See our 
responses above.   
 
As a point of clarification, the BRES standard does not consider small areas of exposed waste material to 
be a “cap failure”. Rather, this is a trigger item identified in the BRES as an area needing corrective 
action (such as additional soil, revegetation, modification of site drainage, etc.).  
 
The exposure scenarios and other risk factors described in the risk assessments for BPSOU were reviewed 
and judged to be valid. Waste is capped when action levels are exceeded or stormwater run-off problems 
are present.  If waste exceeding the action levels is exposed, it needs to be addressed, and the ROD 
provides for this.  Once the waste is capped, the exposure pathway is broken.  
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EPA will use its enforcement authority to ensure full and timely implementation of the BRES 
requirements, without regard for funding agreements between or among responsible parties. 
 

Comment: Additionally, the BPSOU ROD (EPA, 2006) provides that vegetated cover soil 
caps must support a diverse plant community including native species to the extent that 
the constituents of the vegetation cover are not incompatible with the remedy (Section 
12.6.1 – Solid Media). The final Five Year Review should evaluate how native species 
have been incorporated into caps and which species are most effective at achieving 
revegetation objectives.  

 
EPA Response: These requirements are built into the performance standards that are in the BRES and 
are covered during the BRES evaluation process. These vegetation standards are built into the Butte Hill 
Revegetation Specifications (part of the BRES).   EPA will continue to monitor and oversee the 
implementation of the ROD and BRES requirements vigorously. 
 
 
Surface water management program 

Comment: EPA’s 2008 Surface Water Characterization Report, Butte Priority Soils 
Operable Unit, section 5 shows that most of the copper input to Silver Bow Creek occurs 
during storm events.  Remedial actions must be constructed today to reduce the storm 
load of metals to the creek.  The Five Year Review should determine appropriate 
measures needed to ensure protection of the SSTOU remedy from storm water runoff as 
required by the SSTOU ROD. The Five Year Review needs to address the immediate 
implementation of final storm water actions to protect downstream water quality on 
SBC.  

 
EPA Response:  The BPSOU ROD requires storm water control measures through an iterative program 
to address this important issue.  In light of the Surface Water Characterization Report and community 
concerns about stormwater, EPA worked with the State DEQ and the responsible parties to design 
aggressive up-front stormwater control measures implemented over the last three years under the ROD 
requirements.  These have included curb and gutter construction, stormwater system cleanout, 
stormwater basin improvements, further capping and revegetation, and other efforts.  EPA is working on 
additional, major stormwater control actions for 2011 and 2012, in accordance with the ROD 
requirements. 
 
The five year review report for BPSOU and SST both recognize the importance of this ROD requirement 
and the need for follow-up action. 
 

Comment: Draft Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions for the SSTOU (section 9, 
vol. 2) include: “Ongoing evaluation and implementation efforts to control upstream 
stormwater should continue. The goal should be to demonstrate no significant 
recontamination concern through instream water quality and sediment sampling. If 
significant recontamination is occurring (current data do not show this) design 
additional mitigation measures to control or treat.” This action is given a milestone date 
of 2012; but what that milestone date means is not described. It is not clear how the 
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evaluation proposed will demonstrate that no significant recontamination concern 
exists. Additionally, it appears that there is an incongruity between the BPSOU and 
SSTOU Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions wherein the STTOU recommends the 
follow-up action of demonstrating no significant recontamination concern and the 
BPSOU recommendations appear to take a “business as usual” approach to stormwater 
control implementation. The review should explicitly describe how the recontamination 
issue will be evaluated and by what date. CTEC contends that additional measures to 
control or treat stormwater must be expedited such that the risk of recontamination is 
minimized. 

 
EPA Response: See our response above. 
 

Lower Area One  
Comment: CTEC identifies Lower Area One (LAO) as the final stopgap for 
downgradient migration of pollutants from much of Butte. The Five Year Review needs 
to address whether the LAO capture treatment system works sufficiently to achieve 
water quality objectives in SBC. Based on the site visit with EPA for the Five Year 
Review, there has been, and still is, a lot of work to improve groundwater collection that 
has had little public disclosure. Were alternatives for capture of shallow and deeper 
groundwater adequately considered, and have alternative treatment options been 
adequately considered?  The existing treatment system is an interim and experimental 
system that was not to our knowledge subjected to a thorough feasibility study, yet it is 
one of the most important final remedy components of BPSOU.   
 

EPA Response:  The LAO Treatment Lagoons were implemented as part of the prior LAO non-time-
critical removal action after undergoing initial design.  The use of this treatment system in the final 
remedy was extensively examined and reviewed in the BPSOU feasibility study.  The final ROD for 
BPSOU recommended keeping the Treatment Lagoons as a primary water treatment system and required 
certain upgrades to the system.  Those upgrades have been undergoing remedial design, and the first 
batch of upgrade remedial design plans was developed last year.  Those plans underwent review, and are 
now final.  Those plans should be implemented this field season.  Another round of design plans are in 
development, pursuant to the ROD, and will undergo the same process.  The next five year review report 
will look more closely at the operation of the treatment system and its compliance with ROD performance 
standards. 

 
Throughout the pre and post ROD processes, data regarding discharges from the ponds 
is produced and is available from EPA.  That data shows that the ponds treatment 
system meets performance standards consistently (pre-ROD data to this effect was 
discussed extensively in the BPSOU RI/FS and ROD) almost all of the time. 
 
Ground water collection is also addressed in the ROD, as well as the need for additional 
studies, data collection, and monitoring of groundwater.  EPA has presented 
information to CTEC and the public regarding these ongoing efforts at ROD 
implementation, and plans to present more information in the near future.  Once 
remedial design efforts are complete, additional actions to upgrade the interception and 
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pumping systems for ground water may be implemented.  Already, as a result of 
remedial design efforts, additional capture of groundwater has been implemented in the 
Butte Reduction Works area. 
 
In a general sense, the post-ROD monitoring and assessment and design efforts continue 
to indicate that the extensive capture/interception system (the HCC and the Metro 
Storm Drain system) are working well and most contaminated ground water is being 
captured and treated successfully.  Base flow surface water data reflects these findings.  
The five year review report accurately summarizes these efforts in EPA’s opinion. 
 
CTEC has maintained for almost five years that LAO does not collect all contaminated 
groundwater flowing down gradient from major sources of metals, and the BPSOU ROD 
calls for additional groundwater monitoring wells to be installed; but these wells have 
not yet been constructed.   

 
EPA Response:  Additional ground water monitoring wells have been installed, as described in the 
ROD.  Based on the data collected from the new monitoring wells installed at LAO, EPA believes that the 
groundwater collection system does collect and treat the contaminated groundwater.   
 

Comment: LAO is currently being revisited by ARCO/BP to improve groundwater 
collection and treatment, which implies that LAO groundwater collection can be 
improved. The groundwater not collected at LAO flows downgradient of BPSOU to the 
SSTOU, which does not have a groundwater remediation component in the ROD.   

 
EPA Response:  EPA agrees that the system can be improved and this is stated in the BPSOU ROD.  
The efforts at improvement to date include what was done with the Butte Reduction Works improved 
collection efforts.  Further remedial design work and investigation is ongoing and may produce more 
capture system improvements.  EPA is not aware of significant ground water contamination moving 
downgradient from the HCC or the LAO treatment lagoons and into the SST operable unit. 
 

Comment: Logic supports removal of sources of metals in SBC to help reduce metal 
leaching into groundwater. Since sources of metals are not all being removed, what will 
be the long-term impact on groundwater and surface water quality along SBC? Will 
gaining reaches of SBC receive contaminated groundwater that was not collected over 
the last decade and groundwater that will not be collected in the future from LAO?  

 
EPA Response:  EPA’s ROD and the accompanying technical impracticability ground water evaluation 
for ground water found that removal of waste sources to ground water, which are ubiquitous in BPSOU, 
would not result in ground water cleanup.  The ROD required extensive ground water collection and 
treatment efforts to ensure that ground water is collected and treated, and therefore does not impact 
surface water in and downstream from BPSOU.  Currently, the capture and treatment system is working 
generally well, and remedial design efforts to improve the system are ongoing.  Silver Bow Creek shows 
dramatically improved water quality and ongoing remediation efforts, both at BPSOU and at the SST 
OU, will continue to improve that water quality. 
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Comment: The Five Year Review should recommend a specific plan for monitoring 
groundwater within and downstream of LAO and a timeline for implementing that 
monitoring before 2013. The Five Year Review should also recommend a plan to 
evaluate the ability of the MSD and LAO groundwater capture and Butte Treatment 
Lagoon (BTL) facility to treat contaminated water to meet ARARS and report those 
findings to the public. 

 
EPA Response:  The Feasibility Study which preceded the ROD evaluated the ability of the MSD and 
LAO capture/interception, pumping, and treatment system to meet ARARs.   Data from the operation of 
the Lagoon Treatment System during the time period prior to the ROD did show that ground water could 
be captured and treated, along with contaminated surface water, such that ARAR standards were met in 
almost all conditions for the discharge from the Lagoon Treatment System.  This is one of the factors 
which led EPA to select the continued operation of this ground water capture/interception, pumping, and 
treatment system, with necessary improvements as described in the ROD, as part of the selected remedy 
for BPSOU described in the final ROD.  Ongoing data reporting on the discharge from the Lagoon 
Treatment System continues to indicate compliance with ARAR standards for the Lagoon Treatment 
System discharge, and this data is available to the public.  The ROD already requires extensive ground 
water monitoring.  Extensive ground water monitoring under an approved plan has been ongoing for 
some time, and data from that plan is available to the public via EPA’s Butte office.  An improved and 
updated, interim ground water monitoring plan is about to be implemented.  A final ground water 
monitoring plan is needed for complete implementation of the ROD and will be developed under the 
remedial design process as the entire ROD is implemented and the requirements of such a plan are fully 
known and understood.  
 
Technically speaking, the ground water capture/interception system works as well as it does largely due 
to some fortuitous geology at the west end of the site. The bedrock underlying the alluvial aquifer shallows 
and outcrops along the west edge of the site. Thus, the alluvial aquifer becomes thin in this area. To exit 
the valley, the groundwater must pass through this narrow constriction in the aquifer, or be expressed as 
surface water. The BPSOU capture/interception system takes advantage of this setting by maintaining a 
groundwater sink in the area where the groundwater would naturally surface. These features along with 
the capture/interception system largely prevent westward migration of alluvial groundwater from LAO 
into the SSTOU. If the data from additional wells or other information developed during the remedial 
design process indicates groundwater capture can be significantly improved and impacts to Silver Bow 
Creek can be lessened, EPA will require those improvements. 
 

Indoor dust/lead 
Comment: CTEC believes that indoor dust/lead is one of the most important threats to 
human health within the NPL boundary. Many homes are suspected to be impacted by 
past smelting emissions which have led to exposures [Montana Standard 11/29/2004 - 
Anaconda Homeowner Finds Danger Lurking in the Attic] and could lead to future 
exposures if not properly cleaned up.  CTEC believes other exposures to metal and 
arsenic-contaminated attic dust have occurred but have not been reported because those 
citizens exposed were either unaware of the hazard or did not have a clear way to report 
the exposure and mitigate the risk.  The Draft Baseline Risk Assessment, Streamside 
Tailings Operable Unit, Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area NPL Site (CDM, 1994) exemplifies 
a strong correlation between interior dust lead concentrations and blood lead levels.  
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Are community involvement and outreach elements described in the current Residential 
Metals Abatement Plan (RMAP) adequate to ensure near 100% voluntary participation 
in the remediation program? In particular, are low-income residents’ needs met? CTEC 
has provided comment on the draft Residential Metals Abatement Plan which among 
other items requests expansion of the Community Awareness and Education program. 
More proactive community involvement in this process is necessary and should be 
carefully considered as part of the Five Year Review. 
 
A complete description and evaluation of outreach for the RMAP program needs to be 
provided. CTEC recommends that outreach suggestions specific to improving 
participation in the RMAP program be included in table 3-1 ‘Suggestions for Improving 
Communication based on Community Feedback.’  Additionally, the medical monitoring 
program for arsenic and mercury must be described, results presented, risks to human 
health assessed, and the program function evaluated in the final review. CTEC would 
like to see that arsenic related cancer risks to Butte residents are evaluated as proposed 
in ATSDR (2002). 
 

EPA Response:  EPA agrees that the success of the attic or wall dust cleanup component of the 
Residential Metals Abatement Program is very important. The outreach efforts in table 3-1 are general 
suggestions and the table was not changed. More importantly, the final Residential Metals Abatement 
Program was finalized after careful consideration of all public comments including CTEC’s comments.  
EPA believes that the outreach and education programs described there are adequate and will be 
overseeing the faithful implementation of the RMAP, including its education and outreach requirements, 
by the responsible parties.  EPA will work with community members to determine if additional outreach 
efforts are necessary.  Additionally, EPA will renew discussions with ATSDR about the follow-up 
activities suggested in the last ATSDR review.  Because the recommendations were made in 2002 and 
substantial work has occurred since then, some of these recommendations may need to be changed or 
updated.   

 
Comment: A discrepancy in reporting that needs to be addressed is that table 6.2 (Vol. 6) 
does not show that blood lead occurrences in the 1990’s was 12% as reported on page 
2.13 and page 3.5 in vol. 1, appendix A. 

 
EPA Response: The 12 percent occurrence mentioned in Appendix A is there because this was a quote 
from an interviewee. Interviewee quotes were not necessarily verified for accuracy. The data in Table 6.2 
(Vol. 6) was compiled from BSB records. The text will be modified in Appendix A for consistency.  
 
 
Parrott Tailings/Metro Storm Drain 

Comment: CTEC participated in a public meeting on February 23, 2009 regarding 
hydrogeologic and soils assessment funded by the Natural Resource Damage Program 
(NRDP).  At this meeting, the Montana Bureau of Mines and Resources (MBMG) who 
did the assessment presented a compilation of Parrott Tailings data, pointing out gaps in 
data defining the boundary of the tailings and the nature of overburden. New data has 
been collected and analyzed by the MBMG, and will be made available to the public 



Butte Priority Soils OU – EPA Responses to Comments 
 

29 
 

shortly. Published studies such as MBMG (2004, 2010a, and 2010b), as well as personal 
communications from MBMG scientists currently working on characterizing the Metro 
Storm Drain (MSD) contaminants indicate that assumptions about the volume and 
transmissivity of the Parrott Tailings reported in EPA’s Focused Feasibility Study for 
Parrott Tailings (CDM, 2004) sections 2 and 3 are flawed. This new data indicates the 
Parrott Tailings is impacting surface water in areas not considered in the 2004 Focused 
Feasibility Study for the MSD (CDM, 2004) or in ROD remedy selection. New data 
indicate contamination from the Parrot tailings in the intermediate alluvial aquifer is 
travelling parallel to, and confined from the MSD capture system. Recent monitoring 
activities in the area suggest a worsening of water quality in the plume associated with 
the Parrott tailings and that the plume has migrated farther than expressed in the 
feasibility studies.  

 
EPA Response:  Over the last several months, several ground water studies and analysis by the Atlantic 
Richfield Company has been conducted as part of the remedial design process.  EPA will be working with 
the responsible parties and the State to update the public on the status of these studies.  The Montana 
Bureau of Mines and Geology has also conducted studies, primarily as part of the State and local 
restoration planning process.   
 
EPA acknowledges that these studies have shown data that is different from some of the assumptions used 
in the EPA’s pre-ROD focused feasibility study and related reports, particularly in relation to ground 
water flow rates.  EPA does not agree that the new flow data or other information indicates that the 
BPSOU ROD component which addresses ground water needs to be changed, nor does it indicate that 
contaminated ground water is not being substantially captured currently.  EPA does agree that the newer 
data and analysis needs to be used carefully as remedial design for the final capture/interception, 
pumping, and treatment system is completed.   
 
The baseline water quality conditions for surface water in the BPSOU continue to indicate substantial 
reductions in contamination reaching this water (such that conditions are near the very conservative in-
stream ARAR standards for surface water), and this data indicates that a well designed 
capture/interception, pumping, and treatment system will be protective of surface water.  The five year 
review report conclusions reflect this general conclusion. 
 
Finally, EPA notes that the State restoration plan for Butte provides for the removal of the Parrott 
Tailings, and that this action has been funded by settlement agreements between the Atlantic Richfield 
Company and the State of Montana.  EPA will work cooperatively with the State, the responsible parties, 
and all other interested persons to design a final remedy and a final restoration plan that provides 
maximum benefit for the protection of Silver Bow Creek water quality. 
 

Comment: ARCO/BP recently completed an aquifer test in the Parrott Tailings and 
upper Metro Storm Drain area. Contaminated groundwater from the Parrott Tailings is 
now discharging at an increased rate due to the groundwater capture system installed 
voluntarily by ARCO/BP, and there are reports of ongoing serious malfunctions in the 
pumping system.  The new data strongly suggests the foundations of past decisions 
concerning the ROD remedy for the MSD including the 2004 Focused Feasibility Study 
for the MSD (CDM, 2004) and the Groundwater Technical Impracticability Evaluation 
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(ARCO, 2005) contain significant errors regarding site characterization and remedy 
feasibility. 

 
EPA Response:  See our response above.  The Metro Storm Drain interception system is not a 
“voluntary” system but a system that was analyzed in the Feasibility Study for BPSOU and whose 
inclusion, along with necessary upgrades, is required by the BPSOU ROD.  EPA via the remedial design 
process has and will continue to take a hard look at the past malfunctions with the Metro Storm Drain 
capture/interception and pumping system noted in this comment, such that interim and final designs for 
the system address these issues and a reliable, long-term system is implemented and maintained by the 
responsible parties. 
 

Comment: The Five Year Review must evaluate how new data change the assumptions 
made in these decision-making documents and address the disparity in the new data 
versus that used in the feasibility studies and remedy selection. This evaluation must 
specifically include the decision to leave waste-in-place, the ability of a subdrain capture 
system to collect contaminated groundwater, and the treatability of contaminated 
groundwater.  

 
EPA Response:  See our responses immediately above.  Additional data collected since the focused 
feasibility study and ROD issuance at BPSOU has allowed for better definition of the waste areas and 
plume migration in ground water at BPSOU. The fact that our understanding has improved means that 
the groundwater capture system remedial design process will yield results  which will  ensure that the 
groundwater in the intermediate alluvial aquifer and elsewhere  is being captured, and that appropriate 
modifications or improvements are made to the capture system as necessary. As explained above, the new 
data do not mean that the selected remedy found in the BPSOU ROD is wrong.  Importantly, the new 
data do not indicate that waste removals will improve groundwater quality such that capture and 
treatment are not necessary. EPA maintains that any removals of waste in the aquifer may improve 
groundwater quality, but removal to the extent necessary to ever achieve groundwater standards, even if 
that was possible, are not practicable or required under the Superfund remediation law due to the urban 
infrastructure built on the waste material and other factors.   
 
EPA notes that the State may pursue waste removal as part of its natural resource damage program for 
the Butte area, and will continue to cooperate with the State on coordinating these efforts with the 
remedial design efforts for the ground water component of the BPSOU ROD. 

 
Comment: The Five Year Review should examine the process by which new data are 
made available to the public. CTEC is charged with representing the citizens of Butte, 
which is very difficult if the data and underpinning logic for cleanup decisions are not 
disclosed.  

 
EPA Response: The underpinning logic for the remedy selection at BPSOU is carefully described in the 
BPSOU Proposed Plan and ROD.  Substantial amounts of data have been provided to CTEC and other 
members of the public, and the EPA office in Butte is another source for such data.  EPA will work to 
provide better ways to provide data results to the public and appreciates CTEC’s continued efforts on this 
issue. 
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Clark Fork Coalition Comments 
 
General Comments 

Comment: The Clark Fork Coalition (CFC) appreciates this opportunity to comment on 
the third five-year review for the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund site. The CFC 
is a citizen’s organization of about 1,500 members within the Clark Fork watershed, 
dedicated to clean water and healthy rivers. In the 25 years that we’ve been active in 
Superfund issues, we’ve been encouraged by the amazing transformation that’s 
occurring on Silver Bow Creek. Certainly much has been accomplished since the first 
review, and while it’s exciting to see progress, it’s also clear that much remains to be 
done.  It is extremely important for this Superfund cleanup that we “get it right” in 
Butte, both for the citizens who live there and because it’s the headwaters of the biggest 
river in western Montana. 

 
Communication.  To quote Cool Hand Luke, “What we’ve got here is a failure to 
communicate.”  This is a problem, not just for EPA, but also DEQ, BSB and ARCO, and 
you’ve heard it loud and clear from the community.  The communication gap seems to 
exist on several levels, and that’s probably not surprising for a project this complex. The 
remedy can’t be successful, and it won’t be a national model if communication isn’t 
addressed, and improved. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA’s communication efforts for BPSOU and the other operable units for which it is 
the lead have been extensive (see our response above, as well as the descriptions of public communication 
in the BPSOU ROD and in the five year review report for a more complete description of past efforts).  
Nevertheless, these efforts can always be improved.  The five year review report notes the need for better 
communication and EPA will follow-up with improvements to communication.  EPA will also encourage 
the State DEQ, - the lead agency for the SST operable unit- to improve its communication efforts. 
 

Comment: First, the agency personnel in charge of the different operable units need to 
communicate better with each other.  All of these OUs are connected.  Just because 
they’re divided into manageable chunks doesn’t mean they can always be treated 
separately - especially not where one or more units have the potential to recontaminate 
other units.  I’ve noticed that EPA recognizes this problem in the five year review report.  
It’s important that it doesn’t slip between the cracks. 

 
EPA Response:  The five year review report does address this issue and EPA will follow-up on better 
communication among the EPA and state staff assigned to the different operable units within the Silver 
Bow Creek/Butte Area site. 
 

Comment: Second, the agencies need to make a good faith effort to listen and respond to 
the public.  In 2004 or 2005, I participated in a facilitated, EPA sponsored community 
group in Butte that discussed various aspects of the BPSOU proposed remedy prior to 
the Record of Decision.  EPA was careful to assemble a diverse group, and everyone at 
the table took the responsibility seriously.  We volunteered a lot of time to these 
meetings over a period of 4-5 months.  At the end, we produced a letter that was a 
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consensus document of community concerns with the remedy.  We sent it off, and as far 
as I know, never heard another word.  And when the ROD came out, it was 
discouraging to see that we’d had no impact whatsoever.  The ROD reflected little, if 
any, of the community concerns.  It’s no wonder that the public is frustrated.  There may 
never be agreement on all issues between the agencies and the public, but a good faith 
effort to respond and explain, as often as necessary, would help. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA did carefully consider all comments received on the BPSOU Proposed Plan, 
including the comment letter described above.  In the BPSOU ROD, EPA responded in substantial detail 
to all comments received, and these written responses are contained in the 128 page responsiveness 
summary attached to the ROD.  Over the past year, EPA has released remedial design reports for 
informal public comment and again carefully considered those comments in changing and approving the 
final remedial design documents.  EPA has participated in several community group meetings since the 
ROD was signed, and has issued monthly information bulletins since March of 2010 in local newspapers 
regarding the BPSOU ROD implementation.   
 
Finally, EPA issued this five year review report in draft form, received substantial comments, and again 
is responding to comments in writing and in detail. 
 
EPA recognizes the commenter’s concern about continued community information and involvement and 
will work to improve these efforts.  Appendix A to the Volume 1 of the final five year review report 
contains discussions of community concerns and ways that EPA could address them.  EPA plans to 
initiate efforts towards reviewing and renewing its community involvement efforts, using Appendix A 
and other input, in the near future for the BPSOU. 
 

Comment: Education and Outreach. There are no two ways about it; Superfund is 
confusing as heck.  It would help the public to have some simple educational materials 
describing each OU as well as how they fit together and affect each other.  That, along 
with accomplishments, next steps and issues would go a long way toward better public 
involvement.  And these materials should not be designed by an engineer or scientist 
(although they can certainly fact-check.)  Hire a professional ad agency or designer.  On 
top of that, find the best communicator you can to work with the public. 

 
EPA Response: EPA agrees that communication and education are a key part of Superfund community 
involvement process at this site. A major lesson learned by EPA is that it is necessary to repeatedly 
present some of the same materials in order to educate new community members and especially new 
community leaders, in addition to presenting new material or new findings.  This commenter’s 
suggestion for simple fact sheets is a good idea. EPA will work to improve communications with the 
available resources that EPA has for such efforts. 
 
 
Butte Priority Soils OU 

Comment: Delay of the Consent Decree.  We are disappointed and frustrated with the 
slow pace of cleanup in the BPSOU.  The Record of Decision was issued in 2006, and five 
years later, we still don’t have a consent decree and a final cleanup plan.  We recognize 
and appreciate that difficult negotiations are ongoing, but in the meantime, metals are 
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leaking from the hill to Silver Bow Creek, threatening the good work that’s been 
accomplished.   

 
EPA Response:  EPA recognizes the need for clear enforcement proceedings and is also frustrated with 
the pace of the Consent Decree negotiations. The Agency will soon issue an administrative order to 
implement major portions of the BPSOU ROD (where remedial design is complete or to clarify interim 
actions and processes).  EPA will do everything it can to complete remedial design and reach a Consent 
Decree agreement or otherwise move the full implementation of the remedy forward through additional or 
modified administrative orders. 
 

Comment: Also, in the meantime, ARCO is experimenting with voluntary actions and 
pilot projects in the metro storm drain and LAO that may, by default, become remedy.  I 
can understand that some experimentation is necessary, but in LAO, this seems to be 
subverting the typical Superfund process, and information about the success or failure 
of these experimental actions does not seem to be widely available for review by the 
public. 

 
EPA Response:  There are no experimental or voluntary cleanup efforts occurring.  The BPSOU ROD 
requires the work that has been done, is being done, or will be done.  EPA does not believe that the 
Superfund process has been “subverted” in any way.  
 

Comment: If taking the extra time means that we ultimately get a more protective, long-
term remedy, then the delay will have been worth it.  But it’s hard to imagine that the 
agencies and PRPs have the public’s best interests in mind when they stretch 
negotiations out this long. The five year review report should at least address and 
explain the issues that are delaying a decision on the consent decree. 

  
EPA Response:  EPA acknowledges that consent decree negotiations have been very lengthy.  EPA will 
issue an administrative order regarding partial remedy implementation so that responsibilities are clear 
and remedy implementation can proceed. 
 

Comment: Parrott Tailings.  While we recognize that the new information on the 
Parrott tailings came out after the cutoff date for the five year report, it’s nonetheless 
been a topic of great interest and debate, and should not have been ignored in the report.  
The new information from additional wells and the aquifer test has confirmed what 
many knew to be true all along: the remedy for this area was selected based on 
inadequate information.  Given the level of mistrust between the public, EPA, DEQ, BSB, 
and ARCO, we suggest convening an independent review panel of outside experts with 
no prior experience or connection to the site.  All parties currently negotiating should 
agree on the participants, and the panel should be convened as soon as possible.  
Remedy selection should focus on long-term protectiveness as much as possible.   

 
EPA Response:   See our response to similar comments from CTEC about the ground water portion of 
the BPSOU remedy described above.  EPA disagrees that the BPSOU ROD was based on inadequate 
information in EPA’ opinion, but EPA does recognize that new information has been developed (as part 
of EPA’s remedial design process and as required by the ROD) and through the State of Montana 
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restoration planning process.  Remedy selection is complete, and remedial design is ongoing, including 
remedial design for the ground water component.  The new information will be incorporated into design 
efforts to ensure that the remedy is effective and provides for long-term protectiveness. 
 

Comment:  Soil Caps and BRES.  The success of soil-capped waste as a remedy is only 
as good as its maintenance, and judging from the five year review report, that’s not very 
good.  If the caps can’t be adequately maintained, the waste should be removed.  
Keeping better records is important, but not a solution by itself.  The longer the 
maintenance is left undone, the greater the likelihood that waste will spread off-site.  
Removal should be considered where slopes are steep, or where runoff is likely to 
entrain wastes. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA agrees with portions of this comment which emphasize the importance of cap 
monitoring, assessment, corrective action implementation, and record keeping.  This concern is noted in 
the five year review report and will be pursued vigorously by EPA. Better recordkeeping and 
documentation will aid in the tracking of the corrective actions and oversight of the program. However, 
the documentation is not a substitute for on the ground inspections and oversight of the work.  
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Comments from Mary Bugni (via 01/25/2011 email) 

Comment: Hello, I am writing in regards to the five year review for the Butte area. 
My biggest area of concern is in regards to the parrot tailings. Is the EPA in place to 
protect the citizens of Butte? The remedy selected for the parrot tailings was based 
on inaccurate data. The contamination left in place continues to recontaminate and 
we have data that proves this to be true. I attended the meeting last fall in which the 
Montana Bureau of Mines presented their new data on this subject. It was clear in 
that meeting that the EPA was influenced by ARCO. The common theme reiterated 
by both the EPA and ARCO was that the data presented by the MBOM was just one 
piece of the puzzle. To the citizens of Butte, it is a pretty big piece! I was appalled at 
Julie Dalsalgio's comment at the end of that meeting that the EPA not only did not 
intend to reopen the ROD but that they really weren't even going to address the 
issue of the parrot tailings. The citizens of Butte are sitting at "ground zero." 
We want our beautiful city cleaned up right! Please represent us the way that your 
office is suppose to. Thank you,  Mary Bugni 

 
EPA Response: The decision not to remove the Parrott Tailings was not taken lightly by EPA. 
However, EPA found that long-term ground water capture and treatment, and long-term O&M 
costs for groundwater capture and treatment would not be reduced even if Parrot Tailings 
wastes were partially removed in the MSD (note – partial removal is judged by all to be the only 
implementable removal alternative – a total removal alternative is agreed upon by all to not be 
practicable or implementable). This is the fundamental rationale behind EPA’s decision.   EPA 
will try to better explain its positions at public meetings in the future, and EPA has taken care to 
explain its rationale for remedy implementation in this response to comments and elsewhere.  EPA 
recognizes the importance of the ground water capture/interception, pumping, and treatment system 
and is working very hard to ensure the ROD requirements for these systems are fully implemented, 
and that monitoring of ground water and surface water conditions continue.  Other responses to 
similar comments from the public may be useful to you and the full set of public comments and 
responses will be sent directly to you. 
 
 
 
Comments from Leland Greb 

 Comment: In case you have not seen this item before I send it to you now. For me, 
this is just one, of many, problems with the way in which the EPA conducts itself. 
This is just one reason why the people in the Silver Bow Creek Headwaters Coalition 
have called the state of Montana to task over things being done in our name, such as 
the EPA and the DEQ calling the headwaters of Silver Bow Creek the Metro Storm 
Drain. Dr. Ray, in this message, is calling to the front that simple fact that the EPA 
has a defined problem with bureaucratic accountability. If you look closely, you can 
also see the signs of this problem at every level at the bureaucratic system that is 
deals with the toxic waste that is part of the landscape of the Upper Clark Fork River 
Basin drainage. This problem needs to be addressed. Since the bureaucratic system is 
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having a problem dealing with their own accountability, we as citizens need to push 
for the needed changes. The pro forma accounting that is being done in with this 5 
year report is against the best interests of the EPA. This method of auditing their 
work does not serve the EPA, or in the larger sense, the citizens of the USA, very 
well. We need to find a better way than to take the agency to court to make sure that 
the full measures called for in the law dealing with foul wastes left over from more 
than a century hard rock mining are taken. One way we can start is to attend the 
meeting that is being held on Tuesday night at the Holiday Inn in Butte. Another is 
to call upon Julie DalSoglio, the person in charge of the Montana office of the EPA, 
who can be reached at 406-457-5025, or toll-free @ 866-457-2690. Her e-mail address 
is dalsoglio.julie@epa.gov. Heres to seeing you on Tuesday night 

 
EPA Response:  EPA’s has followed its guidance, and the Superfund laws, for conduct of the five 
year review, and the review and its extensive recommendations are not pro-forma.  Dr. Ray’s 
comments are responded to in a separate document.  EPA has required or conducted over $100 
million of cleanup actions over the years in Butte, and the BPSOU ROD requires substantially more 
cleanup work.  Accountability is important to EPA, and that is one reason EPA chose to issue the 
five year review report in draft, take public comment on the draft, and respond to those comments in 
detail. 
 
 
 
Comments from Fritz Daily  

Comment: Please make this letter part of the official record expressing my 
dissatisfaction with the five year review process recently completed by the 
Environmental Protection Agency and the Montana Department of Environmental 
Quality. 
 
The following is a direct quote from a letter mailed to the Environmental Protection 
Agency from the Montana Department of Environmental Quality concerning the Record 
of Decision, on Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit, Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area 
National Priority List Site, on April 22, 2006. The quote strongly outlines a failed cleanup 
system implemented by the Environmental Protection Agency and the State of Montana 
on Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit that will have negative and costly consequences in 
perpetuity for future Montana residents. The quote confirms that the State does not 
believe that the cleanup remedy adopted by the Environmental Protection Agency is 
protective of the health and the environment of the residents of Butte and of Montana. 
 

“{Department of Environmental Quality} DEQ does not agree with all the 
decisions made by EPA {Environmental Protection Agency} or all the statements 
and opinions expressed in the ROD. The areas of disagreement between our 
agencies have been extensively documented in previous State comments and 
won’t be reiterated here. However, as you know, DEQ does not concur with the 
overarching decision to leave accessible, major sources of groundwater 
contamination in place. We refer specifically to the Parrot Tailings, Digging East 
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Tailings and the North Side Tailings. Our concerns is that leaving these wastes in 
place poses a significant and permanent threat to groundwater and the long-term 
water quality in Silver Bow Creek. EPA’s remedy decision relies upon capturing 
and treating highly contaminated ground water in perpetuity to protect Silver 
Bow Creek. However, the State believes that significantly more weight should 
have been given to Metro Storm Drain {Butte’s Section of Silver Bow Creek) 
Alternative 5b, which called for the removal of the major sources of groundwater 
contamination, as the State in fact did at the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area NPL 
{National Priority List} site. The State believes that such removal would 
substantially reduce toxicity, mobility, and volume of groundwater contamination 
and greatly increase the permanence and long-term effectiveness of the remedy for 
this highly contaminated groundwater area. 
 
DEQ also has concerns about long-implementation o the Butte Reclamation 
Evaluation System {BRES) for waste left in place. The reclamation repair 
component must be aggressively implemented, adequately funded and seek to 
establish diverse, self sustaining vegetative covers for this component to remain 
protective over time.” 

 
Many others and I could have written this quote expressing their frustration with the 
Record of Decision on Butte Priority Soils by the Environmental Protection Agency, and 
our dissatisfaction with the recent Five Year Review Plan completed by the 
Environmental Protection Agency and the Montana Department of Environmental 
Quality. I find it unconscionable and unbelievable that representatives of the State of 
Montana would write such a strong letter expressing their frustration and strong 
opposition to the decision by the Environmental Protection Agency, yet allow such a 
travesty to continue.  

 
EPA Response:  EPA notes this commenter’s disagreement with the ROD.  EPA explained its ROD 
decision -- including the ground water components and the O and M requirements for waste left in place 
which this comment addresses – in detail both in the ROD itself and in responses to comments attached to 
the ROD.  EPA acknowledges the State’s partial non-concurrence with the ROD, and also notes that the 
State subsequently issued a restoration report for the Butte area which calls for Parrott Tailings removal.  
The State then reached a settlement with the Atlantic Richfield Company for funding of the restoration 
plan, and this money is available to the State for implementation of the recommended actions.  EPA hopes 
that the planning process for restoration work continues.  EPA will work cooperatively with the State in 
these efforts and in coordinating the remediation work with any restoration work the State ultimately 
chooses to implement. 
 

Comment: In addition, new research by the Montana Bureau of Mines has also 
discovered information in the past five years that make this decision in my mind 
borderline criminal. Research that quantifies the fact that that groundwater in this area is 
more toxic than Berkeley Pit Water and is moving at a much more rapid rate than 
originally projected under the 2005 Record of Decision. 
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There is also additional information discovered since the 2005 Record of Decision that is 
too lengthy to list in this letter. Information such as an article entitled “Cut and Run’ 
written by extremely knowledgeable Butte geologists, hydrologists, hydro geologists, 
soil Scientists, and engineers who have worked extensively with mine waste 
characterization and reclamation in western Montana expressing their dissatisfaction 
with the Record of Decision on Butte Priority Soils. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA acknowledges disagreement among some parties with the remedy decision, but 
disagrees with the conclusions of this comment.  New information about the ground water conditions 
at BPSOU was developed both by the State restoration program via the Montana Bureau of Mines 
and Geology and by EPA as part of the remedial design efforts required by the 2006 BPSOU ROD.  
EPA is considering all of this data as it moves forward with remedial design and intends to require 
the development and implementation of a reliable, long-term capture/interception, pumping, and 
treatment system for BPSOU and its contaminated ground water.  EPA does not believe the recent 
data indicates that such a system is not needed – rather, it emphasizes the need for the system and its 
long-term reliability.  Flow rates measured during recent pump tests implemented by EPA are 
different than assumed flow rates used in pre-ROD studies by EPA, but that doesn’t change EPA’s 
findings that the ground water in the alluvial aquifer in Butte will never be cleaned up to 
performance standards or that a capture/interception, pumping, and treatment system that is well 
designed and reliable over the long-term is necessary.  EPA will work cooperatively with any State 
restoration efforts which remove materials from the alluvial aquifer. 
 
All comments received on the BPSOU proposed plan were responded to in detail in the 
responsiveness summary for the BPSOU ROD, including some of the comments referred to above. 
 

Comment: I personally believe the Five Year Review is just another “hoop jumping 
exercise” required under Superfund Law, and will have little or no effect on what is 
critically needed to have a responsible cleanup of Butte’s Section of Silver Bow Creek, 
the Butte Hill and the Parrott Tailings area. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA acknowledges the opinion of the commenter, but respectfully disagrees with 
the conclusion.  The final five year review report contains many substantive recommendations for 
remedy implementation that EPA will carefully follow-up after the review report is released. 
 

Comment: Rather than reiterating my reasons for opposing the Five Year Review Plan, I 
am enclosing several letters I have written over the past five years concerning this 
subject. I ask that they be included as part of the official record on information 
submitted by the public concerning this document. 
 
As I have written and expressed publically many times I only write these letters so that 
future generations of Montana’s children will know when they are paying millions of 
tax dollars to repair a broken system that someone actually did care and tried to change 
the system in a responsible manner.(see other attached letters by reference) 
 



Butte Priority Soils OU – EPA Responses to Comments 
 

39 
 

EPA Response: EPA has responded to these issues in detail before. The excerpt copied below is from the 
Technical Impracticability Response Paper accompanying the groundwater TI Evaluation (EPA 2006. 
Technical Issue Discussion and Response to Comments Received on the Draft Alluvial Groundwater 
Technical Impracticability Evaluation. Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit. May.)  These portions of the 
response paper are reprinted here for further explanation of EPA’s BPSOU remedy decision and the 
processes that led to that decision. 
 

(pp. 7-10)  The BPSOU proposed remedy has received extensive, independent review from 
groundwater experts at the regional and national level. These reviews include the National Remedy 
Review Board (NRRB), the National Risk Management Research Laboratory Center for Ground 
Water and Ecosystems Restoration Division in Ada, Oklahoma, and EPA’s regional and national 
authorities on Technical Impracticability evaluations in Washington D.C. These reviews have 
supported EPA Region 8’s proposed TI waiver and proposed remedy for groundwater at the BPSOU. 
 
The NRRB is a panel of highly experienced EPA personnel from EPA Headquarters and all EPA 
Regional offices. The purpose of the NRRB review is to ensure that proposed remedial or response 
actions at large or high cost sites receive adequate and thorough review internally. The NRRB’s 
recommendation with respect to the groundwater remedy was as follows (EPA 2004b): 
 

Based on the presentation by the Region and State representatives, there appears to be some 
uncertainty regarding the hydrogeology of the alluvial aquifer, as well as uncertainty regarding 
prospects for its restoration to beneficial use and whether the MCLs or other ARARs can be 
achieved in a reasonable time frame. The Board recognizes that there will be further review of the 
existing hydrogeological data by ORD’s Ground Water Technical Support Center. 
 
If further review indicates that MCLs cannot be achieved for ground water within a reasonable 
time frame, and/or the effects on surface water are manageable, based on information presented to 
date, the Board supports the proposal to leave source materials (for example, Parrot Tailings and 
Northside Tailings Areas) in place.  

 
The “review of existing hydrogeological data by ORD (EPA’s Office of Research and Development) 
Ground Water Support Center”, referred to by the NRRB, was completed shortly after the NRRB 
review. The Ground Water Technical Support Center in Ada, Oklahoma (the “Center”) provided the 
following review, included here in its entirety so that it is not quoted out of context (EPA 2004c): 

 
At the Region’s request, the U.S. EPA’s Ground Water Technical Support Center was asked to 
review documents associated with the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit of the Silver Bow 
Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site located in Butte, Montana. Specifically, we were asked to 
review the findings of the Feasibility Study of the Metro Storm Drain (MSD), comment on the 
soundness of the ground water technical analysis that EPA Region 8 used to evaluate the 
alternatives, and determine whether the aquifer can be recovered to its beneficial use in a 
reasonable amount of time (<100 years) after removal of the waste materials that have been placed 
in the area. To further enhance our understanding of the site, we also participated in a site visit of 
the impacted area on October 13, 2004. 
 
Like in other contaminated aquifers, adequate understanding of the ground water flow and 
contaminant transport in the alluvial aquifer is very important in the selection of the most 
appropriate remedial methods at the MSD site. This understanding or misunderstanding may 
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affect the identification of the primary contaminant source(s) and affect the decision as to whether 
the aquifer can be restored in a certain amount of time. However, interpretation of ground water 
flow and contaminant transport can be a very challenging task, particularly for alluvial aquifer 
systems. Often, the same aquifer is conceptualized differently based on the data available and the 
experience of the investigators. Heterogeneity is an inherent character of alluvial aquifers. The 
majority of the different opinions in the CDM Report and the MBMG Report are actually 
indicative of the heterogeneity. Most of the findings in the reviewed reports are not necessarily 
contradictory, but rather represent a spectrum of the flow conditions in the heterogeneous aquifer. 
The Parrott Tailings are not the only source that provides contaminants to the ground water 
system, although they may be the most predominant source.  
 
It is our opinion based on review of the documentation and site data provided, that far too many 
uncertainties still remain with respect to subsurface conditions and contaminant distribution in 
the MSD area to conclude whether the MSD aquifer system can or cannot be remediated within a 
reasonable time frame (e.g. <100 years). Resolution of many of the uncertainties is likely to 
be very technically challenging and costly, and for all practical purposes, may not be 
achievable. [Emphasis added.]  
 
The aquifer system is too heterogeneous, both laterally and vertically, to allow assignment of 
single average values to parameters such as hydraulic conductivity in predicting contaminant 
transport behavior within the aquifer. The lithologic complexities of the aquifer as they relate to 
hydraulic flow distribution, contaminant distribution, contaminant retention, and contaminant 
release must be factored into the predictions, and this is a very difficult, if not technically 
impossible, undertaking. The assignment of conservatively high values to parameters such as 
hydraulic conductivity unfortunately does little to aid in predicting the overall remediation time 
frame since remediation of the aquifer is not likely to be dictated by the properties of the more 
highly transmissive zones. 
 
Contaminant removal from many of the finer grained layers/zones in the aquifer will likely be 
diffusion limited and can be expected to play a major role in dictating the cleanup time frame for 
the aquifer. Due to the many years of contaminant infiltration into the aquifer system, the finer 
layers undoubtedly contain greater concentrations of contaminants than do the coarser layers. 
This further compounds the impact of diffusion limited conditions on the remediation process. 
The presence of a highly transmissive zone through which much of the contamination may flow 
unfortunately does not diminish the impact of the diffusion limited conditions on the overall 
remediation time frame. The effects of diffusion limited conditions on aquifer clean up time frames 
unfortunately can also not be effectively replicated in column tests such as the ones performed.  
 
It is apparent that additional potential sources of contaminants at other locations within the 
MSD area are likely present down gradient of the Parrott Tailings. The significance of these 
additional potential sources with respect to ground water quality impacts is unknown and it 
would appear that considerably more subsurface investigation work would need to be conducted 
in order to determine this. In our opinion, it would make little sense to proceed with removal of 
the Parrott Tailings if significant additional sources of contamination do indeed exist at other 
locations with the MSD area. There is no guarantee that removal of the Parrott Tailings would 
reduce metal concentrations in ground water discharging into Blacktail and Silver Bow Creeks at 
any time in the foreseeable future. 
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Ground water impacted by contaminants originating from the Parrott Tailings can apparently be 
easily captured with the existing hydraulic capture/treatment system located adjacent to and 
down gradient of the MSD area. Since this hydraulic capture and treatment system is 
scheduled to operate in perpetuity, directing ground water impacted by the Parrott 
Tailings into this existing system would appear to be a cost-effective and practical 
strategy. [Emphasis added.] Incomplete delineation of the lateral extent of the plume and the 
possible by-passing of the treatment system by a portion of the plume is a significant issue. 
However, it would seem that any interception system to be constructed parallel to Blacktail and 
Silver Bow Creeks could be conservatively designed such that any uncertainties in lateral plume 
extent could be accommodated. 
 
The cost of removing the Parrott Tailings is enormous, and the added risk of human exposure 
during the removal and transport process is increased due to the location of the tailings within 
the city of Butte. The aquifer is not likely to be used as a source of drinking water and ground 
water can apparently be easily treated with the existing ground water treatment system. The 
cost-benefit of the proposed tailings removal is thus not clear and money allocated to tailings 
removal could probably be better spent elsewhere.  
 
It is our understanding the removed Parrott Tailings would be placed at a “secure” location on 
the other side of Silver Bow Creek and subsequently covered with a cap to be maintained in 
perpetuity. [Note, this misunderstanding of exactly where removed tailings would be placed does 
not change any of the technical arguments and opinions concerning aquifer remediation.] From 
our standpoint, this does little to resolve the overall problem associated with the tailings. The 
potential for these tailings to generate acid drainage will continue to remain in perpetuity under 
this removal scenario. With the tailings remaining in place where they currently are and with the 
ground water discharge from the Parrott Tailings being directed to the already existing treatment 
system, gradual diminishment of the tailings acid producing potential will in effect be occurring 
over time. 
 
In light of the above comments, we recognize that leaving the Parrott Tailings in place may be 
perceived as a no-action alternative and may therefore not be well received by various 
stakeholders. This is a major factor in the decision making process and may override the technical 
arguments we have provided. We are unfortunately not qualified to assess the importance of this 
factor in the overall decision making process. 

 
In short, the NRRB and the Center recognize the near impossibility of resolving all uncertainties with 
respect to aquifer characterization or the ability to predict the effects that removal of the Parrott 
Tailings would have. The reports recognize the presence of other source area wastes besides the 
Parrott Tailings. Furthermore, the reports acknowledge the substantial costs and dangers associated 
with large scale removals, and point out that the control, capture, and treatment system will be an 
effective remedial strategy. Unfortunately, in the comments received on the draft TI Evaluation, 
statements from the Center’s letter have been used out of context to somehow support removing the 
Parrott Tailings in the upper MSD. EPA believes this use of selective quotes from the Center’s letter 
to support large scale removal, when in fact the Center’s letter does just the opposite, is inappropriate, 
and has responded to those comments accordingly.   
 
Despite the recommendations from the members of the NRRB and experts at the Center, EPA has 
received opposition from the DEQ, NRDP, the Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology (MBMG), 
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and others. In general, most comments have focused on attempting to discredit individual factors that 
led to EPA’s conclusion that ARARs cannot be achieved in a reasonable time frame in the alluvial 
aquifer, regardless of the extent of the removal action performed. In particular, travel time 
calculations into the hundreds of years have been questioned by debating the validity of parameters 
(e.g., hydraulic gradients, porosity, and hydraulic conductivity) used in Darcy’s Law to estimate 
groundwater flux and travel times. EPA recognizes the inherent variability of these parameters in a 
natural system such as the BPSOU alluvial aquifer. However, these parameters were represented 
accurately, with appropriate disclaimers as to potential uncertainties, in EPA’s evaluations. In 
addition, in accordance with the NCP, EPA’s evaluation of a request for a technical impracticability 
waiver of ARARs looks at other site-specific factors presented at a site, such as cost, cost effectiveness, 
practicality, actual use or predicted use of the aquifer, flow rates, and the degree of risk reduction and 
benefits achieved by active remediation factors (see EPA’s “Guidance for Evaluating the Technical 
Impracticability of Ground Water Restoration”, OSWER Dir. 9234. 2-25 (1993)). The actual 
cleanup time for the aquifer is not the only significant issue to consider in selecting an effective 
remedy or granting a TI waiver. DEQ, NRDP, and others have missed, or chosen to ignore, points 
made in the FFS and reiterated in the Center’s letter that are of paramount importance.  
 
(p. 13)  This does not mean that data gaps may need to be filled. More data will be useful and will be 
collected during remedial design, as necessary, to ensure that the selected remedy is implemented 
effectively and monitored appropriately. But, given the available data, the level of scientific techniques 
available, and the understanding of arsenic-metal geochemistry, including adsorption/desorption 
phenomena, EPA is convinced that additional data for remedial decision making purposes are not 
needed. Filling data gaps will most likely serve to refine the remedial design details of the hydraulic 
control and capture system. EPA acknowledges that the contaminant plume associated with the 
Parrott Tailings needs to be better defined in three dimensions, with particular attention paid to 
potential preferential flow paths. Extensive monitoring will be performed to both define the 
contaminant plume and to ensure that it is being controlled and not bypassing the capture system. If 
monitoring data indicate problems, the remedial design will be modified to address these problems. 
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Dr. John W. Ray’s Comments 

Comments on Five-Year Review Butte Area Superfund Sites  
Submitted by: 
Dr. John W. Ray 
915 West Galena St. 
Butte, Montana 59701 
 
Email: speechray@in-tch.com 
 
The focus of this paper is on the Draft Five-Year Review as it applies to Butte Priority 
Soils OU.  
 
Given that the EPA’s remedy for Priority Soils calls for a “cleanup” that relies heavily on 
leaving capped waste-in-place and institutional controls, rather than aggressive 
treatment and/or removal of wastes, this Five-Year Review is particularly important. A 
poorly functioning or implemented remedy will expose citizens to the very threats from 
toxics of concern that Superfund was supposed to remediate. The threat remains at 
Priority Soils, but it is EPA’s contention that that threat can be managed so as not to 
affect human health and the environment. Unless the waste-in-place is “managed” 
properly, the remedy will not protect human health and the environment.  
 
The protectiveness of the Remedy as currently being implemented also depends on the 
adequacy of the data upon which the health risk assessments were based and the 
adequacy of the data upon which the action levels were based. As will be shown, new 
studies and new data since the Record of Decision for Butte Priority Soils was released 
show that the original data used for the health risk assessments and the determination of 
the action levels was inaccurate, inadequate, incomplete and mischaracterized the health 
threats and risks at the Priority Soils site. New studies and new data call into question 
the protectiveness of the Remedy currently being implemented at the Priority Soils OU. 
The EPA without justification made assumptions. If the data is problematic, all 
conclusions based on that data are suspect and warrant change and redoing. This new 
data was ignored in the Five-Year Review Draft document. 
 
Given the high concentration of low-income citizens within the BPSOU, particular 
attention must also be given to issues related to environmental justice. Environmental 
justice concerns were ignored in the Five-Year Review Draft document. 
 
The question to be answered by the Five-Year Review is: Whether or not the Butte 
Priority Soils Remedy, as currently being implemented, is protective of human health 
and the environment. The question to be answered by this Five-Year Review is whether 
or not environmental justice is being promoted by the implementation of the Priority 
Soils Record of Decision. The answer in both cases is a resounding NO!!!!!!!  
 
As this paper will convincingly demonstrate, the Priority Soils ROD should be modified 
in order to successfully address the concerns that I discuss. Unfortunately, the draft 
Five-Year Review ignores major Priority Soils remedy problems and, despite its length, 
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gives a perfunctory/superficial review of the Priority Soils remedy performance. It is 
obvious that the EPA was determined from the start to find that the remedy was 
working well.  
 
Surprise! Surprise! —The EPA has found that the EPA is doing a wonderful job. We 
have neither an impartial nor a neutral judge. The threat remains at Priority Soils, but 
the EPA is betting on our health that they can “manage” this toxic threat. This Five-Year 
Review is an EPA PR document produced to convince us they are right.  

 
EPA Response:  EPA did not pre-determine the outcome of the five year review, nor did EPA conduct a 
biased review.   
 
EPA assigned a remedial project manager (RPM) and experienced employee with extensive Superfund 
experience to manage the five year review of the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Site.  The assigned RPM 
did not have prior involvement with the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area operable units, and EPA asked the 
RPM to conduct a five year review in accordance with guidance and regulations and without pre-
conceived ideas about the operable unit remedies. 
 
That RPM assembled a qualified contractor team to assist him, and conducted extensive community 
member interviews.  Those concerns were carefully catalogued (see Appendix A of volume 1 of the final 
five year review report for a description of this extensive effort).  EPA then conducted the review and 
wrote a report which is comprehensive and thorough for each operable unit.  EPA took care to write the 
report in compliance with EPA’s five year review guidance and statutory and regulatory requirements.  
EPA also had several experienced people from outside of the EPA Montana office review and comment on 
the report.   
 
Finally, EPA released the report for in draft form for public comment (something that is not required by 
law and which is not often done by EPA when issuing five year review reports).  EPA is now responding 
to public comment on the report with written responses. 
 
The final report contains 29 recommendations and issues which describe items and issues that must be 
addressed by EPA for each of the operable unit remedies that are complete or ongoing.  The 
recommendations and issues have specific dates for follow-up assigned to each of them.  The RPM for each 
operable unit will now follow-up on recommendations and issues, and the follow-up actions are tracked 
by EPA.  
 

Comment: Toxic metals/elements such as aluminum, cadmium, copper, iron, silver, 
zinc, boron, lithium, manganese, molybdenum and selenium, while present, according 
to the EPA, at the Priority Soils site, are not “remediated” under the Remedy. The Five-
Year Review fails to consider the well-documented inadequacies of the EPA’s Health 
Risk Assessment on which the current remedy is based. The Five-Year Review fails to 
consider the synergistic, chronic and bio-accumulative effects of exposure to the heavy 
metals in Uptown Butte.  

 
EPA Response:  EPA’s experienced risk assessor was asked to carefully review the prior risk assessments 
and the action levels and selected contaminants of concern for the BPSOU remedy.  She concluded that 
the prior risk assessments were thorough and that the action levels and selected contaminants of concern 
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were appropriately and conservatively set.  The soil cleanup component of the remedy is described in the 
Residential Metals Abatement Plan, which is being, and will continue to be, implemented by the 
responsible parties for the BPSOU site.  The soils, indoor dust, attic dust, and lead source remediation 
described in that plan will ensure the human health is protected in and near the BPSOU, in accordance 
with CERCLA.  The five year report itself contains further and more detailed discussion of risk 
assessments and toxicity information for each operable unit, as required by CERCLA, the CERCLA 
regulations, and EPA guidance on five year reviews. 
 

Comment: While there are elevated cancer rates in Butte of the type of cancers related to 
exposure to mine waste, the EPA ignores such a finding. If the current Remedy was 
working, these cancers would be decreasing; they are not.  

 
EPA Response: The source of this statement appears to be the 2001 ATSDR Health Consultation which 
looked at cancer incidence data for Silver Bow County.  The report concluded that there was a slightly 
elevated incidence of skin cancer in Silver Bow County when compared with age-standardized rates at the 
State and national level.  No other cancer outcomes were consistently elevated when compared with these 
two reference groups.  A limitation of the study was that malignant melanoma and non-melanoma skin 
cancer (the latter is the form associated with arsenic exposure) were not differentiated.  So the study does 
not address or adjust for other factors for skin cancer, such as UV exposure.  The report did not implicate 
exposure to arsenic in mine waste, saying specifically "The slight increase in skin cancer incidence cannot 
be directly attributed to soil arsenic contamination in the area since no exposure assessments were 
included in this analysis". 

 
As noted in other responses to comments, EPA reviewed the arsenic action level for the BPOSU carefully 
and believes that it is protective, addresses potential arsenic exposure for sensitive subgroups, is 
conservative, and was formulated in accordance with the Superfund law and regulations and EPA 
guidance. 
 

Comment: The Five-Year Review document itself notes that there are still ongoing 
“exceedances” of arsenic and that contaminants are still accumulating in “fish and other 
biota.” (p. ES-12) If the remedy is working as well as the EPA claims, why these 
“exceedences?”  

 
EPA Response:  The quote is from a statement regarding the Warm Springs Ponds operable units.  
Exceedances of the arsenic ARAR for the Pond 2 discharge are discussed in the final five year review 
report for the Ponds, and are largely due to the incomplete cleanup actions upstream of the ponds.  See the 
final five year review report section for the Warm Springs Ponds for additional discussion. 
 

Comment: Faulty data produces faulty conclusions that should be redone. Five-Year 
Reviews are supposed to consider new data that calls into question the protectiveness of 
the remedy. The Five-Year Review should consider whether any new contaminants or 
sources of contamination have been identified. Although the public presented to the 
EPA abundant new evidence that called into question the protectiveness of the existing 
remedy, the EPA ignored this evidence. Once again, public participation in EPA 
decision-making was ineffective. The forms of citizen participation were present; the 
efficacy was missing. The EPA believes it has met its mandate to provide “meaningful” 
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public participation if it provides venues for such participation—meeting, comment 
periods, etc. It ignores the more fundamental problem/issue that the efficacy of the 
content provided by the public at these meetings is missing. The EPA is satisfied if it has 
a public meeting. The fact that the EPA ignored the public input provided at such a 
meeting is of no concern to the EPA. 

 
EPA Response:  Public concerns are carefully described in Appendix A to volume 1 of the report.  Data 
and concerns raised by the public were taken into account as the five year review report was written, and 
many of the concerns are reflected in the final issues and recommendations for each operable unit. 
 

Comment: A specific failure of the Five-Year Review draft document concerns the 
Parrott Tailings. Although the Parrott Tailings are a significant part of the Priority Soils 
site, they were excluded from consideration as part of the Five-Year Review Process. 
Could that have happened because the Parrott site is not conforming to the EPA’s model 
of what should be happening?  According to the EPA, if reality doesn’t conform to their 
model, reality is wrong. 

 
EPA Response:  Over the last several months, several ground water studies and analysis by the Atlantic 
Richfield Company has been conducted as part of the remedial design process.  EPA will be working with 
the responsible parties and the State to update the public on the status of these studies.  The Montana 
Bureau of Mines and Geology has also conducted studies, primarily as part of the State and local 
restoration planning process. 
 
EPA acknowledges that these studies have shown data that is different from some of the assumptions used 
in the EPA’s pre-ROD focused feasibility study and related reports, particularly in relation to ground 
water flow rates.  EPA does not agree that the new flow data or other information indicates that the 
BPSOU ROD component which addresses ground water needs to be changed, nor does it indicate that 
contaminated ground water is not being substantially captured currently.  EPA does agree that the newer 
data and analysis needs to be used carefully as remedial design for the final capture/interception, 
pumping, and treatment system is completed. 
 
The baseline water quality conditions for surface water in the BPSOU continue to indicate substantial 
reductions in contamination reaching this water (such that conditions are near the conservative in-stream 
ARAR standards for surface water), and this data indicates that a well designed capture/interception, 
pumping, and treatment system will be protective of surface water.  The five year review report 
conclusions reflect this general conclusion. 
 
Finally, EPA notes that the State restoration plan for Butte provides for the removal of the Parrott 
Tailings, and that this action has been funded by settlement agreements between the Atlantic Richfield 
Company and the State of Montana.  EPA will work cooperatively with the State, the responsible parties, 
and all other interested persons to design a final remedy and a final restoration plan that provides 
maximum benefit for the protection of Silver Bow Creek water quality. 
 

Comment: Given the high concentration of low-income citizens within the Uptown area, 
the EPA should have given particular attention to issues related to environmental justice 
as part of the Five-Year Review. Even though the EPA has a mandate to consider 
environmental justices concerns, the EPA ignored environmental justice issues.  
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EPA Response:  EPA has not ignored Environmental Justice issues at BPSOU.  In response to 
submittals on this topic from the commenter, EPA has taken the following actions: 
 
 EPA 2004. August 2, 2004 letter from Art Palomares (EPA – Environmental Justice Office) to 

John W Ray with subject of “Transmits and Discusses Environmental Justice Complaint 
Investigation” and a report dated August 2, 2004 from EPA Environmental Justice Program titled 
“Evaluation Report Environmental Justice Concerns at the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit, 
Butte, Montana, Final Report”. 

 EPA 2005. August 23, 2005 letter from Art Palomares (EPA Region 8– Environmental Justice 
Office) to John W Ray with subject of “Risk Assessments for Butte Priority Soils Environmental 
Justice Complaint” – 6 page letter with five appendices. 

 EPA 2007.   January 23, 2007 letter from Art Palomares (EPA Region 8 Environmental Justice 
Office) to John W Ray – 13 page letter regarding the BPSOU ROD. 

 EPA 2010.  January 12, 2010 letter from Art Palomares (EPA Region 8 Environmental Justice 
Office) to John W Ray regarding the Residential Metal Abatement Plan – 4 page letter. 

 
Additionally, EPA worked with Butte Silver Bow County to ensure that the Residential Metals 
Abatement Plan that was the result of the remedial design effort addressed outreach and education efforts.  
EPA also worked with Butte Silver Bow County to describe community outreach efforts for residential 
cleanup in the recent fact sheet that was placed in local newspapers.   
 

Comment: If the EPA is going to be true to their own agency requirements in 
conducting a Five-Year Review, it is clear that the Butte review needs to be more than 
the current perfunctory process. If new information has come to light, if the remedy is 
based on incomplete, inaccurate or inadequate characterization of the toxics of concern, 
if the remedy doesn’t protect human health and the environment, it should be modified 
so as to be fully protective of human health and the environment. Remedy evaluations 
are supposed to fix Remedy implementation problems that compromise the remedy 
now and in the future. New data clearly shows that significant modifications are needed 
in the Priority Soils remedy.  
 
Despite the length of the Five-Year Review document, once again we have a superficial 
exercise whereby the EPA evaluates itself and finds it has done ok. While it is 
unfortunately unlikely that the EPA will conduct a thorough, comprehensive and 
unbiased review of the Priority Soils Remedy by reconsidering and reevaluating the 
draft Five-Year Review, the following discussion is offered to: (1) Show the inadequacies 
of the draft Five Year Review and (2) Suggest what should be investigated. Having the 
EPA investigate the performance of the EPA is certainly problematic. Given that the 
EPA had determined, de facto, before the Five-Year Review, that the remedy for Priority 
Soils was working well compromises the integrity of this process. Given that the EPA 
provides only the forms of public participation without any efficacy to that 
participation, certainly works against any possible changes to the remedy. If this draft 



Butte Priority Soils OU – EPA Responses to Comments 
 

48 
 

Five-Year Review is an example of how the EPA now takes the Five-Year Review 
process seriously,  

 
EPA Response:  See the responses above which describe the serious efforts EPA has made to conduct the 
five year review in a way that addresses many of these issues.  Dr. Ray is incorrect in stating that five-
year reviews are intended to evaluate the performance of EPA.  By statute and by regulation, five-year 
reviews are specifically intended to evaluate the performance of selected remedies, and to make 
determinations regarding their protectiveness.  The final five year review report for the Silver Bow Creek 
Butte Area site contains __ recommendations and issues, all of which will be tracked and followed up on.  
These recommendations and issues are not minor or perfunctory, and EPA believes the pursuit of these 
issues will improve the remedy implementation for the site and continue to ensure overall protectiveness. 
 
 
Five-Year Reviews – What they are supposed to do 

Comment: Despite past EPA practice in Montana, Five-Year Reviews are not supposed 
to be perfunctory exercises. Sadly, although lengthy, the current draft Five-Year Review 
continues this unfortunate EPA tradition of producing perfunctory reviews. Let us 
consider the main guidances found in the EPA’s Comprehensive Five-Year Review 
Guidance—EPA 540-R-01-007—OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P, June 2001. (This is THE 
Guidance document covering Five-Year Reviews.  Unless otherwise noted, all page 
references refer to this document.) Comparing the draft document to these EPA 
guidance documents requirements will clearly show that the draft is not congruent with 
the EPA’s own rules and regulations for doing Five-Year Reviews. 

 
A. Five-Year Reviews need to be conducted when waste is left in place 
B. The purpose of a Five-Year Review is: “to evaluate the implementation and 

performance of a remedy in order to determine if the remedy is or will be 
protective of human health and the environment. Evaluation of the remedy and 
the determination of protectiveness should be based on and sufficiently 
supported by data and observations.” (Page1-1) See also: CERCLA, Section 121 (c) 
and 40 CFR, Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii). 

C. Community Involvement is a significant part of the Five-Year Review process. 
(See pages 3-2 and 3-3.) 

D. The Five Year Review envisions the necessity of supplemental data collection, 
sampling and evaluation activities. (Page 3-3) 

E. Neutral, objective parties “without bias or preconceived views or conclusions 
about the remedy and the site” should perform the Five-Year Review. (Page 3-5) 

F. The Five-Year Review should address certain topics which include:  
a. “Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial 

action objectives used at the time of the remedy still valid?” (Page 3-7) 
b. “Has any other information come to light that could call into question the 

protectiveness of the remedy?” (Page 3-7) 
c. “A determination of whether (new) issues affect current or future 

protectiveness.” (Page 3-7) 
d. “List of any recommendations, including follow-up actions to ensure 

protectiveness.” (Page 3-7) 
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G. The Five-Year Review process is supposed to identify whether or not “there are 
problems with the remedy that could ultimately lead to the remedy not being 
protective or suggest protectiveness is at risk.” (Page 4-1) 

H. The Five-Year Review should consider whether “other actions (e.g. removals) are 
necessary to ensure that there are no exposure pathways that could result in 
unacceptable risks.” (Page 4-1) 

I. The Five-Year Review should consider: “whether new human health or ecological 
exposure pathways or receptors have been identified.” (Page 4-2) 

J. Very importantly, the Five-Year Review should consider whether “new 
contaminants or contaminants sources have been identified.” (Page 4-2) 

K. The implementation status of institutional controls needs to be considered. (Page 
4-3) This includes whether or not institutional controls are incomplete, inadequate 
or unworkable. (Page 4-10) 

L. If necessary, new risk assessments should be conducted. “In some cases, it may be 
necessary to revise or expand the previous risk assessment as part of your five-
year review.” (Page 4-7) 

M. The Priority Soils remedy uses site-specific cleanup levels. “If the remedy is 
intended to meet site specific. . . cleanup levels, you should check to see whether 
toxicity or other contaminant characteristics used to determine the original 
cleanup level have changed. If there have been changes in the understanding or in 
our knowledge of these physical/chemical characteristics, you may need to 
recalculate risk. . . .” (Page 4-7) It is clear that cleanup is not a frozen process but 
changes to meet new conditions. (Page 4-80) 

N. RAOs (Remedial Action Objectives) may be modified as a result of the Five-Year 
Review process. (Page 4-8) 

O. RAOs need to be evaluated as to whether or not they are “sufficiently 
comprehensive to cover new or changed conditions at a site.” (Page 4-9) 

P. Five-Year Reviews need to consider whether or not risks have been sufficiently 
addressed at the site. (Page 4-9) 

Q. If needed, the agency should be open to conducting “additional studies or 
investigations” in order to optimize the remedy. (Page 4-12) 

R. Remedies need to be modified if they are not protective, based on incomplete or 
inadequate data and/or unworkable. (Pages 4-13 and 4-14). 

 
EPA Response:  The guidance cited by the commenter speaks for itself and EPA does not agree with the 
exact phrasing of each of the listed points, but in general this comment describes many of the main points 
of the guidance.  EPA followed the guidance carefully in conducting the five year review.   
 
The comment does not accurately describe the guidance’s full statement regarding who conducts the five 
year review.  EPA, by statute, is charged with conducting and authoring the five year review report.  
EPA’s correspondence to Dr. Ray of March 4, 2011 addresses this issue further and is attached to this 
response to comments. 
 

Comment: Another document of significance is: EPA, Five Year Reviews, Frequently 
Asked Question (FAOs) and Answers, OSWER 9355.7-21. 
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In this document we find additional information as to what is involved in a Five-Year 
Review and that Five-Year Reviews are supposed to be a proactive processes. 

 
1. Remedy optimization opportunities typically identify modifications to the 

operating remedy which may improve remedy performance. . . . (Page 8) 
2. In Question B of the Technical Assessment section of the five-year review report, 

the toxicity data evaluation done in the risk assessment should be reviewed to 
ensure that any assumptions made at the time of the original risk assessment 
continue to be protective. In addition to reviewing the toxicity information form 
the original risk assessment, Regions generally should evaluate new toxicity 
information for other chemicals identified at the site.  New toxicity information 
my result in the determination that the additional contaminants sources poses a 
risk to human health or the environment.  The review of both the original risk 
assessment and any new site contaminant information is intended to ensure that 
the implemented remedy continues to be protective both currently and in the 
future. (Page 9) 

3. When conducting the five-year review, it is appropriate to evaluate whether any 
new information comes to light that could call into question the protectiveness of 
the remedy. (Page 10) 

4. The goal of the recommendation, and associated follow-up actions, generally is to 
ensure both current protectiveness and long-term protectiveness of the 
implemented remedy. (Page 11) 

 
EPA Response:  Again, EPA does not agree with each phrase in this comment but does agree that the 
cited document provides pertinent information about the five year review process.  Again, EPA believes it 
has conducted the Silver Bow Creek Butte Area five year review in accordance with the guidance.   
 
Note that the cited document talks about modifications to remedies through the five year review process, 
not a full scale re-evaluation of the remedy selection. Many of this commenter’s comments are repeated 
nearly word-for-word from comments made by the same commenter when the proposed plan for the 
BPSOU was released for public comment.  Those comments were considered and addressed/responded to 
in detail in the BPSOU Record of Decision.  The purpose of the five-year review is not to repeat the 
remedy selection process, but to evaluate whether the remedy – as implemented – achieves the goals and 
objectives of the ROD and is protective of human health and the environment. 
 

Comment: The overall question the Five-Year Review is supposed to answer is: Does the 
remedy protect human health and the environment? 
 
If the Montana Office is going to be true to their own agency requirements in conducting 
a Five-Year Review, it is clear that that review should have been more than a superficial 
process. If the Remedy for Priority Soils is not meeting the above requirements, if new 
information has come to light, if the remedy is based on incomplete, inaccurate or 
inadequate characterization of the toxics of concern, if the remedy is not protective of 
human health and the environment, it should be modified so as to be fully protective of 
human health and the environment. Remedy evaluations are supposed to fix Remedy 
implementation problems that compromise the remedy now and in the future. As I will 
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show, there is strong warrant for significant modifications of the Priority Soils Record of 
Decision. Though submitted to EPA during the “public involvement” process prior to 
the issuance of the draft Five-Year Review, the EPA ignored this input. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA agrees that one significant purpose of the five-year review is to make 
protectiveness determinations.  See the responses above to similar comments. 
 

Comment: Also, by extrapolation, environmental justice issues must permeate the Five-
Year Review process given that the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 
[OSWER] in their Integration of Environmental Justice into OSWER Policy, Guidance, 
and Regulatory Development mandates that “Environmental Justice issues should be 
considered at all stages of policy guidance and regulation development, beginning with 
preliminary efforts” and that environmental justice should be integrated into all agency 
actions. (OSWER Directive 9200.3-18FS, EPA540/F-95/023) EPA Administrators have 
consistently defined environmental justice as “the fair treatment and meaningful 
involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with 
respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies.” Although the issue was presented to the EPA during the 
public input process prior to the issuance of the draft Five-Year Review, nowhere in the 
draft Five-Year Review is environmental justice considered.  

 
EPA Response:  See the response above to similar comments regarding environmental justice and this 
site, and see also the four detailed, prior reports (cited above) and letters issued to the commenter by EPA 
on this same topic. 
 

Comment: The following are issues/topics of concern regarding the BPSOU Remedy as 
currently being implemented. The EPA in preparing the draft Five-Year review 
document ignored these issue/topics of concern. I call upon the EPA to redo the Five-
Year Review and specifically consider these issues. 
 
Significant Toxics of Concern, which EPA admits are present at the BPSOU site, have not 
been adequately characterized or evaluated. Due to this inadequacy, the Remedy as 
currently being implemented can provide no assurances that the public health or the 
environment will be protected. This is a major problem. Unfortunately, in the draft Five-
Year Review the EPA fails to consider these informational shortcomings. 

 
a. Metals/elements of health and environmental risk such as aluminum, cadmium, 

copper, iron, silver, zinc, boron, lithium, manganese, molybdenum and selenium, 
while present, according to the EPA, at the BPSOU site, are not considered under 
the Remedy, nor have these contaminants of concern ever been assessed by EPA 
as to the threat to human health that they pose. Yet, these metals do pose, 
according to the EPA, a risk to human health and the environment that mandates 
that they be assessed and remediated. EPA admits there is a threat in place but 
does not remediate that threat to human health and the environment under the 
Remedy as currently being implemented.  In short the Remedy as currently being 
implemented is based on an incomplete, inadequate assessment and 
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consideration of all the potential metals/elements/contaminants of health and 
environmental risk. In terms of the BPSOU, no comprehensive health risk 
assessments have been conducted pertaining to the metals/elements of health 
and environmental risk that are identified in the above part of this section—
aluminum, mercury, cadmium, copper, iron, silver, zinc, boron, lithium, 
manganese, molybdenum and selenium. Exposure data pertaining to the 
metals/elements of health and environmental risk (aluminum, mercury, 
cadmium, copper, iron, silver, zinc, boron, lithium, manganese, molybdenum and 
selenium) is insufficient. Pathways of exposure regarding these above-mentioned 
metals/elements of health and environmental risk have not been identified.  
Given that the adequacy of this Remedy as currently being implemented must be 
judged in terms of whether or not it will help achieve the goals of Superfund, 
which are to protect human health and the environment, a reasonable person 
could conclude that that this Remedy as currently being implemented is based on, 
at best, incomplete/inadequate data and ignores significant areas of threat to 
human health and the environment. Therefore, this Remedy as currently being 
implemented is inadequate in protecting human health and the environment from 
known contaminants of concern. 

b. The Remedy as currently being implemented rests on the unproven assumption 
that if you remediate lead and arsenic you will automatically remediate the above 
listed contaminant/metals/elements of health and environmental risk. For 
example, can we assume that if lead levels drop, exposure to other heavy metals 
will also drop in a similar way? Does remediating mercury assure that cadmium 
levels will also drop? The EPA provides no information warranting such a 
conclusion. While the EPA says that its decisions are based in “good science,” 
how good is their science when it is based on missing, incomplete and inadequate 
data? If the data is faulty, what flows from that data is also faulty. The 
relationship between lead and other metals concentrations in outdoor soil is not 
evaluated in any detail. (Steve Ackerlund—Draft Memorandum to CTEC 
Membership, September 15, 2009) 

c. The Remedy as currently being implemented fails to consider the synergistic 
affects of the contaminants/metals/elements of health and environmental risk on 
human health. It is known that synergistic interaction does occur but this 
synergistic interaction was never evaluated. 

d. The Remedy as currently being implemented fails to deal with bioaccumulation 
of the metals/elements of risk and toxics of concern. 

e. The Remedy as currently being implemented fails to deal with the cumulative 
effects of exposure to these contaminants/toxics of concern.  

f. The Remedy as currently being implemented fails to consider the chronic effects 
of exposure to arsenic, mercury and all of the other toxics of concern.  Consider:  

1. Blood and urine samples indicate acute arsenic exposure while tests of hair 
and fingernails indicate chronic arsenic exposure. 

2. Epidemiological assessments have identified high cancer prevalence in the 
Butte area for arsenic related types of cancer, implicating exposure to arsenic 
and other constituents in mine waste as a cause.  
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3. Prior bioavailability work, which strongly influenced cleanup levels, failed to 
consider relative bioavailability for the diverse types of sources such s attic 
dust, house dust, or sufficient numbers and varieties of soil types in the Butte 
area. Relying upon soil cleanup level for lead and arsenic and lead 
biomonitoring only will not ensure protection from excessive exposure to 
arsenic and other metals.  

4. Prior bioavialability work also does not consider the effect of exposure to 
multiple chemicals, as is the case in Butte. (Steve Ackerlund, CTEC Position on 
Butte Area Soils Cleanup Program, Draft, June 25, 2009) 

g. The site-specific bioavailability data that the Remedy as currently being 
implemented was extrapolated from the Anaconda Smelter Superfund site. No 
justification for doing this has ever been provided. Specific bio-availability of 
indoor dust and attic dust have never been adequately addressed. (See: Summary 
of Risk Assessment Reviews—Steve Ackerlund—Draft—June 3, 2009) In 
particular, the applicability of these ‘site-specific’ values to indoor dust and attic 
dust has not been evaluated. (Steve Ackerlund—Draft Memorandum to CTEC 
Membership, September 15, 2009) For example, the characteristics of attic dust 
may well mean that it is very bioavailable. Yet, the EPA failed to evaluate this. 
Regarding bioavailability, the generalized estimates made for the entire BPSOU 
may not apply to specific locations, and the potential for error is larger when the 
‘site-specific’ bioavailablity factor used is very much to the low end of typically 
values. In particular, the applicability of these ‘site-specific’ values to indoor dust 
and attic dust have not been evaluated. (Steve Ackerlund—Draft Memorandum 
to CTEC Membership, September 24, 2009) 

 
EPA Response:  The bioavailability factor for arsenic in soil and dust used in the BPSOU 
human health risk assessments was based on bioavailability studies for both soil and house dust at 
the Anaconda Smelter site.  Therefore the statement that bioavailability of dust never being 
adequately addressed is incorrect.  Also, in March 2003, EPA issued a report entitled Relative 
Bioavailability of Arsenic in Soils from Butte, Montana.  Two soil samples from the BPSOU were 
tested for arsenic bioavailability with estimates of 17 and 22%, which are consistent with the 
Anaconda Smelter findings and the original BPSOU risk assessments.  This supported EPA’s 
decision to use the arsenic bioavailability factor which it used in the BPSOU risk assessments. 
 
Comment:  

h. The EPA provides no justification for assuming that using lead level data can 
accurately lead to protective arsenic and mercury exposure action levels. 

i. There are elevated cancer rates in Butte of the type of cancers related to exposure 
to mine waste. Such a finding is ignored by the EPA. If the current Remedy was 
working, these cancers would be decreasing.  

j. By only considering only arsenic, lead and cadmium, the Priority Soils remedy as 
currently being implemented fails to sufficiently protect public health because it 
neglects other metals/contaminants of concern. 

k. The Remedy as currently being implemented fails to consider the fact that 
children are particularly at risk from all the pollutants found in Butte Priority 
Soils, not just lead, mercury and arsenic. Action levels that may be protective for 
adults are not necessarily protective of children. Of course, the EPA has 
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conducted no investigations of the effects of aluminum, cadmium, copper, iron, 
silver, zinc, boron, lithium, manganese, molybdenum and selenium on children 
within the BPSOU. Are BPSOU children somehow mysteriously immune to the 
health effects of aluminum, cadmium, copper, iron, silver, zinc, boron, lithium, 
manganese, molybdenum and selenium? 

l. The tests used to detect arsenic contamination rely on urine studies that do not 
show the long-term, chronic affects of exposure to arsenic. Hair and fingernail 
studies give a much more comprehensive view of long term, chronic exposure to 
arsenic. Relying on urine sample fails to give a comprehensive picture of the 
degree of long-term exposure to arsenic that residents of the BPSOU have had to 
endure. Studies of the chronic effects of exposure to arsenic tend to show a much 
more significant problem. (For example, Dr. Holly Peterson and Stacie Barry, 
MTech, completed an EPA-funded biomonitoring project that evaluated arsenic 
exposure in domestic pets and other sentinel species. This project went through a 
rigorous quality assurance, peer review, and publication process by the MTech 
Mine Waste Technology Program, the MSE Mine Waste Department, and the 
EPA.  The study result indicate an increased risk of exposure to several mining 
related contaminants, including arsenic, and it suggests that exposure to humans 
may also be occurring.  The results of this study are potentially conflicting with 
an exposure investigation conducted by ATSDR in 2000, which showed non-
detectable arsenic exposure in Walkerville. However, the Walkerville study had a 
small sample size, was conducted during the winter when all exposure pathways 
are not well represented, and did not show exposure to elevated blood-lead such 
that no relationship of exposure between the two metals can be determined. 
While definitive studies on elevated arsenic exposure to Butte area residents are 
lacking, an ATSDR Health Consultation conducted in 2001 does show higher 
rates of cancer in Butte area residents compared to Montana overall. [Steve 
Ackerlund—Draft Letter to John Wardell and Richard Opper—August 4, 2009] 

m. The Remedy’s assessment of mercury was based on an early study of Walkerville 
that had significant uncertainties.  

n. The Remedy as currently being implemented fails to give special consideration to 
the differential health effects of heavy metals exposure and other contaminants of 
concern—mercury, arsenic, lead, aluminum, cadmium, copper, iron, silver, zinc, 
boron, lithium, manganese, molybdenum and selenium—on low income 
populations, thus ignoring the EPA’s environmental justice mandate. Given that 
low income citizens tend have poorer health than the non-poor, the EPA should 
have, but did not, investigated the differential effects of exposure to contaminants 
of concern on the low-income population of the BPSOU. 

o. The Remedy as currently being implemented is based on an inadequate health 
risk assessment process in that many elements/contaminants of concern were 
never subjected to a health risk assessment and the three drivers—lead, mercury, 
and arsenic—never underwent a comprehensive health risk assessment. Mercury 
was particularly neglected in this concern. Arsenic was extrapolated from the 
Anaconda site and little unique work was done in Butte. Action levels were 
arbitrarily set with different action levels at different sites for the same 
contaminant. Are we to assume that somehow the toxicology and epidemiology 
related to toxic elements differs from one adjacent area to another? Is arsenic in 
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Anaconda different than arsenic in Butte? Does Butte have a special kind of lead 
or mercury?  Are the people of Anaconda somehow biologically different than the 
people of Butte or Missoula or East Helena? 

 
EPA Response: The lengthy remedial investigation process for the BPSOU did collect data on all of the 
contaminants listed in this comment.  All of these contaminants were found in soil and source areas 
throughout the BPSOU at levels above background.  The extensive soil sampling efforts are detailed in the 
BPSOU Phase II Remedial Investigation Report (2002, PRP Group approved by EPA), and the data is 
reproduced in Appendix B of the BPSOU Record of Decision (2006, EPA). 
 
However, the presence of a contaminant at a Superfund site does not mean it presents a human health 
risk.  EPA risk assessment guidance recommends that all analytes be screened against conservative risk-
based screening levels to determine which analytes are expected to present de minimus risk (and are 
excluded from further analysis) and which analytes should be investigated and assessed further.  This was 
done for the BPSOU in accordance with EPA guidance. 
 
The EPA produced a BPSOU Soils Screening Study in 1988.  Section 4 of that study looked carefully at 
the contaminant distribution and toxic nature of the full range of contaminants, and determined that the 
contaminants of concern for soils are arsenic, cadmium, lead and mercury.  As noted, the narrowing of 
contaminants found at a Superfund site to a list of contaminants of concern (or “drivers”) is common and 
endorsed in EPA’s human health risk assessment and Remedial Investigation guidance. 
 
Site specific conditions for BPSOU were examined in detail in a series of human health risk assessments 
conducted for BPSOU.  Those risk assessments are: 
 
 Preliminary Baseline Risk Assessment (1991, Clement).  This study concluded, after further 

analysis, that cadmium levels at the BPSOU did not represent a risk to human health above the 
range of unacceptable risk according to Superfund regulations and guidance, but found the 
potential for unacceptable risk for arsenic, lead and mercury. 

 Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment for Lower Area One (EPA/CDM 1991) and Baseline 
Human Health Risk Assessment for Lead (EPA/CDM 1994).  These studies found unacceptable 
risk for lead at the BPSOU and, using the Integrated Exposure  Uptake BioKinetic (IEUBK) model 
that EPA uses in all Superfund risk assessments, calculated action levels for lead in Butte.  These 
assessments used site specific inputs based primarily on the bioavailability of lead in Butte. 

 Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment for Arsenic (EPA/CDM 1997).  This study found 
unacceptable human health risk assessments for arsenic at the BPSOU, and again used site specific 
bioavailability information to calculate action levels for BPSOU. 

 Human Health Risk Assessment for Walkerville Residential Areas (EPA/UOS 2003).  This study 
re-examined the prior human health risk assessments to ensure they were adequate, and also added 
mercury as a contaminant which produced unacceptable risk at the BPSOU.  Mercury action 
levels were calculated in this study. 

 
All of these risk assessments were conducted by experienced risk assessors for EPA and its contractors.  
All of these risk assessments used standard EPA risk assessment methodology and conservative 
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assumptions to ensure that actions levels were protective in accordance with Superfund regulations and 
EPA guidance.  Further explanation about these risk assessments is contained in the BPSOU ROD 
responsiveness summary, page I-80 – 81. 
 
The BPSOU ROD then adopted the action levels from the risk assessments for use in the Residential 
Metals Abatement Program, which is the remedial design document that will govern implementation of 
the BPSOU ROD requirements for residential soils, indoor dust, and other non-Superfund lead sources. 
 
EPA did not ignore the public comments raised about these issues when conducting the five year review.  
EPA’s risk assessor and its contractor employees reviewed the assumptions, including the screening, 
exposure pathways, toxicity factors, and site specific bioavailability information, carefully.  EPA re-
calculated the lead action levels by using the most current version of the IEUBK model.  The conclusions 
from this review are found in section 7.2 of Volume 6 of the report.  EPA’s risk assessor specifically 
reviewed the manganese screening level for risks to human health set for the BPSOU (12,609 parts per 
million which is rarely exceeded in BPSOU) and found it to be protective and valid.  EPA remains 
confident that the full implementation of the BPSOU ROD and the Residential Metals Abatement Plan 
will result in the protection of human health for all residents of BPSOU in full accordance with the 
Superfund law and regulations.   
 
EPA is aware that other sites have different action levels for lead and arsenic than does the BPSOU.  Site 
specific data was used to calculate the action levels for BPSOU based on careful studies with animals 
done by some of the better known researchers and risk assessors.  ATSDR was involved in this work and 
has not found problems with EPA’s risk calculations or protectiveness findings.  EPA will continue to 
consult with ATSDR on these matters as the cleanup proceeds for BPSOU.  EPA will also continue to 
assess data collection efforts to ensure that the “driver” contaminants are appropriate and provide 
protectiveness. 
 
EPA is aware that blood lead levels taken in the voluntary blood lead program in Butte have shown a 
consistently downward trend over the past several years, which indicates that the cleanup activities are 
having a very positive effect on human health in Butte.  In fact, there have been no elevated blood leads 
associated with mine waste in Butte for the past two years. 
 

Comment: The Remedy as currently being implemented fails to recognize that the 
arsenic in attic dust did come from smelting operations in the Butte/Anaconda area. 
Because the attic dust did come from mining related activities, it is directly under the 
purview of Superfund. Another issue ignored in the draft Five-Year Review. 

 
EPA response: Arsenic and other COCs in attic dust are from mining sources primarily, and are being 
remediated through Superfund. EPA does not assert that these COCs are not Superfund related. EPA has 
never contended otherwise, and the BPSOU ROD is clear on this issue. 
 

Comment: The public involvement plan pursuant to the remedy as currently being 
implemented needs some benchmarks by means of which success of public outreach is 
evaluated. At present, there is no way to determine whether or not the community 
involvement component which is critical for the success of the Remedy as currently 
being implemented has been successful. What would be considered a successful public 
involvement/educational plan? We have no way of knowing what constitutes success or 
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failure. Overall, the Remedy, as currently being implemented, presents a very sketchy 
community involvement plan. Yet, the success of the Remedy as currently being 
implemented depends on effective community outreach. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA agrees that communication and community involvement are a key part of 
Superfund cleanup implementation efforts.  EPA continues to provide opportunity for public 
involvement and comment regarding the design and implementation of the BPSOU remedy. EPA agrees 
that there is no benchmark or metric against which to measure community involvement. EPA has taken 
the criticisms of poor communication to heart and will undertake a more comprehensive approach to 
communication moving forward. Through the community interviews process, EPA has realized that it is 
particularly important at this site with a such long history to repeatedly present some of the site 
information to educate new citizens, or more importantly, new people in leadership roles.  
 

Comment: It is problematic as to whether the education/community involvement 
program mandated under the remedy as currently being implemented will reach 
populations of concern, particularly low-income citizens. Given the Montana EPA track 
record regarding community involvement in the BPSOU, which has been limited to the 
traditional/formalistic/ineffective format of formal agency conducted public hearings 
and informational meetings along with some agency produced written materials, there 
is little to suggest that target populations, particularly low-income citizens, will be 
reached and/or motivated to participate in the program. This is contrary to the EPA’s 
Community Involvement policies, rules, regulations and guidance documents. For 
example, EPA has an environmental justice mandate to be pro-active in attempting to 
involve low-income citizens in their programs.  

 
EPA response:  EPA disagrees with this comment. In addition to the public meetings and written 
material, information has been disseminated through radio, television, newspapers, advertisements, and 
websites. EPA recently produced a fact sheet with details the extensive efforts made by the Butte Silver 
Bow County Health Department, in cooperation with EPA, regarding residential cleanup activities. The 
Residential Metals Abatement Plan requires outreach and education efforts, and EPA will carefully 
oversee implementation of that plan. 
 
Please see prior responses regarding the environmental justice issues that have been examined at the 
BPSOU. 
 

Comment: The BPSOU Remedy as currently being implemented fails to recognize and 
accommodate the unique health problems of low-income citizens thus failing to meet 
EPA’s environmental justice mandate. Furthermore, the Plan fails to take into 
consideration the substandard housing, poor diet and other environmental factors 
affecting the poor in relation to toxic metal exposure. 

 
EPA response:  EPA disagrees with this comment.  As noted, EPA has reviewed its risk assessments and 
found that they used conservative assumptions about exposure pathways and receptors in Butte and that 
action levels resulting from these assessments are protective.  Please see our prior responses regarding 
environmental justice issues at the BPSOU. 
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Comment: There is no assurance that the majority of problematic properties will be 
identified.  There are problems related to absentee landlords, property owners, etc. 
There are problems in that, if there is no application for a building permit prior to 
renovation, that kind of property may be ignored. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA acknowledges the comment. These types of potential problems with 
implementation of the attic dust portion of the Residential Metals Abatement Plan are real challenges for 
achieving complete and comprehensive cleanup. This is why the RMAP is being implemented in a 
systematic fashion with extensive outreach and education activities and follow-up tracking requirements.  
 

Comment: Given the voluntary nature of participation in the medical monitoring 
program, what assurances are there that the vast majority of the affected population will 
be identified and screened? 

 
EPA Response:  The only viable method for medical monitoring is through outreach and voluntary 
participation – EPA does not believe that mandatory medical monitoring is either practical or acceptable 
to the Butte community. However, EPA believes that a turnout of nearly 1,000 people in 2008-2009 alone 
who volunteered for blood lead demonstrates a fairly high level of participation in the program, and will 
work with the Butte Silver Bow County Health Department to assess and improve participation rates 
where possible.  In addition, EPA does not base the need for cleanup on whether or not individuals 
participate in the voluntary medical monitoring program.  The need for cleanup is based upon 
environmental sampling data.  
 

Comment: The Remedy as currently being implemented still mistakenly puts the onus 
on the property owner or renter or resident to initiate remediation. Such an onus is 
particularly burdensome to low-income residents. Past experience amply demonstrates 
that such an approach is not efficacious. 

 
EPA Response:  This is not the case for yard soils or indoor dust remediation.  All residential areas 
within the BPSOU will be sampled and assessed and cleaned up if action levels are exceeded under the 
Residential Metals Abatement Plan.  For the attic dust component, the property owner or resident has the 
opportunity to contact the BSB health department anytime when remodeling or other activities result in 
human exposure to attic dust at a give residential location.  The Butte Silver Bow County Health 
Department will work to maintain outreach and educational efforts for the RMAP activities including the 
attic dust component, as required, and EPA believes these efforts by a local health agency will be 
efficacious.  
 

Comment: It is not clear and actually very problematic that that there will be enough 
money to accomplish a comprehensive remedy. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA has asserted liability against several responsible parties for the BPSOU cleanup, 
and EPA has enforcement mechanisms which should ensure that the remedy is fully implemented and 
funded. 
 

Comment: The Remedy as currently being implemented still relies on a non-protective 
pathways of exposure argument regarding the abatement of attic dust. 
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EPA Response:  EPA disagrees. EPA’s risk assessment and survey found that most attics within the 
BPSOU were not accessed by residents.  If there is no pathway for exposure in sealed attics, there is no 
exposure.  EPA’s ROD, and the Residential Metals Abatement Plan, provide for remediation of attic dust 
where access or exposure does occur.  
 

Discussion 
Comment: The plan still insists that attic dust will not be remediated unless a pathway 
of exposure is present. (There is no substantive discussion in the draft Five-Year Review 
of the issue of pathways of exposure needing to be present and identified before 
remediation will take place.) 
 
The contaminated dust found in many BPSOU attics poses a direct threat to human 
health if people were to be exposed to these contaminants.  
 
The dust obviously entered the attics.  What enters can leave, if disturbed. Saying that 
no pathways of contamination currently exist does not provide any permanent 
remediation of the threat of toxic attic dust. New and expanded Pathways of exposure 
can be created by:  
 

a. Remodeling and Painting 
b. Use of the attics for storage 
c. Weatherization 
d. Deterioration of ceilings. 
e. Damage or deterioration of roofs.  
f. Modifying the attic through such measures as adding electrical wires, skylights, 

ceiling fans, electric lights or working on the roof.  
g. Fires 
h. Subsidence and cracking 
i. Cleaning 
j. Wind, rain, hail and or water from storm events.  

2. The pathway argument rests on the failed premise that remediation should attempt 
to keep people from contaminants rather than remove the contaminants from 
people. 

3. The pathway argument directly contradicts the Superfund requirement for 
permanent solutions in that human behavior patterns, residential use patterns, and 
general land use patterns change over time. 

4. There exists no current law, rules, or regulations that would prohibit the owner of a 
home or the renter of a home from using or disturbing the home’s attic.  

5. The pathways argument is contrary to the principles of environmental justice in that 
this approach means that low-income citizens will continue to bear a 
disproportionate toxic burden. 

6. The pathways approach is contrary to the principles of the Superfund 
Redevelopment Initiative and the Superfund Land Revitalization Action Agenda in 
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that it limits or precludes future productive land uses and redevelopment of sites 
contaminated with toxic attic dust. 

7. The pathways argument is directly contrary to the Principles of Pollution Prevention 
and the Precautionary Principle, which are embraced by EPA policy, rules and 
regulations, as well as Montana State Law. 

8. The Libby Cleanup Precedent would warrant addressing contaminated attic dust in 
Butte.  

 
EPA Response:  The commenter’s interpretation of the attic dust portion of the selected remedy is 
incorrect. Attic dust is remediated if there is an exposure pathway or if a change in the use of the attic 
space is planned. If it is found that attic dust is actually contaminating living spaces (e.g., attic dust is 
“leaking” into the living space via light fixtures, ceiling cracks, etc.) then it will be cleaned up under the 
RMAP. Alternatively, if the attic is frequently accessed, or if there is going to be a change in the use of 
the attic that can lead to an exposure pathway (e.g., remodeling), then the attic will be cleaned up under 
the RMAP. Furthermore, EPA has to balance not only risks to the residents, but also risks to workers 
who could be exposed to contaminants or other risks (e.g., construction, heavy equipment) during an 
abatement or other cleanup action. 
 
The exposure pathway argument is similar to the accepted cleanup requirements for asbestos in most 
places – to manage it in place and not disturb it unless necessary. If the asbestos containing material is 
present, but intact, or otherwise inaccessible, then it is better left alone. If however, the material is friable 
(i.e., is falling apart and able to be inhaled), and accessible, then it should be abated by a professional. For 
attic dust, if it is present, but the residents do not use their attic and the dust cannot get into the living 
space, then it does not need to be abated. If instead, it is likely that the residents will be exposed, then it 
should be abated. Many attics have been remediated because people are remodeling their homes. 
 

Comment: The Remedy as currently being implemented does not adequately address 
many metals and mining related toxics of concern and potential risks to the public from 
these many metals and mining related toxics of concern. 
 
By the EPA’s own account (BPSOU ROD), in addition to lead, arsenic and mercury, 
copper, aluminum, cadmium, iron, silver and zinc are also toxics of concern presently 
found within the BPSOU. Other studies have found boron, lithium, manganese, 
molybdenum and selenium to be metals/elements/toxics of risk present at the BPSOU 
site. (Holly Peterson, 2007. Domestic Pets as Biosamplers of Mining Related 
Contaminants, EPA Mine Waste Technology Program, Butte, Montana.) 
 
The Remedy as currently being implemented fails to address these other toxics of 
concern and risk. I suppose that the assumption is made that if we remediate arsenic, 
lead and mercury, we will “get” all of these others also. However, there is no 
substantiation for this claim, the EPA just assumes it.  Nor is there any consideration of 
the synergistic effects of these toxics of concern on human health. Nor is there any 
consideration of the bioaccumulation of these toxics of concern. Nor is there any 
consideration of the cumulative effects of chronic exposure by humans to these toxics of 
concern. (For example, given the reliance on urine sampling to measure arsenic 
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exposure, the EPA probably never would be able to assess the cumulative effects of 
chronic exposure to arsenic.) Nor has there been an adequate health risk assessment of 
mercury exposure within the BPSOU. The harmful health effects of the above listed 
toxics of concern are amply discussed and demonstrated in Stacie Barry’s Toxicology of 
the Chemical of Concern in Butte, Montana: Submitted to the Butte-Silver Bow Health 
Department, June 5, 2008. 
 
In short, the current proposed the Remedy Plan as currently being implemented fails to 
consider all the potential threats to human health and the environment within the Butte 
Priority Soils OU in that it neglects many elements with are risky for human health and 
the environment. Faulty and incomplete data and conclusions based on unsubstantiated 
assumptions can only compromise the effectiveness of any plan based on such data.  

 
EPA Response:  EPA disagrees.  See the response above to similar comments. 
 
 
Direct Evidence of Causal Link to Mining and Smelting. 

Comment: Arsenic found in BPSOU and areas adjacent to the BPSOU is from smelter 
activities in Butte and Anaconda and, therefore, is directly under the Superfund 
purview.  
 
There is strong evidence that a significant amount of the trivalent arsenic present in 
attics in the homes in the BPSOU as well as adjacent to the BPSOU came, in large part, 
from the Anaconda Smelter. The geomorphology and chemical composition of the 
arsenic contaminated attic dust from the Anaconda Smelter and the geomorphology and 
chemical composition of the arsenic contaminated attic dust found in homes both within 
and adjacent to the BPSOU are the same. The arsenic attic dust is smelter arsenic dust. 
The EPA must stipulate that the arsenic attic dust is smelter arsenic dust. 
 
The prevailing wind patterns in Southwestern Montana clearly indicate that the 
prevailing winds flow from the Anaconda Smelter to Butte—hence a plume of trivalent 
arsenic contamination could have reached the Butte Hill. According to the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration—National Climatic Data Center, the 
prevailing winds are generally from Anaconda to the Butte area along the I-90 Corridor 
and are sufficiently strong enough of the time to carry contaminated smelter dust to 
Butte. A weather chart from the National Weather Service in 1920 shows essentially the 
same wind directions as today from Anaconda to Butte.  
 
Additional support comes from the U.S. Forest Service, which in their various Forest 
Fire Suppression Documents and Reports, notes that the typical wind direction is from 
west to east as can be readily seen by the extent of smoke and particulate matter in the 
Butte area from fires occurring west of Butte. Ash from forest fires is denser and heavier 
than airborne particulate matter from the Anaconda smelter. The EPA Superfund ROD 
for the Anaconda Smelter (09/30/1996) also notes that the prevailing wind pattern is 
from west to east with most arsenic and heavy metal contamination found east of the 
Smelter stack.  
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The Final Risk Assessment-BPSOU Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment for 
Arsenic, April 29, 1997 notes: “Aerial emissions from the mills and smelters, as well as 
the Anaconda Smelter, also contributed to the BPSOU.” (p. 1-2, emphasis supplied.) 
It is important to note that inorganic, trivalent arsenic contamination releases result from 
the ore smelting process. (See: Paul F. Holt, Inhaled Dust and Disease, (New York: John 
Wiley and Sons, 1987. See also: Arsenic (ATSDR)“While arsenic is released to the 
environment from natural sources such as wind-blown dirt and volcanoes, releases from 
anthropogenic sources far exceed those from natural sources.” (ATSDR) Mining and 
smelting are major causes. “The soil receives arsenic from a variety of anthropogenic 
sources, including… smelting operations, mining wastes. Mine tailing and smelter slag 
was estimated to add an additional, 200-11000 and 4,500 –9000 metric tons 
respectively… abandoned mine tailings add still more.”  
 

Indirect Evidence of Causal Link to Mining and Smelting 
Comment:  There is no other possible source of the contaminated attic dust in Butte than 
the Anaconda Smelter. 
 
Turn of the century and early 20th Century smelters in Butte are not the source of 
present day attic dust contamination in that contamination is found in homes both 
within and adjacent to the BPSOU that were built long after these early Butte smelters 
closed.  
 
Coal burning is not the source of the present day attic dust contamination, as some 
allege, in that many homes with contaminated attic dust were built long after coal 
burning had ceased in Butte.  
Contamination is not found in attics of homes that were built after the Anaconda. 
Smelter closed in 1980. 
 
To the extent that trivalent arsenic is found in the attics of homes constructed after 
smelter operations ceased on the Butte Hill, the 1920s, there would exist the strong 
presumption that such arsenic emanated from Anaconda.  By the EPA’s own 
assumptions, trivalent arsenic was not characteristic of the arsenic found in Butte soils 
but is characteristic of the arsenic found in Anaconda. 
 

Conclusion 
Comment:  The Anaconda Smelter would seem to be the only practical source for this 
trivalent arsenic found in Butte attic dust. What other major source exists? Thus, the 
presence of arsenic in BPSOU attics is a direct result of mining activity which 
contamination is covered by Superfund. 

 
EPA response:  Arsenic and other COCs in attic dust are being remediated through Superfund (or are in 
the “purview” of the Superfund program as the commenter phrases it).  EPA does not assert that these 
COCs are not Superfund related.  
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Comment: The BPSOU Remedy as currently being implemented fails to recognize and 
accommodate the unique health problems of low-income citizens thus failing to meet 
EPA’s environmental justice mandate. The public involvement plan also fails to 
recognize and accommodate the unique problems of reaching low-income citizens thus 
failing to meet EPA’s environmental justice mandate. The issue of environmental justice 
is ignored in the draft Five-Year Review. The need for the public involvement plan to 
recognize and accommodate the unique problems of reaching low-income citizens is 
also ignored in the draft-Five Year Review. 
I make the following arguments that lead to the clear conclusion that the EPA needs to 
be more aggressive in attacking the BPSOU toxic attic dust problem. It is a human health 
issue and an environmental (social) justice issue: 
 

A. A significant number of homes in the BPSOU are substandard and deteriorating. 
B. A disparate concentration of poor is found living in this substandard BPSOU 

housing. 
C. Many, if not most, of these substandard BPSOU homes are contaminated with 

toxic attic dust which constitutes a severe threat to human health, particularly the 
health of children 

D. This contaminated and toxic attic dust is found in BPSOU homes as the direct 
result of mining related activities.  Hence, such toxic attic dust is clearly within 
Superfund’s purview.  

E. There is a great risk of exposure to toxic attic dust in substandard homes, 
particularly as compared to homes of good quality. 

F. Superfund was designed to remediate these human health threats. 
G. Superfund, in remediating human health threats, must also address 

environmental justice concerns.  
H. The concentration of toxic attic dust in the BPSOU raises an environmental 

(social) justice issue. 
I. The EPA’s current approach to remediating toxic attic dust in the BPSOU is 

inadequate in that it will only address the toxic attic dust issue if there is a clear 
and present pathway of contamination within a home which leads to exposure of 
inhabitants to the toxic dust. 

J. The EPA’s current approach to remediating toxic attic dust in the BPSOU violates 
EPA environmental justice mandate in that it perpetuates a disparate toxics 
burden on the poor in the BPSOU.  

K. Even though the Record of Decision for Priority Soils has been issued, EPA still 
has the regulatory flexibility and authority to change its approach to remediating 
toxic attic dust. 

L. EPA should change its approach, in the ways suggested in this paper, to more 
aggressively monitor and remediate toxic attic dust. Failure to undertake these 
changes would be contrary to the Superfund mandate to clean up sites, to protect 
human health and the environment and to make sites free of toxics in a 
permanent manner and would be contrary to EPA’s environmental justice 
mandate. 
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The quality of the housing stock in the BPSOU is poor, the housing stock has a 
disproportionate number of low income citizens living in this housing, this housing 
stock is contaminated with toxic attic dust, and due to its substandard nature, it is likely 
that exposure of residents to this toxic attic dust will continue to occur: 
 

1. According to a study commissioned by the Butte/Silver Bow Planning Board, “. . .  
much of the housing stock in the older town site is in a state of decay.  Decay of 
the housing stock in much of Census Tracts 1 and 2, which encompass the area 
north of Front Street to Walkerville and the upper and lower west sides of the 
urban cluster are contributing to a significant aesthetic crisis and have created an 
economic development barrier for the community. Retail activity in the central 
business district is inherently impacted by a loss of people, by vacant and 
blighted structures and by high poverty in these areas.” (Butte-Silver Bow County 
Community Development Block Grant Application: Housing and Neighborhood Renewal, 
December 8, 2006, p. 2-5) 

2. According to the Center for Applied Economic Research for the Montana 
Department of Commerce, about 73% of the substandard housing units found in 
Butte are within the confines of the BPSOU. According to the report, this amounts 
to 2600 housing units. (Quoted in Butte-Silver Bow County Community Development 
Block Grant Application: Housing and Neighborhood Renewal, December 8, 2006, p. 2-
5)  

3. According to the Planning Board sponsored report: “The County’s poor 
population is being isolated in the most blighted areas of the community. The 
older town site (Census Tracts 1 and 2), which contains an approximated 73 
percent of the community’s substandard housing units, (2600) units, is also home 
to 52 percent of people living below the federal poverty line.  Living below the 
federal poverty line indicates people do not have enough resources to purchase 
the most basic goods and services for survival. Lower income families and 
individuals are segregated in blighted areas of Butte-Silver Bow; many are living 
in substandard conditions while paying more than 30% of their monthly incomes 
for housing costs.  Disabled people, many of whom have extremely low incomes, 
are a subset of the impacted group.” (Butte-Silver Bow County Community 
Development Block Grant Application: Housing and Neighborhood Renewal, December 
8, 2006, pp. 2-3 and 4) Note: Butte Census Tracts 1 and 2 are in the BPSOU.  

4. Substandard housing disparately affects the poor who live in Butte more than the 
non-poor.  

5. The housing problems in the BPSOU are part of the overall poverty problem in 
Butte. According to the 2000 Census, 10.7% of Butte families live in poverty, 
compared to 10.5% across the state. About 15% of the Butte population lives 
below the poverty line. Also, according to the 2000 Census, close to 25% of Butte 
families with children under the age of five years have incomes below the official 
poverty line. Fifty-eight percent of the homes without fathers have incomes below 
the official poverty line. According to the Montana Department of Public Health 
and Human Services, in 2002, about 2.4% of Butte’s citizens were receiving 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families compared to the state average of 1.89%.  
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Over 10% of the Butte population was receiving food stamps compared to 7.56% 
statewide.   

6. Low-Income Renters are a major component of the BPSOU housing occupants. 
(The percentage of households with incomes less than $25,000 is 42% in Silver 
Bow County compared with 28% for the nation and 38% for Montana. Further, 
41% of families are considered low-income; seventy percent of renters have 
incomes less than $25,000 and 81% of them are concentrated in Census Tracts 1 
and 2 (BPSOU) where there are an estimated 2600 substandard units. Thirty 
percent of households occupying rental units are experiencing a cost burden by 
contributing more than 30% of their income to housing costs.” Butte-Silver Bow 
County Community Development Block Grant Application: Housing and Neighborhood 
Renewal, December 8, 2006, p. 2-2) 32% of renters in the age range 25-34 have 
annual income below the poverty level. (Butte-Silver Bow County Community 
Development Block Grant Application: Housing and Neighborhood Renewal, December 
8, 2006, p. 2-1) 

7. 30% of children in Butte live in high poverty neighborhoods in the BPSOU. 
“Silver Bow County ranked first (highest) in Montana in the poverty rate for 
population under 18 years of age; the percentage of children living in high-
poverty neighborhoods (coterminous with the BPSOU); and the average number 
of food stamp recipients per month.” (Butte-Silver Bow County Community 
Development Block Grant Application: Housing and Neighborhood Renewal, December 
8, 2006, p. 1-40) 

8. Deep poverty persists within the BPSOU. 59% of the high poverty block groups in 
Silver Bow County are found within the BPSOU. The BPSOU area “contains 52% 
of the county’s poor while only comprising 29% of the total population. Of 
particular note are Bock Groups 4 and 5 in Tract 1 where poverty rates were 47% 
and 61% respectively in 2000.” (Butte-Silver Bow County Community Development 
Block Grant Application: Housing and Neighborhood Renewal, December 8, 2006, p. 1-
28) 

9. Resident flight from the BPSOU is continuing and contributing to the decline and 
deterioration of the area. (Butte-Silver Bow County Community Development Block 
Grant Application: Housing and Neighborhood Renewal, December 8, 2006, p. 1-8) 

10. Studies also indicate that the vast majority of the poor live in the area 
encompassed by Butte Priority Soils.  For example, of the 1200 houses in Butte 
that have had a high risk of lead, the vast majority are in the Butte Priority Soils 
site. The risk of exposure to contaminated arsenic in attics is much higher in the 
BPSOU than anywhere else in Butte. The housing stock in the BPSOU is more 
deteriorated and dilapidated than anywhere else in Butte and is overwhelmingly 
substandard. Compared to Butte as a whole, the low-income citizens living in the 
area encompassed by the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit bear a 
disproportionate burden of exposure to toxics compared to the rest of the 
community. Comparing income levels to quantity of toxics present clearly 
demonstrates that low-income citizens in Butte bear a disproportionate toxics 
burden. The poor in Butte have a greater risk of cancer from exposure to heavy 
metals than do the non-poor. Given weakened immune systems which 
weaknesses are greater in the poor than the non-poor, given inadequate diets 
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which are more prevalent in the poor than the non-poor, given lack of access to 
adequate medical treatment which is more prevalent in the poor than the non-
poor, given the detrimental health effects of living in substandard housing which 
is more prevalent for the poor than the non-poor, the poor in Butte are more 
threatened by the release of toxic, heavy metals associated with mining than the 
non-poor. (See: Environmental Defense Fund, Summary Report: Silver Bow County, 
11/24/03.) 

11. The poor residents of central Butte lack the financial ability to either (1) move into 
better housing within the district or (2) move out of the BPSOU area into better 
housing. (Butte-Silver Bow County Community Development Block Grant Application: 
Housing and Neighborhood Renewal, December 8, 2006) 

12. Many of these homes have attics that are contaminated with toxic arsenic dust. 
13. “The age of the house and the design, construction, and condition of the house 

structure largely determine the entry of ceiling dust to the living areas of a 
dwelling. Dwellings in good condition rarely show evidence of ceiling dust 
entering the living areas of the house.  Older dwellings and those in need of 
repair tend to show more signs of ceiling dust encroachment through cracks and 
vents.” (Jeffrey J. Davis and Brian L Gulson, “Ceiling (attic) dust: A ‘museum’ of 
contamination and potential hazard,” Environmental Research, Volume 99, Issue 2. 
October 2005, Pages 177-194) These findings are particularly relevant given the 
generally poor condition of housing stock within the BPSOU. 
 

The conclusions reached by points 1-13 above are: 
 

1. Butte has a high rate of poverty compared to the rest of the nation and Montana. 
2. These poor live overwhelmingly within the BPSOU. The “poor-poor,” which is a 

subset of the poor, also live overwhelmingly within the BPSOU. 
3. A major subcategory of the poor and “poor-poor” living within the BPSOU are 

children, the elderly and the disabled.  
4. These poor live in substandard housing within the BPSOU.  
5. The poor living in the BPSOU area have a greater level of exposure to 

contaminated and toxic attic dust than the non-poor. 
 
Next, let us consider the degree of toxic attic dust contamination found in these 
substandard homes within the BPSOU and the health effects of this contamination. The 
draft Five-Year Review ignored this also. 
 
Regarding the health effects of toxic attic dust found in housing units in the BPSOU, we 
know the following: 
 

1. Inorganic arsenic, found in attics in the BPSOU, even at low levels of exposure, 
poses a serious threat to human health. Arsenic has been designated a human 
carcinogen.  Arsenic can cause cancer of the lungs, liver and skin. Long-term 
exposure to arsenic can cause alterations in mental functions and depression.  
(Staying Healthy in a Risky Environment, New York University Medical Center, p. 
365 and 428) Arsenic exposure at low doses can cause nerve damage, 
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cardiovascular problems, skin problems and constitutional complaints such as 
nausea, diarrhea, gastrointestinal upset, etc. (Johnson and DeRosa, ASTDR, “The 
Toxicologic Hazard of Superfund Hazardous Waste Sites”) [See also: Paul F. Holt, 
Department of Chemistry, University of Reading, UK, Inhaled Dust and Disease, p. 
245. which discusses the causative effect of arsenic on heart disease.] Arsenic 
targets most of the body’s organs and is particularly harmful to the 
gastrointestinal tract and to the skin. Outdoor play is a common arsenic exposure 
route for children. Attics in the Butte Priority Soils area are contaminated with a 
host of toxics, in addition to inorganic arsenic, related to past mining/smelting 
activities.  

2. More specifically, the trivalent arsenic found in BPSOU attics is a proven human 
carcinogen. One form of human cancer directly linked to trivalent arsenic is skin 
cancer that has above average levels in Butte. (NIOSH, Tenth Report on 
Carcinogens, Arsenic Compounds, Inorganic. See also: International Agency for 
Research on Cancer, IARC Monographs on the Evaluation of the Carcinogenic Risk of 
Chemicals to Man, Vols. 2 and 23 and Supplements 4 and 7, USEPA, Integrated 
Risk Information System, Arsenic, inorganic (CASRN 7440-38-2) and Dennis M. 
Opresko, Ph.D., Chemical Hazard Evaluation and Communication Group, 
Biomedical and Environmental Information Analysis Section, Health and Safety 
Research Division, Oak Ridge Reservation Environmental Restoration Program, 
Risk Assessment Information System, 1997) Not only is trivalent arsenic 
carcinogenic, even at low doses, [Arsenic exposure at low doses can cause nerve 
damage, cardiovascular problems, skin problems and constitutional complaints 
such as nausea, diarrhea, gastrointestinal upset, etc. (Johnson and DeRosa, 
ASTDR, The Toxicologic Hazard of Superfund Hazardous Waste Sites)] but it is also 
genotoxic. (Mass et al.,Chem. Res. Toxicol. 14:355-36, April 16, 2001) The EPA has 
specifically endorsed this genotoxic conclusion. (April 2001) “Inorganic arsenic is 
readily absorbed through ingestion and is widely distributed in the human body.  
It does not need metabolic activation to exert its effect.” (Chiou, et. al., Incidence of 
transition cell carcinoma and arsenic, American Journal of Epidemiology 153 (5): 
411-418, 2001)  

3. Moreover, there are no known safe levels of exposure to inorganic arsenic. 
Trivalent arsenic bioaccumulates in tissue and is excreted very slowly.  (Dr. 
Ronald Brecher, Arsenic, EBI, Canada and Aapo Saask, The Arsenic Challenge, 
Scarab Development AB, Stockholm, Sweden) Finally, trivalent arsenic causes a 
host of other serious medical problems. (Holt, Inhaled Dust and Disease, op. cit.; 
Norman Trieff, Environment and Health, Ann Arbor Science Publishers Inc.; Graber 
and Upton, Staying Healthy in a Risky Environment: The New York University Medical 
Center Family Guide; ATSDR; OSHA; NIOSH; and USEPA.)  

4. Trivalent Arsenic is one of the major contaminants of attic dust on the Butte Hill.  
The gross geologic morphology of the attic arsenic dust would lead to that 
conclusion. 

5. There is strong evidence that a significant amount of the trivalent arsenic present 
in attics came from the Anaconda Smelter.  

6. To the extent that trivalent arsenic is found in the attics of homes constructed after 
smelter operations ceased on the Butte Hill, the 1920s, there would exist the 
strong presumption that such arsenic emanated from Anaconda.  By the EPA’s 
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own assumptions, trivalent arsenic was not characteristic of the arsenic found in 
Butte soils but is characteristic of the arsenic found in Anaconda.  

7. The prevailing wind patterns in Southwestern Montana clearly indicate that the 
prevailing winds flow from the Anaconda Smelter to Butte—hence a plume of 
trivalent arsenic contamination could have reached the Butte Hill. 

8. The Final Risk Assessment-BPSOU Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment for 
Arsenic, April 29, 1997 notes: “Aerial emissions from the mills and smelters, as 
well as the Anaconda Smelter, also contributed to the BPSOU.” (p. 1-2, emphasis 
supplied.) 

9. Inorganic arsenic contamination releases result from the ore smelting process 
such as occurred very early in Butte, ending in the 1920s, and most prominently 
and recently in Anaconda. (See: Paul F. Holt, Inhaled Dust and Disease, (New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, 1987. See also: Arsenic (ATSDR)“While arsenic is released to 
the environment from natural sources such as wind-blown dirt and volcanoes, 
releases from anthropogenic sources far exceed those from natural sources.” 
(ATSDR) Mining and smelting are major causes. “The soil receives arsenic from a 
variety of anthropogenic sources, including. . . smelting operations, mining 
wastes. Mine tailing and smelter slag was estimated to add an additional, 200-
11000 and 4,500 –9000 metric tons respectively. . . .abandoned mine tailings add 
still more.”  

10. Conclusion: The Anaconda Smelter would seem to be the only practical source 
for this trivalent arsenic found in Butte attic dust. What other major source exists? 
Thus, the presence of arsenic in BPSOU attics is a direct result of mining activity 
which contamination is covered by Superfund. 

11. The 1997 Health Risk Assessment for arsenic and subsequent health studies for 
Butte Priority Soils do not specifically and directly consider trivalent arsenic 
found in Butte attics. The 1997 Health Risk Assessment for arsenic and 
subsequent studies only consider the levels of trivalent arsenic found in soil as a 
potential source of the dust home contamination problem.  This is deceptive in 
that arsenic is water soluble and would have been washed away to a large extent 
given rain, snow melt, wind, etc.  However, the fine trivalent arsenic dust found 
in attics would not have been washed away by rain and snowmelt. Wind would 
not have blown away the trivalent arsenic found in attics.  It is totally plausible 
that there would be low level of trivalent arsenic in the soil while having high 
levels of trivalent arsenic in attics. Arsenic does not lose it toxicity over time. 

 
The contaminated dust found in many BPSOU attics poses a direct threat to human 
health if people were to be exposed to these contaminants. The EPA needs to be more 
pro-active in reaching out to low-income residents who are disproportionately 
concentrated in the Butte Priority Soils Site. Yet, no provisions occur in the proposed 
Multi-Pathway Residential Metals Abatement Program Plan for reaching out to, 
including, and involving low-income citizens in the Multi-Pathway Residential Metals 
Abatement Program. 
 
Given the concentration of the poor in the substandard housing units of the BPSOU, 
which are contaminated in a disparate manner with toxic attic dust, the poor bear a 
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disproportionate toxics burden. Consider: On February 11, 1994, through Executive 
Order 12898, President Clinton declared that: “each Federal agency shall make achieving 
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations 
in the United States.” According to the EPA, the President’s concern was that: “minority 
and low-income populations bear a disproportionate amount of adverse health and 
environmental effects.” Today, the EPA further defines environmental justice as “the fair 
treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national 
origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of 
people, including a racial, ethnic, or a socioeconomic group, should bear a 
disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from 
industrial, municipal and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local, 
and tribal programs and policies.” (Emphasis supplied.)   EPA administrator Whitman 
in August 2001 stated that environmental justice would be an integral part of all EPA 
programs, policies, and activities. According to Whitman, the goal of the EPA’s 
Environmental Justice program is that no segment of the population, including low-
income citizens, suffers disproportionately from the EPA’s policies, programs and 
activities. Furthermore, EPA has a mandate to provide for the equitable distribution of 
the burden of cleaning up sites.  (The Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 
[OSWER] in their Integration of Environmental Justice into OSWER Policy, Guidance, and 
Regulatory Development mandates that “Environmental Justice issues should be 
considered at all stages of policy guidance and regulation development, beginning with 
preliminary efforts” and that environmental justice should be integrated into all agency 
actions. (OSWER Directive 9200.3-18FS, EPA540/F-95/023)  

 
This above OSWER Directive also mandates that the economic/regulatory impacts of 
EPA decisions be considered in terms of environmental justice issues. Part of the EPA’s 
environmental justice strategy is to promote a “sustainable economy” in areas affected 
by EPA rules, policies and programs. For example, OSWER Directive No. 9200.3-17 
entitled Integration of Environmental Justice into OSWER Policy, Guidance, and Regulatory 
Development states: “Where environmental justice concerns or the potential for concerns 
are identified, staff should conduct an appropriate analysis of the issues(s).  To the 
extent practicable, staff should evaluate the ecological, human health (taking into 
account subsistence patterns and sensitive populations) and socio-economic impacts of 
the proposed decision document on minority and low-income communities. Examples 
include how a policy on future land use would impact minority or low-income 
communities versus non-minority, affluent communities. The analysis should be 
documented and retained for public availability.” (This has not been done by the 
Montana Office of EPA for Priority Soils.)  The point is that the Montana Office of EPA 
has a mandate to consider how its enforcement/abatement actions will 
disproportionately and adversely economically affect low-income areas and has a 
mandate to mitigate disproportionate adverse economic impacts on low-income citizens. 
(See: Incorporating Environmental Justice Principles into the CERCLA Process, May 1998.) 
Low-income citizens should not bear a disproportionate or undue regulatory burden 
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when it comes to the development of cleanup activities. (EPA, Region 8, Environmental 
Justice Action Plan, April 2003) 
 
The Region 8 of EPA also equates environmental justice with the legal concept of equal 
protection under the law. In April of 2003, Region 8 issued its Environmental Justice 
Action Plan which mandates that the agency will work with stakeholders to “correct and 
prevent inequitable environmental and public health impacts to any groups.” In short, 
environmental justice mandates a particular concern with populations, such as low-
income populations, that bear a disproportionate burden of environmental degradation 
and environmental regulations. “Fair treatment means that no group of people, 
including a racial, ethnic, or social economic group should bear a disproportionate share 
of the negative . . .consequences resulting from . . .the execution of federal, state, local 
and tribal programs and policies.” (Headquarters Press Release, EPA, Administrator 
Whitman Reaffirms Commitment to Environmental Justice, August 21, 2003)  
 
In meeting its obligation to remove in a permanent manner threats to human health and 
in meeting its obligation to promote environmental justice, the EPA choose to leave toxic 
attic dust in place and only remediate after dust was found to be contaminating living 
areas.  
 
Superfund was designed not only to deal with actual harms to human health and the 
environment but also with threatened harms and potential threats. CERCLA specifically 
deals not only with release of hazardous substances but also with the “threat of” release 
“into the environment of a hazardous substance or pollutant or contaminant.  CERCLA 
defines each of these terms quite broadly.” (Environmental Law Handbook, p. 76.) Also, 
Superfund places an emphasis on treatment rather than containment for hazardous 
waste. [EPA, “Rules of Thumb for Superfund Remedy Selection,” 40 CFR 300.430 
(a)(1)(iii)(A)] Yet, in the Record of Decision for the BPSOU, the EPA determined that a 
onetime evaluation of the living spaces of homes in order to determine whether or not 
toxic attic dust was present was sufficient to meet it burden of protecting human health 
and promoting environmental justice. It is hard to fathom how EPA could argue that a 
one-time evaluation of homes was sufficient in order to achieve this purpose.  
 
Based on what we know regarding toxic attic dust within the BPSOU and what we 
know concerning housing within the BPSOU, the following conclusions are warranted 
regarding evaluation of homes in the BPSOU for toxic attic dust exposure:  

1. Toxic attic dust poses a threat to the health of residents of BPSOU.  
2. Given the deteriorated and substandard condition of most of the housing units 

within the BPSOU and given the ease of creating new and/or expanded pathways 
of contamination, eventually, contaminated attic dust will seep into living areas 
and expose residents to toxic contamination.  

3. This toxic burden falls disproportionately on the poor living with the BPSOU area 
and is not only a human health issue but also an environmental justice issue.  

4. Given the deteriorated housing stock in the BPSOU, the EPA needs to be much 
more aggressive in attacking the problem of contaminated attic dust both in terms 
of more frequent inspections and evaluations of property (one-time inspections 
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are clearly not enough) and more rigorous measures to prevent pathways of 
exposure to contaminated attic dust from opening up.  

5. It is contrary to the EPA environmental justice mandate to place the burden on 
the poor to monitor and report possible contamination exposure. The poor may 
well lack: knowledge of the contamination’s presence, the dangers such 
contamination poses and how to report possible exposure and whom to report it 
to. Low-income citizens may be fearful of reporting potential exposure to a 
government entity, may be fearful of incurring personal liability by reporting or 
getting into trouble by reporting, if renters, residents may be fearful of getting “in 
trouble” with the owner, and residents may have a lack of knowledge of how the 
bureaucratic Superfund process works (after all, it is pretty Byzantine).  

6. The EPA has the regulatory authority to modify institutional controls within the 
BPSOU in order to more fully assure that attic dust contamination is not entering 
into living areas within the homes of BPSOU. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA has carefully reviewed the prior risk assessments and action levels for the BPSOU 
and is confident that those actions levels are protective, conservative, and account for the most sensitive 
sub-populations in BPSOU.  Issues regarding trivalent arsenic, raised by the same commenter, were 
addressed in detail in the responsiveness summary to the BPSOU ROD, to which the commenter is 
referred.  Comments regarding attic dust are addressed above and in the responsiveness summary.  
Environmental justice issues have been examined and addressed by EPA in four reports and responses on 
the issues raised in this comment in the following documents: 
 
 EPA 2004. August 2, 2004 letter from Art Palomares (EPA – Environmental Justice Office) to 

John W Ray with subject of “Transmits and Discusses Environmental Justice Complaint 
Investigation” and a report dated August 2, 2004 from EPA Environmental Justice Program titled 
“Evaluation Report Environmental Justice Concerns at the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit, 
Butte, Montana, Final Report”. 

 EPA 2005. August 23, 2005 letter from Art Palomares (EPA Region 8– Environmental Justice 
Office) to John W Ray with subject of “Risk Assessments for Butte Priority Soils Environmental 
Justice Complaint” – 6 page letter with five appendices. 

 EPA 2007.   January 23, 2007 letter from Art Palomares (EPA Region 8 Environmental Justice 
Office) to John W Ray – 13 page letter regarding the BPSOU ROD. 

 EPA 2010.  January 12, 2010 letter from Art Palomares (EPA Region 8 Environmental Justice 
Office) to John W Ray regarding the Residential Metal Abatement Plan – 4 page letter. 

 
Comment: It is problematic as to whether the Remedy as currently being implemented 
will reach populations of concern, particularly low-income citizens. The draft Five-Year 
Review pays no attention to this issue. There is little concern displayed in the draft Five-
Year Review about reaching populations of concern, particularly low-income citizens.  
 
The citizen education/community involvement approach articulated in the Remedy is 
inadequate. Yet, this educational/community involvement component is critical for the 
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success of the Abatement Plan. The Plan’s approach places the burden of avoiding 
exposure to toxic wastes on the residents of Butte Priority Soils. Effective resolution of 
liability obligations is shifted from the PRPs to the non-liable citizens.  This is a total 
convolution of the Superfund process that calls for cleaning up an area in order to 
protect human health and the environment. Superfund is not an education program but 
a cleanup program. Superfund places the liability for cleanup on those legally 
responsible for the pollution, not the victims of pollution. It is interesting that in the 
draft Five-Year Review discusses public involvement it characterizes that involvement is 
a one-step, linear process in which the EPA gives “information” to citizens. Contrary to 
EPA mandates, EPA public involvement activities are characterized in the draft Five-
Year Review as essentially public relations activities in which the EPA attempts to “sell” 
the public on what the agency is doing. Efficacious public involvement up the EPA 
hierarchy is lacking. Substantive comments by the public that criticize EPA performance 
are ignored. Perhaps this is a by-product of the EPA evaluating the EPA.  
 
The EPA mandate for meaningful public participation is particularly pronounced when 
it comes to providing opportunities for meaningful participation by low-income citizens.  
On August 9, 2001, EPA administrator Christine Todd Williams issued a memorandum 
entitled “EPA’s Commitment to Environmental Justice” which in part stated: “The 
agency defines environmental justice to mean the fair treatment of people of all races, 
cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, implementation, and 
enforcement of environmental laws and policies, and their meaningful involvement in 
the decision making processes of the government.” She goes on to state that 
environmental justice means that everyone has “equal access to the decision-making 
process to have a healthy environment in which to live, learn, and work.”  The Region 8 
Action Plan for environmental justice issued in April 2003 mandates a pro-active 
approach to include, among others, low-income citizens.  
 
Although the institutionalized mechanisms and forums of participation have been 
provided with regard to Butte Priority Soils, contrary to EPA policy, there have been no 
pro-active attempts to specifically include or encourage low-income citizens to 
participate in the decision-making process. On August 21, 2001, the EPA stated that: 
“Fair treatment means that no group of people, including a racial, ethnic, or social 
economic group should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental 
consequences resulting from. . .the execution of federal, state, local and tribal programs 
and policies.” Meaningful participation as defined by EPA is that “the decision makers 
seek out and facilitate involvement of those potentially affected.” In April 1995 the EPA 
issued “The Environmental Protection Agency’s Environmental Justice Strategy” which 
mandates that the EPA needs to reach out to, among others, low-income residents and 
needs to afford them particular consideration in the development and execution of EPA 
policies, rules, regulations and guidelines.  Sylvia F. Liu, Attorney, Environment and 
Natural Resources Division of the U.S. Department of Justice, in an article entitled: 
“Environmental Justice: An Overview of Legal Issues,” states that agencies should: 
“Consider conducting outreach to the affected communities to promote participation in 
agency decision-making process concerning remedies.” (February 2000) So far, no 
specific outreach has been directed to the low-income citizens within Butte Priority Soils. 
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So far, the EPA has not reached out specifically to the low-income citizens who live 
within the Priority Soils area.  
 
There have been developed no outreach programs that specifically target low-income 
residents of Butte. There has been extended no particular consideration of the effects of a 
waste-in-place solution on the low-income residents of Butte.  The above lack of special 
attention to the low-income residents of Butte is at variance with the principles of 
environmental justice mandated under EPA rules, regulations, and policies. The 
proposed education program makes no special accommodation for reaching low-income 
citizens. 
 
Public/stakeholder input is supposed to impact and shape EPA decisions. 
 
Public/stakeholder input is supposed to inform and be taken into consideration as EPA 
formulates a remedy.  It is hard to see how low-income citizens can impact EPA 
decisions regarding Priority Soils if they are not specifically represented in the decision 
making process. The above is another area ignored in the draft Five-Year Review for 
Butte area Superfund sites. 

 
EPA Response:  Section 3.0 of the final RMAP (April 2010) outlines components of the community 
involvement program. The voluminous assertions and accusations presented by this commenter fail to 
show that the components of the RMAP community involvement program are inadequate. The RMAP 
presents innovative education efforts that target not only the population at large, but specifically educates 
key members of the citizenry that are involved in home remodeling and selling of property (contractors, 
developers, home inspectors, electricians, plumbers, and weatherization workers). Local hardware/home 
improvement stores provide educational materials to inform the “do-it-yourself” crowd. The program also 
educates day care centers, pediatricians, and various low-income assistance programs (WIC, LIEAP, 
Head Start). Furthermore, the RMAP requires each and every property in the BPSOU to be assessed and 
remediated as necessary. Approaching this in a systematic manner along with detailed tracking ensures 
that all properties are included, regardless of income level.  
 
Regarding environmental justice issues, see EPA’s response above. 
 
 
Summary--Public Participation and Environmental Justice 

Comment: It is a basic tenet of democratic decision making that: “on all matters where 
social action is substituted for individual action, liberty exists only through participation 
either in decision making or in control of leaders who make the decisions.” (Emmette 
Redford-Democracy in the Administrative State.) It is not just the ethics of democracy that 
mandates citizen participation, but the quality of public decisions is enhanced by public 
participation. The more people who are substantively involved in making a decision, the 
more information and the more perspectives that are brought to that decision. Public 
participation means that more alternative solutions are considered and the resulting 
decision will have greater credibility and legitimacy. Meaningful public participation 
promotes public civic education and increases trust in government institutions. 
Efficiency is also enhanced by public participation in that public acceptance of an agency 
decision decreases the likelihood of prolonged challenges to that decision. The law also 
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mandates that most public agencies take into account public comments in rendering 
their decisions. EPA policies, procedures, rules, and guidance documents certainly 
mandate significant and consequential public involvement. 
 
Agency personnel should not view the provision for meaningful public involvement as 
simply a procedural hurdle that need only be formally addressed. There are valuable 
contributions that the public can make to the Superfund decision-making process. 

1. Citizens know best how a decision will affect their interests. 
2. Citizens know the local area.  
3. Because it is concerned with the making and enforcing of government policy 

decisions, Superfund decision-making is as much, if not more, a political process 
than it is a scientific process.  Cleanup decisions cannot be determined with the 
certitude of a mathematic or scientific theorem. Although there are those who 
would seek to avoid conflict by an appeal to the certainty of science (after all you 
can’t argue with science), an appeal to “good science” cannot eliminate conflict. 
Correct environmental decisions lie in the realm of the probable and contingent 
not the certain and absolute.  As an inherently political process, the public must 
not only be involved but also allowed to be effective in their participation by 
decision makers. For example, consider Superfund’s nine criteria for remedial 
alternatives evaluation.  These criteria do not have scientific or technological 
certainty or precision. How they apply to perspective decisions, what they 
mandate and what they do not mandate, how they relate to each other, what they 
mean, and their significance are the result of political processes, bargaining and 
decision making.  If one takes cost, for instance, how do you determine with 
scientific and technical certainty whether or not an alternative costs too much? 
The very standards such as contaminant action levels and the risk assessment 
process are infused with politics. Often action levels are the result of political 
bargaining and represent the lowest common denominator of what is acceptable 
to the various groups fighting about where the levels should be placed. The 
notion of value neutral decisions in Superfund is unobtainable.  

4. Even decisions that are based in science and technology have to be open to public 
scrutiny and comment.  The expert must offer his or her expert opinion to the 
public in the public realm. The expert’s opinion must be tested, analyzed and 
evaluated in the public realm. We do not, even in environmental decision-
making, have a government of experts. To this end, it is important to remember 
that not all expertise resides in government or the PRPs.  Members of the general 
public often have extensive knowledge, experience, and expertise in the areas 
under consideration in Superfund. The wanton corporate hubris displayed at a 
recent meeting on Priority Soils where public input was characterized as the 
articulation of “feelings” is a disservice and mischaracterization of the value of 
the public participation process. Unfortunately, some Montana EPA officials buy 
into this characterization of the nature and value of public input.  

 
For reasons already articulated, the public has a right to participate in Superfund 
decision-making.  The low-income citizens living in the Butte Priority Soils area have a 
special right to participating in decision-making regarding the site. For reasons already 
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articulated, EPA rules, policies, procedures, and guidance documents mandate 
efficacious and meaningful public involvement, particularly on the part of 
environmentally disadvantaged groups such as low-income citizens. For reasons already 
articulated, public participation produces sound environmental decisions.  The specifics 
of my complaint address the issue of whether or not the Montana EPA really values 
public input into the decision making process regarding Butte Priority Soils. Does the 
Montana EPA allow public input to really impact a decision?  Does the Montana EPA 
see public involvement, particularly involvement by low-income citizens as meaningful 
and efficacious?  Does the Montana EPA afford meaningful opportunities, not just 
formal venues, for participation by low-income citizens?  Given recent comments by 
Montana EPA decision makers, unfortunately, in terms of deeds, the answer is no. While 
the forms of public participation are present, the substance of efficacious public 
participation is missing. It will be the low-income citizens of the Butte Priority Soils area 
who will continue to bear a disparate toxics burden as a result of the failure to provide 
for meaningful public participation in the decision making process surrounding Priority 
Soils. 
 
To me this is a significant test case regarding the efficacy of public involvement in 
Superfund decision-making. Does the Montana EPA really assign any weight to public 
involvement? Are we just going through the motions? If issues are effectively off the 
table of efficacious public discussion, if the primary elements of a remedy have already 
been determined regarding the “soils” element of Priority Soils while we are still in the 
RI/FS process, if the purview and purpose of citizen input can be limited to what the 
agency would like, if major emergency actions already taken are beyond public scrutiny 
and if significant elements of the remedy can be instituted by a PRP prior to the 
completion of the RI/FS and public comment, public participation in the Priority Soils 
decision has no substance. Some of the venues of public participation are there but the 
reality is absent, particularly for low-income citizens. What we have is “environmental 
theatre” where the script is already written, the outcome is already determined and the 
actors are simply playing pre-assigned parts and reading predetermined dialogue. 
Public participation in Superfund decision-making should be considered by the 
Montana EPA to be more than histrionics.    
 
It is clear EPA policy that special effort needs to be made to ensure the maximum level of 
participation by low-income citizens.  So far no special efforts have been made to ensure 
meaningful participation on the part of low-income citizens who live within the Priority 
Soils area. The draft Five-Year Review document does not address this issue.  

 
EPA Response:  EPA appreciates and encourages public participation, and realizes it needs to do a better 
job of educating the public on new issues as well as continuingly reeducating the public and new citizens 
on the fundamental site issues and rationale behind those decisions. EPA considers every comment 
received, but has to weigh the public’s opinion along with the other decision making criteria – and there 
are a lot of details to wade through to get to those decisions. Just because EPA does not make a decision 
that agrees with a comment does not mean that EPA did not consider that comment.  
 
As written, it is the opinion of the commenter that EPA is not doing an adequate job of reaching the poor. 
During community interviews, EPA specifically sought out not only the BSB Health Department, but 
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personnel at other programs who are also advocates for low income citizens. These people agree EPA and 
BSB are addressing environmental justice and outreach issues.  
 
See also our responses above regarding community involvement and environmental justice issues. 
 
 
Caps are not Permanently Protective of Human Health and the Environment  

Comment: Yet, the BPSOU Remedy as currently being implemented makes extensive 
use of capping toxic waste left in place. The draft Five-Year Review Document ignores 
all of these substantive problems with Caps.  

 
Problems with caps: 

1. Metals can be remobilized through bio-irrigation. (Dueri, Sibylle, et. al., 
University of Laval, Quebec, “Modeling the Transport of Heavy Metals through a 
Capping-Layer: The case Study of the Flood Sediments Deposited in the 
Saguenay Fjord, Quebec.”) 

2. The long term efficacy of caps can be compromised by advection “related to 
consolidation, diffusion, chemical reactions, and the effect of . . . burrowing 
activity.” (Ibid.) 

3. Desiccation can cause cracking of the cap cover. (David Daniel, Professor of Civil 
Engineering, University of Texas, Geotechnical Practice for Waste Disposal) 

4. The freeze-thaw cycle can produce changes in the structure and fabric of the cover 
and a way that increases hydraulic conductivity. (Ibid.) 

5. Caps are difficult to construct correctly. (Ibid.) 
6. Caps are difficult to maintain and repair. (Ibid.) 
7. Erosion is a serious problem. (Jack Caldwell, U.S. Department of Energy, 

Principles and Practice of Waste Encapsulation.) 
8. Biointrusion can compromise the effectiveness of the cap. (Ibid.) 
9. Differential settlement of the cap can cause cracking. (Oweis and Khera, New 

Jersey Institute of Technology, Geotechnology of Waste Management.) 
10. Caps require regular and often expensive repair. (Ibid.) 
11. Stabilization of the cap is a problem. (Ibid.) 
12. Caps present long-term subsidence and settlement issues. (Ibid.) 
13. Because of their susceptibility to “weathering, cracking and subsidence” caps 

have limited long term utility. “Wind, rain, and generalized erosion over time can 
severely damage even a well-designed . . . cover.”  (U.S. Department of Energy, 
Office of Environmental Management, “Remediation Technology Descriptions: 
Containment.”) See also: Merritt, Frederick (ed.) Standard Handbook for Civil 
Engineers, McGraw-Hill, New York. 

 
The extensive use of caps as a cleanup method for Butte Priority Soils would do nothing 
to reduce the toxicity and volume and mobility of contaminants.  Caps do nothing to 
clean up a site. The extensive use of caps as a cleanup method for Butte Priority Soils 
would not provide a permanent remedy.  The extensive use of caps as a cleanup method 
for BPSOU would violate the Superfund mandate for treatment over containment. In 
short, the extensive use of caps for the BPSOU would not be protective of human health 
and the environment.  
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EPA Response:  The BPSOU remedy, including prior removal actions, involved extensive removal (for 
example, large volumes of contaminants were removed from the Lower Area One area) and capping of 
certain source areas.  EPA recognizes the problems that can occur from capped waste, and included a 
detailed and thorough maintenance and inspection program in the BPSOU ROD for these caps, known as 
BRES. 
 
EPA’s five year review found problems with the implementation of the BRES program and the condition 
of some of the caps in Butte. This is an example of the five year review process working as it should. The 
issue is noted as a primary issue and recommendation in the review.  In response, EPA has met with the 
responsible parties and is increasing its oversight of the BRES implementation substantially.  Reports on 
BRES implementation are now available, and more efforts are needed.   EPA plans further enforcement 
efforts to ensure that the BRES capping requirements are implemented to ensure that the remedy is 
protective.  
 

Comment: Institutional Controls—The Public should be concerned about too great a 
Reliance on Institutional Controls for the Remedy as currently being implemented. The 
draft Five-Year Review ignores all of the problems related to institutional controls that 
are discussed at length in the following pages.  
 
Institutional controls per se do nothing to reduce the mobility, toxicity, or volume of 
contaminants.  Institutional controls do nothing to clean up a site. The institutional 
controls being considered in the EPA’s RI/FS for Priority Soils would seriously limit 
productive land uses and greatly compromise the property rights of owners to use their 
land as they determine. The extensive reliance on institutional controls is also contrary 
to the Superfund mandate of preference for treatment over restricted land use. 
Institutional controls do nothing to treat a site. The EPA’s own document “Rules of 
Thumb for Superfund Remedy Selection” states that the law mandates a clear preference 
for treatment over all other approaches. “EPA expects to use treatment to address the 
principal threats posed by a site. . . .” [40 CFR 300.430(a)(1)(iii)(A)]. The above document 
also notes: “Institutional controls. . .generally shall not substitute for more active 
measures. . . .” (pp. 12-13) 

 
EPA Response:  Institutional controls are specified in the BPSOU ROD.  EPA has reviewed the cited 
guidance and agrees that institutional controls should not be used as a substitute for remediation.  The 
BPSOU ROD requires substantial, active remediation of contaminants, and then supplements those 
requirements with practical and limited institutional controls.  EPA believes that this use of institutional 
controls is consistent with the cited guidance and with the Superfund law and regulations. 
 

Comment:  The EPA itself has found significant problems with institutional controls at 
its other sites.  In an article entitled “EPA, Think Tank Studies Show Superfund Land-
use Controls Flawed, December 10, 2001” which summarizes “Superfund Report via 
Inside EPA.com” by Resources for the Future, we find these conclusions, reached by the 
EPA itself, which due to their significance, I will quote at length: 
 
“EPA and environmental think tank studies have shown that the federal and state 
governments’ land-use restrictions at Superfund sites, known as institutional controls 
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(IC), are seriously flawed, with an agency study showing the controls are not reliably 
implemented and the think tank report finding the controls are dramatically under-
funded.” 
 
“During a November 27 land use control summit, sponsored by the International 
City/County Management Association (ICMA), EPA officials and the Environmental 
Law Institute (ELI), outlined numerous shortcomings they have found with EPA’s IC 
monitoring and enforcement efforts nationwide.  While EPA released the results of a 
study showing EPA has failed to ensure Superfund ICs are reliably implemented, and 
ELI study indicates that EPA’s ICs are dramatically under-funded.” 
 
“Bruce Means, of EPA’s Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse Office, told attendees 
that preliminary studies show that half of the ICs implemented under Superfund 
records of decisions (ROD) were mischaracterized.  During a study of RODs conducted 
during 1999 and 2000, the agency found that half of the ICs established under RODs 
were not implemented as the agency had planned.” 
 
“And Jay Pendergrass of ELI outlined the preliminary findings of ELI’s study of state’s 
IC programs, which showed that the programs are severely under-funded.” 
“In a draft version of the report, Pendergrass found that state environmental programs 
are underfunded and as a result the sites allocate very little time on IC implementation.  
The funding and staffing shortfall ‘raises concerns about whether [ICs] are implemented 
as intended and [are] as protective as intended.” 
 
“An ICMA source agrees that EPA has serious problems with its IC program, saying 
that the agency has many RODs with vague or inconsistent references to such controls.” 
(pages 1-2) 
 
The greater the cleanup of the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit, the more the site can be 
used productively. The less cleanup of the BPSOU, the less the site can be used for 
residences and recreational uses.  Given the EPA’s admission that institutional controls 
have failed it in the past, it is amazing that the remedies listed in the RI/FS for Priority 
Soils call for such extensive use of institutional controls.  

 
EPA Response:  EPA has insisted that a detailed institutional control plan be developed by the 
responsible parties to address these very issues.  That plan was released for informal public comment, and 
the final version of the plan will address public comments.  EPA, via its enforcement mechanisms, is 
insisting that the limited institutional controls found in the BPSOU ROD are clearly implemented, 
enforced, and funded, via the plans. 
 

Comment: Other Problems with Institutional Controls: 
a. There is a tendency not to implement institutional controls as time passes. 

Frequently institutional control mandates are not carried to completion. 
b. The effectiveness of institutional controls usually depends upon the ability, 

personnel and resources of the local government to implement.  Often local 
governments do not have the personnel or resources to devote to the 
implementation and monitoring of institutional controls. Given the national 
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administration’s proposed cutbacks in Superfund allocations, resources will be 
increasingly unavailable on the national level to monitor implementation and 
effectiveness of institutional controls. Certainly the financial capacity of Butte’s local 
government to implement and monitor institutional controls is greatly limited. 
Nowhere does the EPA’s comprehensively address the above issue. 

c. “Institutional controls rely heavily on humans to implement, oversee, and 
administer them. It is human nature to ignore tasks that no one else seems to care 
about or where the purpose is not readily apparent.  Residual hazardous substances 
are a classic example of a problem that is not readily apparent.” (“Protecting Public 
Health at Superfund Sites: Can Institutional Controls Meet the Challenge?” 
Environmental Law Institute, p. 2) 

d. Although EPA must review the remedy every five years, the frequency of this 
review process may be insufficient to detect the failure of institutional controls.  

e. The use of education as part of the institutional controls strategy is a substantial part 
of the EPA’s approach to implementing institutional controls.  Research of previous 
remedies under Superfund indicates that education programs fail to materialize.  

f. “In addition to the direct costs of implementing institutional controls, their use can 
impose substantial indirect costs on communities, property owners, prospective 
purchasers and developers by limiting the ways a site may be used.  The burden of 
the restrictions on use of the site falls on the property owner and the community, 
with the owner reaping potentially lower profits from use of the property and the 
community receiving lower social benefits from the allowed uses than would have 
been possible if no restrictions existed.” (ELI, Ibid.) 

g. Because the sites where institutional controls will be implemented will not be 
cleaned up and will present a continuing potential threat to human health, these 
sites will be off limits to development in perpetuity. It is difficult to see how the use 
of institutional controls meshes with the goals of the EPA’s Superfund 
Redevelopment Initiative. 

h. It is impossible to determine future possible land uses for the site nor is it possible to 
predict unanticipated land uses.  (See: “Linking Land Use and Superfund Cleanups: 
Uncharted Territory,” by Probst, Hersh, Wernstedy and Mazurek, Summary of 
Findings, RFF, p. 1) 

i. “Institutional controls have more problems than just risk miscalculation.  Breeches in 
the site because of future construction, or even animals may cause the control to fail.  
The lack of a required contingency plan, would not account for new remedies, new 
information, or failed institutional controls negatively impacts the effectiveness of 
the treatment.  Institutional memory loss was well is an important factor. This 
memory loss occurs when a party decides to breach the original institutional control 
without its own knowledge. In fact, in the ICMA (International City/County 
Management Association) study, the majority of respondents (63%) said that 
breaches in the institutional controls on a site were highly or somewhat likely.  
Following up on that question, 30% of the respondents reported that no formal 
inspection schedule was set up to evaluate the site as require by law.” (Erwin Tam, 
Environmental Science and Economics, UC Berkeley, “Analysis of Institutional 
Controls at California Superfund Sites.”) 

j. “Concern has been expressed about the long-term viability of institutional controls 
as a remediation tool.  For example, they may be forgotten; enforcement agencies 
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may not effectively review properties or land users’ actions; or land users simply 
may take their chances.  Decision makers should weigh the full costs of such options, 
including capital costs, costs of long-term sampling and analysis, and costs of 
replacing equipment, as well as concerns about potential long-term risks associated 
with contaminants left in place, against the cost options that would remove the 
contaminants completely.  Many local governments do not yet have the capacity and 
resources necessary to meet the challenges of long-term stewardship.” 
(“Understanding the Role of Institutional Controls at Brownfields Sites: Major 
Concepts and Issues.”) 

k. Because institutional controls leave large amounts of contaminants in place, 
institutional controls will have to be perpetual.  Who is to say what anticipated land 
uses come up for an institutionally controlled area?  For example, fifty years after the 
record of decision for Butte Priority Soils is implemented, the contaminants will still 
be there threatening human health and the environment, but will the will be there to 
restrict land uses in order to prevent the release of contaminants. “Institutional 
controls ‘work’ only if they are complied with. And while this is true of any site 
remedy, institutional controls require monitoring and enforcement over long time 
periods.”  (“Linking Land Use and Superfund Cleanups: Unchartered Territory, 
Probst, et al., Resources for the Future Center for Risk Management.) Will the will to 
enforce institutional controls exist fifty to a hundred years in the future? 

l. Legal, social and political pressures limit the effectiveness of institutional controls. 
(Ibid.) 

m. The long-term effectiveness of institutional controls is unknown. “There has, 
however, been little investigation of what happens at sites on the National Priorities 
List (NPL) when land use plays a prominent role in the remedy selection process.  
There also has been little analysis of what institutions are involved in making land 
use decisions and maintaining land use restrictions over time. It is unclear what legal 
mechanisms are most effective, what institutions will be responsible for enforcing 
institutional controls, and who’s going to pay for these additional responsibilities.  
We need to be able to answer these questions if land use-based remedies are to be 
protective over the long term.” (Ibid.) 

 
“Planners of long-term disposal systems have long recognized the difficulty of 
maintaining institutional control over property. . . .” (Jack A. Caldwell and Charles C. 
Reith, Principles and Practice of Waste Encapsulation, 1993, p. 35)  

 
EPA Response: EPA Region 8 hopes to learn from the problems identified in institutional control efforts 
at other sites, and has accordingly been specific in its description of limited institutional controls in the 
BPSOU ROD and has insisted on clear reporting, funding and implementation plans for the 
institutional controls from the responsible parties.  EPA will maintain oversight of these efforts as they 
are implemented, and will review the yearly reports as well as address issues in the five year reviews for 
BPSOU which will continue for a long time.  
 
 
More on the inadequacy of Institutional Controls 

Comment: Superfund’s goal is to clean up hazardous waste sites that pose a threat to 
human health and the environment. Superfund cleanups should provide a permanent 
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remedy that, in part, reduces the toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants. 
Because Superfund has a strong preference for treatment, the use of institutional 
controls should normally not be a substitute for “more active measures (e.g. treatment 
and/or containment of source materials) as the sole remedy. . . .” (40 CFR 
300.430(a)(1)(iii)(D). OSWER Directive                     9355.0-69, EPA 540-R-97-013 makes 
essentially this same point that the use of institutional controls should be a remedy of 
last resort.  
 
To the extent that contamination at a site is really cleaned up, the necessity for 
institutional controls is minimized.  To the extent that institutional controls are used at a 
site to put waste off-limits, the extent of contamination cleanup is minimized. It is 
important to remember that the impetus for Superfund in the first place was a failure of 
institutional controls to prevent the contamination problems and resultant health effects 
at Love Canal where the institutional controls were not followed. Risk is a function of 
both toxicity of the materials on site and the degree of exposure to the hazardous waste. 
(Effects of Future Land Use Assumptions on Environmental Restoration Decision Making, 
DOE, Office of Environmental Policy and Assistance, RCRA/CERCLA Information 
Brief, DOE/EH-413/9810, July 1998, p.1) Institutional controls depend on limiting 
exposure to toxic materials and do nothing to lessen the toxicity of these materials. After 
institutional controls are implemented, the toxic materials that originally triggered the 
Superfund cleanup are still on site to threaten human health and the environment.  
 
Superfund should be concerned about treating hazardous wastes so that they are no 
longer toxic and, if treatment of the waste is technically impossible, removing the 
hazardous waste to a repository where the waste will no longer threaten human health 
and the environment. “Our obligation is to free subsequent generations of the 
responsibility for caretaking our hazardous residues, not to saddle them with 
housekeeping chores which, if neglected, will result in the re-pollution of the 
environment that we worked so hard to clean.” (Jack A. Caldwell and Charles C. Reith, 
Principles and Practice of Waste Encapsulation. Boca Raton: Lewis Publishing Co., 1993, p. 
35.) Wastes that are institutionally controlled are still a permanent threat to human 
health and the environment. 
 
The cleaner a site is after remediation, the greater the potential land uses for that site.  
The more contamination left after remediation, the less the potential land uses are for the 
site. “Citizens have pushed for the highest cleanup standards, arguing that an 
unrestricted use would allow a wider range of future development at the site.” 
(Wernstedt, et. al., Basing Superfund Cleanups on Future Land Uses: Promising Remedy or 
Dubious Nostrum?, Resources for the Future, Discussion Paper 98-03, October 1997, p. 17) 
The institutional controls being considered in the EPA’s RI/FS for Butte Priority Soils 
would seriously limit productive land uses and greatly compromise the property rights 
of owners. The extensive reliance on institutional controls is also contrary to the 
Superfund mandate of preference for treatment and cleanup over institutional controls 
that restrict land use in perpetuity. If the goal is to encourage productive land uses after 
Superfund cleanup, a clean site affords the most encouragement. If the goal is to protect 
human health and the environment, these toxic materials must be treated and/or 
removed. 
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The thesis of my comments is that the use of institutional controls for the Butte Priority 
Soils Operable Unit should be minimal. The draft Five-Year Review gives them a pass. 
Instead of extensive use of institutional controls to deal with the BPSOU contaminants, 
the toxics in Butte Priority Soils should either be treated on site or, if that is not feasible, 
be removed to a safe repository and treated there using appropriate innovative 
technologies.   

 
The reasons for this conclusion are:  

1. Institutional controls do not meet the Superfund mandate of really cleaning up a 
site. To clean up means to make free of contamination. 

2. Institutional controls are not permanent remedies. Rather, institutional controls 
permanently leave pollutants in place.  

3. Institutional controls do nothing to reduce the toxicity of the hazardous 
materials. Lead, arsenic, mercury, and cadmium don’t naturally attenuate over 
time, but keep their toxicity indefinitely. 

4. Institutional controls are designed, implemented and monitored poorly. 
5. Institutional controls have inherent enforcement problems. 
6. Institutional controls have severe legal problems that work against effective         

reduction of the threats to human health and the environment posed by toxic 
materials. 

7. Institutional controls are ineffective. 
8. Institutional controls for a Superfund site are usually the result of a defective 

process that limits public participation and which leads to a haphazard 
development of institutional controls for a particular site. 

9. Institutional controls are poorly understood and poorly defined.  
 
EPA Response: The final five year review report for the BPSOU does not give institutional controls as 
pass.  Rather, it lists the institutional controls specifically and discusses the status of implementation for 
these controls.  The institutional controls required at BPSOU are not substitutes for cleanup but are 
important supplemental actions for the active cleanup components for the BPSOU remedy. As noted, 
EPA has insisted on detailed implementation plans from the responsible parties for the BPSOU 
institutional controls, and EPA will oversee and monitor these efforts carefully.   
 
Institutional Controls are not Effective 

Comment:   A. The EPA itself has found significant problems with the effectiveness of 
institutional controls. For example, in an article entitled “EPA, Think Tank Studies Show 
Superfund Land-use Controls Flawed, December 10, 2001” which summarizes 
“Superfund Report via Inside EPA.com” by Resources for the Future, we find the 
following conclusions:  
 

1. Institutional Controls are not reliably implemented. The EPA study found that 
over half of the institutional controls implemented under EPA issued records of 
decision are mischaracterized and that half of the institutional controls were not 
implemented according to EPA plans.  
2. Institutional Controls are dramatically underfunded. 
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3. Monitoring of institutional controls is poor. Another study of California 
Superfund sites entitled: “Analysis of Institutional Controls at California 
Superfund Sites” by Erwin Tam of the University of California—Berkley found 
that 30% of the sites had no inspection schedule as required by law and in 63% of 
the cases it was felt that compromise of the institutionally controlled site was 
likely.  
4. Enforcement of institutional controls is poor. 
5. ROD’s tend to have “vague or inconsistent references” to institutional controls. 

 
In a study done by English, et. al. of the University of Tennessee entitled Institutional 
Controls at Superfund Sites, (July 1997. Hereinafter cited as Institutional Controls at 
Superfund Sites.), which was funded in part by EPA; the EPA’s remedial project 
managers admit the above listed problems (1-5) with institutional controls. The report 
concludes: “Perhaps most importantly, the results of this study point to a fairly strong 
sense of unease on the part of some RPMs with the efficacy of institutional controls.  
This finding is consistent with discussions in the literature on the efficacy of institutional 
controls.” (p.67) No wonder noted engineers Jack A Caldwell and Charles C. Reith 
stated in their book Principles and Practice of Waste Encapsulation, that “Planners of long-
term disposal systems have long recognized the difficulty of maintaining institutional 
control over property. . . .” (p. 35) 
 
B. “To the extent that responsibility for selecting and maintaining the long-term 
effectiveness of the remedy will become contingent on the intent and actions of a more 
diffuse set of institutions—local government, private property laws, current and future 
property owners, land recordation offices, the courts—the ultimate effectiveness of a 
remedy to protect human health and the environment will become increasingly difficult 
to assess.” (Hersh, et. al., Linking Land Use and Superfund Cleanups: Uncharted Territory, 
Center for Risk Management, 1997, p.49. Hereinafter cited as: Linking Land Use.) If 
institutional controls become a prime remedy for the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit, 
the community will have to live with these controls, effective or not, in perpetuity.  
 
C. The success of institutional controls will depend on changing the way people behave 
which is very difficult.  
 

Managing human behavior is an extraordinarily difficult task. None of the 
institutional controls in use, or under consideration for future use, is foolproof. 
None can reduce to zero the risk of human or environmental exposure to 
hazardous substances left in place at a site.  Nor is there a universal, all-purpose 
institutional control appropriate for all sites.  (Environmental Law Institute, 
Protecting Public Health at Superfund Sites: Can Institutional Controls Meet the 
Challenge, 1999, p. 13. Hereinafter cited as Protecting Public Health.) 
 

The risk of human exposure is considerably less if the toxics are treated to make them 
non-toxic or if they are removed to a repository where the public cannot come in contact 
with them. 
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D. The relationship between land use and toxic exposure is not well understood and can 
have a great deal of variation. 

 
Institutional Controls have Inherent Limitations 

Comment:   A. Institutional controls do nothing to reduce the toxicity or volume of 
contaminants. Institutional controls, per se, are not that effective in reducing mobility of 
toxics off-site. To be protective of human health and the environment, institutional 
controls would have to last as long as the toxics last. “Substances such as lead, mercury, 
arsenic, and cadmium will not degrade at all and will remain potentially hazardous 
unless removed or treated. In order to effectively protect against exposure to such long-
lived risks, institutional controls would need to last essentially for as long as humans are 
expected to live on the planet.” 
(Protecting Public Health, p. 13.) No institutional control has this needed level of 
permanence. If institutional controls are used instead of removal and/or treatment, 
these controls will have to work in perpetuity.  Remember, toxic heavy metals such as 
those found at the BPSOU do not lose their toxicity over time.  Yet, institutional controls 
are predicated on the designated land use of a sight existing in perpetuity—a flawed 
assumption. Land use changes are the most frequent changes in a locality.  
 
B. Institutional controls also increase the likelihood that people will unknowingly be 
exposed to hazardous materials. Leaving contamination on site will always pose a threat 
of exposure if the institutional control fails. Predicting the long-term efficacy of an 
institutional control system is very problematic.  
 
C. As we saw with regard to lead exposure, very often, as time passes, it is determined 
that the contamination in place is more dangerous to human health and/or the 
environment than originally thought.  In such a situation, the in-place institutional 
controls may not be sufficiently protective of human health and the environment. 
“Questions then arise about who should be responsible for additional controls or 
remediation, and about whether residual contaminants should be allowed only if their 
risks and methods of containment are well understood.” (Institutional Controls at 
Superfund Sites, p. 36.) It is critical that we get the most protective remedy the first time 
around. 
 
D. Since the implementation of institutional controls depends on people, human error or 
neglect is a constant problem.  After a remedy is selected, the degree of interest in the 
implementation of the remedy does not match the degree of interest shown during the 
remedy selection process.  “Residual hazardous substances are a classic example of a 
problem that is not readily apparent, and the tasks associated with implementing 
institutional controls are unlikely to be the focus of widespread public attention in many 
cases. Thus, decision makers should plan for a relatively high probability that the person 
charged with the responsibility to implement an institutional control will fail to do so 
because that task is not a high priority for that person or because it is a task without a 
specific deadline and can therefore be postponed indefinitely.” (Protecting Public Health, 
p. 103)  The efficacy of an institutional control depends on human judgment and “the 
judgment of any individual may be questionable in a specific situation and a poor 
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judgment about implementing institutional controls could cause people to be exposed to 
hazardous substances.” (Protecting Public Health, p. 105) 

 
EPA Response:  See our responses to similar comments above. 
 
 
The Meaning and Understanding of Institutional Controls is Problematic 

Comment: A. What are the institutions that will be charged with controlling the toxics? 
How will these institutions coordinate their activities? Who will devise these 
institutional controls? Who will have enforcement responsibility? How will these 
controls be enforced?  
 
What is meant by controls? To what extent will the nature of these controls be the result 
of political processes rather then good protective environmental and scientific 
technology? Who will monitor the institutional controls?  How often will the controls be 
monitored? How will they be monitored? All of these questions must be satisfactorily 
answered before the public can have any confidence in the protectiveness of the 
controls. Yet, in far too many cases where EPA has extensively utilized institutional 
controls, these questions have never been answered. Nor is there any consensus as to 
how they should be answered.  
 
B. “When we admit societal values, power, political leverage, and notions of rights and 
duties into the picture, it becomes difficult to see ‘controls’ as anything but contested, 
and hence problematic. For institutional controls are not stagnant features of a remedy 
but are made and unmade in the course of experience by regulatory statutes, by the 
acuity of government oversight, by negotiations at planning board meetings, by the 
attitudes of bankers, developers, and others involved in real estate, by the limitations of 
scientific understanding of the health risks posed by toxic chemicals, by the vast and 
evolving corpus of real property law, by public trust in government or the lack thereof, 
and, in a broader sense by the constellation of rights and responsibilities that inform a 
societal ethic.” (Linking Land Use, p. 52. See also: T. Beatley, Ethical Land Use: Principles of 
Policy and Planning (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Press, 1994 and R. Platt, Land Use and 
Society: Geography, Law and Public Policy (Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 1996) 
 
Even if there were some agreement on the nature and role of institutional controls, that 
agreement would be fleeting.  

 
EPA Response:  EPA has required ARCO, the primary responsible party for the BPSOU, to conduct 
detailed and thorough implementation evaluation for institutional controls during the RI/FS, and these 
reports are reviewed periodically by EPA enforcement personnel and are in the administrative record of 
BPSOU.  As noted, EPA has insisted on specific and detailed implementation plans, which address roles 
and funding, and EPA will oversee and monitor these efforts. 
 
 
The Effectiveness of Institutional Controls is Compromised by a Dependency 
on Local Government 
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Comment:   A. It is impossible for local government to predict future land uses. Most 
land use planning is done in a very piecemeal, incremental fashion. One of the great 
faults of incremental decision-making is its inability to predict accurately or to plan for 
possible future events that differ from the present.   
 
B. Often the development of institutional controls occurs after the record of decision has 
been determined.  This later development limits public participation and limits local 
government input into the design and implementation of institutional controls.  If 
institutional controls are imposed on local government after secret consent decree 
negotiations, local governments may well see no compelling reason to be pro-active in 
enforcing or monitoring these controls.  
 
C. Often the development of specific institutional controls is more of a political process 
rather than a technical or scientific process.  The essence of the political process is 
compromise which compromises may not be protective of human health and the 
environment.  “When institutional controls are used to assure protection of human 
health and the environment, the technical adequacy of the remedy becomes dependent 
on a number of non-technical factors over which EPA has little influence.  These include: 
the efficacy of local government administration; the consistent application of zoning 
ordinances; the ability of private property restrictions (such as easements and restrictive 
covenants) to bind both current and successive users of the sites; and prompt 
enforcement.” (Linking Land Use, p. 7.)  Land use planning on the local level is often not 
systematic but results from the compromises that are endemic to the political process.  
Often land use planning decisions represent the interests of developers, bankers, real 
estate agents, and etc. rather than the interests of the general public.   
 
D. The lack of consistency in developing and applying land use controls on the local 
level means that institutional controls are not very dependable or reliable. “In no area of 
American law are there such frequent requests for amendments to the law (rezoning 
requests) or minor revisions to the law under the guise of an administrative actions 
(variance, special exemptions, and so forth.” (Linking Land Use, p. 61)  In fact changing 
zoning is the most common form of land use action which local government takes. (Ibid., 
p. 62)  E.D. Kelly in “Zoning” states this process is inherently “unpredictable and 
unfair.” (Found in The Practice of Local Government Planning, 2nd ed., ed. F.S. So and J. 
Getzels (Washington, D.C.: ICMA Training Institute, 1988) Variances are also frequently 
given. B. Collingsworth in The Political Culture of Planning notes: “Various studies have 
convincingly shown that boards of adjustment (or appeal) commonly operate according 
to their own sense of what is right, with little regard to the law, or even their local 
planning department.” (New York: Routledge, 1993, p. 7) English, et. al. conclude in 
Institutional Controls at Superfund Sites that: “local governments can repeal or modify any 
ordinance that they create. In no other area of American law are there such frequent 
requests for amendments to the law, and decisions about land use have been among the 
most controversial and contested issues in many communities.  Furthermore, some 
zoning ordinances place few locational constraints on residential construction, and, 
especially if a local government does not agree with the proposed Superfund remedy, it 
may be unwilling to cooperate by amending its zoning ordinance.” (Energy, 
Environment, and Resources Center, University of Tennessee, July 1997. Hereinafter 
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cited as: Institutional Controls at Superfund Sites.)  For example, most restraints on local 
governments ability to change zoning regulations are procedural not substantive.  
 
E. Local governments also face serious problems regarding the long term, permanent 
application of institutional controls. Enforcement of institutional controls by local 
government has been called “the weakest link of the chain.” (Claudia Kerbawy, 
telephone interview with Robert Hersh, November 1995. Kerbawy is Chief of 307, 
Environmental Response Division, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, 
Lansing, Michigan quoted in Linking Land Use, p. 65.) E.D. Kelly in Enforcing Land Use 
Controls calls local enforcement and monitoring of institutional controls “a planner’s 
paradise but an enforcement nightmare.” (Planning Advisory Service, Report Number 
409 [Chicago: American Planning Association, 1988], p. 4)  
 
F. The effective use of institutional controls demands coordination between and among 
several levels of government—a difficult, if not impossible, task. Several government 
agencies may be charged with selecting and implementing the institutional controls.  
The lack of coordination and cooperation between these agencies can doom institutional 
controls to failure. So often in the past, institutional controls have been selected on the 
federal level and the local government has been charged with implementation. Yet, often 
the local government does not have the authority, funding, interest in or commitment to 
the institutional controls imposed on it. Coordination and commitment problems can 
mean that the institutional controls will not be implemented as planned and will not be 
effective. “The entities responsible for implementation and operation of institutional 
controls must support the controls selected and have the authority, resources and 
commitment to enforce them. Because institutional controls may be essentially an 
unfunded mandate and can conflict with other interests of a locality or state, such as 
economic development, local acceptance is particularly important.” (Protecting Public 
Health, p. 98) 
 
G. The often-poor record keeping of the land use conditions that have been imposed on 
a Superfund site also compromise enforcement. Even conscientious developers may not 
be able to ascertain what restrictions have been placed on a piece of property they wish 
to develop. 
 
H. Problems with local funding also limit the enforcement of institutional controls. 

“The long term efficacy of institutional controls must be based on regular 
monitoring, PRP or site owner compliance, and prompt enforcement; yet funding 
for environmental monitoring and enforcement at the local level has been 
reduced, and noncompliance with property-based restrictions can be difficult to 
detect. With deep funding cuts for environment enforcement activities at both 
the federal and state levels, there is a strong possibility that noncompliance with 
institutional controls will go unnoticed. Institutional controls work only if they 
are complied with. While this is true of any site remedy, institutional controls 
require monitoring and enforcement over long time periods and are thus more 
problematic.  If we define a right to exist only when there is a system to protect 
the holder of the right from action or claims of another, to what extent should we 
see the increased use of institutional controls as a process that reduces the rights 
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of nearby residents or workers on remediated sites while privileging those of 
past polluters?  ” (Linking Land Use, p. 68) 

 
I.  Local and state governments experience great turnover of staff.  Institutional 

knowledge about the institutional controls is lost when there is a constant turnover 
of knowledgeable personnel.  

 
EPA Response:  The Butte Silver Bow County government is a responsible party for the BPSOU Site.  
As such, its personnel have been involved in the development of the detailed institutional control plans for 
the site.  Funding and follow through are important issues for local government implementation of 
institutional controls, and EPA has insisted on detailed implementation plans for the ICs at BPSOU 
which will, hopefully, address the concerns raised by this comment. 
 
Legal Issues Limit the Effectiveness of Institutional Controls 

Comment:  A. Another problem complicating the use of institutional controls are the 
courts. The courts can potentially play a significant role on land use decisions and land 
use decisions can be very litigious.  

“Although the courts try not to make substantive zoning decisions, judicial 
attacks on local land use regulations are well documented in case law and in the 
planning literature and constitute yet another source of uncertainty to the 
effective working of institutional controls at Superfund sites.  In view of the wide 
variation in the decisions of state and appellate courts concerning the limits of 
police power to regulate land use and the need for Constitutional protection for 
the individual, it is easy to envisage the possibility that an owner of a site that is 
encumbered with a use restriction may challenge and successfully invalidate an 
institutional control, such as a zoning restriction, on the grounds that the 
restriction will cause a severe burden and, as such, constitutes a taking of private 
property by the government.” (Linking Land Use, p. 64) 

 
B. The NCP does not clearly specify the legal authority for institutional controls. Because 
there are no detailed statutory specifications of institutional controls, institutional 
controls are often left to the end of the remedy selection process where public input is 
minimal. Leaving them to the end is problematic in that: “If you leave institutional 
controls to the last and you can’t get them implemented, then you’re stuck.  You’re at a 
dead end rather than the destination of the record of decision (ROD).” (Claudia 
Kerbawy, op.cit., p. 53)   
 
C. On a practical level, it is unclear who should monitor and enforce the institutional 
controls.  RODs usually have little specificity regarding the implementation and 
monitoring of institutional controls. Often the specification of the nature and types of 
institutional controls is very general.  Questions abound regarding what kind of 
monitoring will be performed, who will perform the monitoring, how and what type of 
enforcement will occur, what will be the frequency of the monitoring, and who is 
responsible for maintaining the protectiveness of the institutional control arrangements. 
The technical remedy is determined first and then institutional controls are developed to 
protect the remedy.  Yet, it is often difficult to get acceptance by property owners or 
PRPs after the ROD is issued 
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D. Given that issues related to institutional land use/property control are not based in 
federal law but are based in state property laws or the local police power, federal control 
of institutional controls on the local level is very limited.  CERCLA provides EPA with 
oversight authority over institutional controls that are part of the ROD remedy but 
CERCLA provides no mechanisms to enforce that control.  Every five years, EPA can 
amend a remedy when contaminants are left in place, but during that five-year period 
the supervision of institutional controls is with the local government.  Much to 
compromise a remedy can happen in five years.  Moreover, there are serious proposals 
in Congress to remove the five-year review process. Hence, federal supervision of 
institutional controls is very problematic and could disappear altogether.   
 
E. It is very problematic whether an institutional control on a current owner of a 
particular property would bind subsequent owners of that property.  “Can third parties 
(for example, community groups or the local government) enforce a restriction at a site if 
the property owner fails to comply with the control and the holder of the easement, for 
example, (EPA, a PRP, the state government, or a local government if signatory to the 
agreement) fails to act properly? (Linking Land Use, p. 57) In Environmental Regulation of 
Real Property, N. Robinson comments that institutional control covenants are very 
complicated and that “they often defeat the attempts of parties to write covenants which 
will be enforceable against successors.” (pp. 6-16) For example, the form of future 
property ownership must be similar to the existing type of property ownership for an 
institutional control restriction to continue in force. Once a property is sold to a new 
owner, monitoring of what the new owner does on the property is diffuse if it exists at 
all. 
What happens in a commercial venture if the purchaser of the property goes bankrupt? 
Who is responsible for the institutional control restrictions on the property?  Who will 
enforce these restrictions? State laws regulating the use property are Byzantine.  

“The common law tradition of different types of ownership could limit long-term 
effectiveness of (institutional controls’) reliability if they fail to bind third parties 
to the agreements worked out in the consent decree, and the question of 
authority—who holds an easement and on what legal basis can the government 
or some other entity challenge noncompliance with the easement or deed 
restriction—is, again, open to interpretation.  These issues suggest that 
proprietary controls, negotiated between PRP/site owners and government 
(federal, state, local) may be insufficient by themselves to effectively ensure the 
long-term safety of the public from residual contamination.   Their reliability 
hinges on how carefully they are devised, the authority and willingness of the 
party holding the rights to use them, and the willingness of a property owner to 
comply.”  (Linking Land Use, p. 58) 

 
F. Multiple owners or multiple use of a site also compromise the ability of government 
to police institutional controls.  
 
G. The “touch and concern” doctrine can limit the efficacy of real covenants in the 
institutional control process. “Equitable servitudes” also are limited in their 
effectiveness by the “touch and concern” requirement.  
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H. Liability under institutional controls is problematic.  

“When institutional controls are created, it is important to determine who will be 
liable in the event they fail.  Even if the EPA has entered into a consent decree at 
the time of the initial site remediation releasing PRPs from liability for residual 
contamination, questions remain about liability if the institutional controls are 
violated. For example: If the current property owners allow development that 
violates use restrictions, are they liable, are the original PRPs liable, or both? If 
people are harmed by such a violation, would they be able to sue the current 
property owners, the original PRPs or both?” (Institutional Controls at Superfund 
Sites, p. 34) 

 
I. Another difficulty is that land use controls are “vulnerable to changing legal 
interpretations about the nature of property rights.” (Wernstedt, et. al., Basing Superfund 
Cleanups on Future Land Uses: Promising Remedy of Dubious Nostrum?, Resources for the 
Future, Discussion Paper 98-03, October 1997, p. 16) For example, if the courts expand 
the scope of takings decisions to increase the extent to which government regulations are 
viewed as a “taking” then the efficacy of institutional controls will be diminished.   

 
EPA Response:  EPA was careful to select institutional controls in the BPSOU ROD that are based on 
careful and detailed legal research and are implementable.  The institutional control implementation plans 
developed during the remedial design process are meant to address many of the concerns expressed in this 
comment, and will be monitored carefully by EPA.  

Summary 
Comment:  Based on the above one can, in summary fashion, conclude: 
 

1. Because the data upon which the remedy was based is incomplete, inadequate or 
insufficient, additional investigation is mandated. 
2. Because the assumptions upon which the remedy is based are unsupported, 
additional investigation is mandated. 
3. Because toxics of concern were not recognized and evaluated in the original 
remedy selection process, new investigations should be conducted and, if needed, 
the remedy should be modified to remediate these new toxics of concern. 
4. Because there are workability/implementation problems, the remedy must be 
changed. 
5.  Because the Community Involvement Program is inadequate, particularly in 
terms of environmental justice issues, the Community Involvement Program must be 
modified.  
6. Because of inherent problems with Institutional Controls and the degree to which 
the Priority Soils Remedy’s effectiveness depends on Institutional Controls, the 
implementation of Institutional Controls at the Priority Soils site warrants strict 
scrutiny. 
7. Because of inherent problems associated with caps, the difficulties inherent in the 

use of capping hazardous waste must be addressed. 
8. Because of new data, the Priority Soils Record of Decision must be significantly 

modified. 
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As I have indicated throughout this document, although the EPA was made aware of 
these issues as the draft Five-Year Review was being written and although the EPA was 
provided with compelling support and data for these issues, the EPA in the draft Five-
Year Review chose to ignore this significant citizen input.  

 
EPA Response:  See our responses above to the issues raised in this summary comment. 
 

Comment: The BPSOU Remedy as currently being implemented must be modified in 
order to: 

 
1. Remediate all attics containing toxic attic dust, both within the BPSOU and in 
areas adjacent to the BPSOU, regardless of whether or not a so call “pathway of 
exposure” to the toxic dust exists. If toxic attic dust in present, it should be 
remediated. The “pathways of exposure” approach to remediating attic dust will 
assure that the BPSOU remedy as currently being implemented will never be 
protective of human health and the environment. 

 
EPA Response:  See previous related responses regarding attic dust.  EPA believes that the Residential 
Metals Abatement Plan, including the public outreach and education components and the active cleanup 
components when exposure pathways are found addresses attic dust remediation and will be protective of 
human health at and near the BPSOU. 
 

Comment:  2. Comprehensively examine/assess/remediate all toxics/metals/elements 
of risk to human health and the environment found within and adjacent to the BPSOU.  

 
EPA Response:  See the responses above regarding human health risk assessments and action levels.  
 

Comment:  3. Correct the health risk assessment omissions and remediation 
inadequacies listed earlier in this paper.  

 
EPA Response:  See the responses above regarding human health risk assessments and action levels.  
 

Comment:  4. Officially stipulate that the arsenic contamination found in attics within 
and adjacent to the BPSOU is smelter dust and thus within the remediation purview of 
the Superfund program.  

 
EPA Response:  Attic dust is being remediated under CERCLA. EPA has never asserted that the attic 
dust is not a CERCLA issue.  
 

Comment:  5. Develop, as part of the Remedy implementation, a 
comprehensive/effective/innovative community involvement program for the BPSOU 
that targets, in particular, low-income citizens.  

 
EPA Response:  Section 3.0 of the final RMAP (April 2010) outlines components of the community 
involvement program for residential cleanup components of the BPSOU remedy. The RMAP presents 
innovative education efforts that target not only the population at large, but specifically educates key 
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members of the citizenry that are involved in home remodeling and selling of property (contractors, 
developers, home inspectors, electricians, plumbers, and weatherization workers). Local hardware/home 
improvement stores provide educational materials to inform the “do-it-yourself” crowd. The program also 
educates day care centers, pediatricians, and various low-income assistance programs (WIC, LIEAP, 
Head Start). Furthermore, the ultimate goal is for each and every property in the BPSOU to be assessed 
and remediated as necessary. Approaching this in a systematic manner along with detailed tracking 
ensures that all properties are included, regardless of income level.  EPA is hopeful that these efforts will 
address the commenter’s concerns.  
 

Comment: 6. Address and resolve the environmental justice issues that are discussed in 
this paper.  

 
EPA Response:  See previous responses regarding environmental justice.  
 

Comment:  7. Justify the argument that remediating three toxics—arsenic, lead and 
mercury—will lead, automatically, to the remediation of all toxics present within the 
BPSOU. 

 
EPA Response:  See our prior responses on this issue. 
 

Comment: 8. Place the burden of initiating remediation on the PRPs and not on citizens. 
 
EPA Response:  The burden of remediation is on the PRPs (i.e., BSB’s systematic sampling and 
abatement program). Should a citizen become concerned that their property needs sampling and 
remediation, or if they are part of a higher risk population, they can contact BSB Health Department for 
an assessment and remediation if needed, free of cost, and regardless of where BSB is currently working.  
 

Comment:  9. Be proactive in Remediation. The Remedy as currently being implemented 
places far too much emphasis on voluntary cleanup initiation and compliance by 
property owners, or renters or occupants. (The primary burden should be on owners.) 
Given the inadequate community outreach program articulated in the Plan, this is 
particularly problematic. While the PRPS for BPSOU need to be primarily responsible 
for implementing the cleanup of attics, however, the EPA needs to be pro-active also. 
For example, private property controls such as deed restrictions, restrictive covenants, or 
government controls such as notices and advisories of contamination existing on the 
property, permits and informational devices (for example, notices that would become 
part of property deeds) could be used. The EPA has no lack of statutory authority to 
enforce its cleanup decisions under CERCLA.  In developing these controls, I would 
reference: 
 

1. "Draft Guidance “Institutional Controls: A Guide to Implementing Monitoring and 
Enforcing Institutional Controls at Superfund, Brownfields, Federal Facility, UST and 
RCRA Corrective Action Cleanups” February 19, 2003  
2. The Uniform Environmental Covenants Act 
3. All of the enforcement tools available to EPA under the general heading of 
Superfund (CERCLA) law, policies and regulations. EPA has broad authority to 
regulate private actions in order to protect the public’s right to a clean and healthy 
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natural environment. The contaminants found on private property within the BPSOU 
constitute a threat to the public health and welfare.  

 
Certainly, EPA has the legal right to enter into such environmental covenants, controls 
and enforcement actions in order to protect human health and the environment from 
contamination now and in the future. If voluntary compliance fails, these, and similar, 
controls and enforcement actions can and should be used to gain access to contaminated 
properties in order to remediate them. (Perhaps, what could be done is to have some 
property owner/resident response level participation target or benchmark level and if 
that target or benchmark level is not met, mandatory compliance actions will be 
forthcoming.  If participation levels are below benchmark targets, the EPA could use 
more aggressive measures. I am all for voluntary compliance as a first start but, if 
voluntary compliance does not work, more directive measures and procedures are 
needed. Hopefully, if coupled with a vigorous public outreach campaign, voluntary 
compliance will be successful.) In any event, the EPA needs to be more aggressive at 
identifying and remediating homes with attic dust contamination problems.  Leaving 
attic dust in place is leaving a threat to human health in place, contrary to Superfund 
law. Not only is this contaminated attic dust a direct threat to human health, it also is a 
threat to the whole BPSOU remedy in that it leaves in place a potential source of 
recontamination of the BPSOU.   In order to ensure a permanently protective remedy, it 
would seem that preventing attic dust contamination from migrating to other parts of 
the BPSOU would be required. This can only be done, with any level of assurance, if 
existing attic contamination is expeditiously remediated regardless of whether or not 
some “visible” pathway of contamination is observed. EPA must approach this 
remediation proactively, using the extensive legal rights it possess to compel, if 
voluntary measures fail, remediation under Superfund. Over reliance on voluntary 
measures does not guarantee that the threats posed by attic dust contamination will be 
successfully remediated. Voluntary compliance may be the place to start, but if 
voluntary compliance is ineffective, more aggressive measures are necessary. 
 

EPA Response:  See our prior responses on institutional controls and attic dust. 
 

Comment: 10. Provide assurances that adequate monies will be available to implement 
the program. 

 
EPA response:  EPA will use its enforcement authority to ensure adequate funding is provided for the 
BPSOU remedy.  
 

Comment: I would call upon the EPA to redo, totally, the draft Five-Year Review to 
answer the issues/concerns/complaints raised in this document and significantly 
modify the Record of Decision for Priority Soils in light of this information.  

 
EPA Response:  EPA has spent considerable effort in producing the final five year review report to be 
readable and clear.  EPA has also responded to all public comments on the draft five year review. 
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Comments from the January 11, 2011 Public Meeting 
 

DR. RAY: Thank you. My name is John, J-O-H-N, Ray, R-A-Y. This five-year-review 
process is really significant for Butte because so much of the Butte remedies call for 
leaving toxic waste in place. Contrary to my reading of Superfund law, which gives the 
preference for removal and/or treatment, the EPA, largely for cost reasons, has decided 
to leave vast amounts of toxic waste in place with the idea that the EPA can manage 
those wastes so that they are not harmful to human health and the environment. So this 
five-year review is particularly important because so much toxicity is being left by EPA 
in the Butte area. My focus of comments this evening is on the Priority Soils area, which 
is Uptown Butte. In the past, the EPA itself, the Office of Inspector General of the EPA, 
has criticized the five-year-review process for Superfund sites as being superficial and 
perfunctory. And we were assured that this five-year review would be different, that it 
would not be perfunctory, it would be comprehensive. The only thing, to me, that has 
changed in the five-year review that we have now is the length of the document. They 
have managed to kill a lot of trees and produce a lot of paper in evaluating performance 
of Superfund remedies, particularly in Priority Soils. But I would make the argument 
that it is still as perfunctory and superficial as it has been in the past; it's just a longer 
degree of superficiality and perfunctiveness. What are my concerns? One is the bias of 
the process. What you essentially have is the EPA evaluating the EPA, and, guess what, 
the EPA found that it's doing a wonderful job. There was no independent review or 
evaluation of the data or of the protectiveness of the remedy or anything like that. You 
had people who were essentially judges in their own cause and found that they were 
doing an excellent job. 
 

EPA Response: EPA respectfully disagrees with Dr. Ray’s assertion of bias.  Dr. Ray submitted a 
complaint addressing this issue to EPA Headquarters.  EPA has responded to Dr. Ray in a letter dated 
March 4, 2011, which notes that EPA is required by law to conduct CERCLA five year reviews (EPA 
can’t delegate this to third parties), and that EPA Region 8 has taken reasonable steps to avoid bias, such 
as the assignment of an EPA employee who was not directly associated with Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area 
Site remediation and the use of internal reviewers at EPA who are not directly associated with this site, to 
address this issue.  A copy of the March 4, 2011 EPA letter addressing this issue is attached to this 
responsiveness summary. 
 

DR. RAY: A second problem that I have is a failure to consider additional information. 
One of the things that I found shocking in terms of reading the document, and then in 
the presentation tonight, was the identification of issues for Butte Priority Soils. I know I 
did, and several other people presented comprehensive information detailing new data 
regarding the protectiveness of the remedy, new data about the inadequacy of the health 
risk assessment on which this remedy was based. None of that data, none of those issues 
were considered by the EPA. And you can see that in the list of issues that they identify 
for Priority Soils. They are totally incongruent with what the public said were important 
issues. I would suggest they picked issues that they thought they could manage, but 
they don't get at the real problems in the Butte Priority Soils site. 

 
EPA Response: EPA respectfully disagrees with Dr. Ray’s suggestion that it did not consider new 
information and new data for the five-year review.  EPA did document and consider all information 
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submitted by the public (see appendix A of Volume 1 the final Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Five Year 
Review Report, which describes and catalogues all issues raised by the public).  This includes new data on 
risk assessments as well as other concerns.  The five year review report discusses all data and information 
in the manner which is proscribed by EPA’s Five Year Review Guidance. 
 
In the final version of the report, we have tried to be more clear and direct about our consideration of the 
information.  We have also responded specifically and in detail to the comments received during the 
public comment period on the five year review through this responsiveness summary.  EPA does not 
always agree with the points raised by various commenters, but we have tried to respond to them clearly, 
and we definitely have not ignored the comments or information. 
 
EPA did not pick or pre-select issues based on factors such as the ease by which the issue could be 
addressed.  EPA followed both the CERCLA statutory and regulatory provisions on five year review 
reports, as well as EPA’s guidance for five year review reports carefully in the preparation of this report.   
The issues that resulted from that review resulted from a sincere and legitimate application of the 
applicable laws, regulations, and policies to the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit (BPSOU) remedy 
implementation (and other Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area site OUs as well).   EPA’s rationale for 
consideration of these issues is presented in the final version of the report in a manner that we hope is 
clear.  
 

DR. RAY: Another problem I see is a failure to consider environmental justice issues. 
Uptown Butte, which is Butte Priority Soils, has a disproportionate number of low-
income citizens who are disparately impacted by the toxics that EPA has decided to 
leave in place. Low-income citizens are more affected by these toxics than non-low-
income citizens. They're more exposed to it, because of substandard housing, than non-
low-income citizens. Environmental justice issues were raised during the scoping 
process for this document. They were ignored by EPA. Even though EPA has a mandate 
to consider environmental justice issues in all of their decision making, it's ignored. You 
did not see the words "environmental justice" tonight. And if you scan the document, 
you know, you do a Google search of the words, "environmental justice" never shows 
up. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA respectfully disagrees with Dr. Ray’s assertion that it has not considered 
environmental justice issues.  Dr. Ray’s environmental justice issues have been examined in detail on 
four different occasions by EPA experts in the environmental justice field, and comprehensive responses 
to Dr. Ray’s complaints can be found in the reports and letters that EPA issued in response to Dr. Ray’s 
complaints.  The five year review report was prepared with those four reports in mind, and, like those 
reports, the five year review process did not identify deficiencies or issues or recommendations concerning 
environmental justice issues.  All of the residential areas in the BPSOU will be sampled and cleaned up 
(if action levels are exceeded) under the BPSOU Record of Decision (ROD), as shown in the final 
Residential Metals Abatement Plan (April 2010) which was developed as part of the BPSOU ROD 
design process.  EPA reviewed the BPSOU ROD action levels, including residential area action levels, in 
accordance with the five year review regulations and guidance, and found that they remain protective and 
conservative (and take into account intake and exposure routes of concern to low income people), and 
EPA’s residential cleanup program has educational and outreach efforts and will address all residential 
areas and people in and near the BPSOU, including low income areas and residents.  The four reports on 
environmental justice issues already issued for the BPSOU Site have looked at this approach and have 
found that it meets EPA’s environmental justice policies. 
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To be clear, EPA is committed to ensure that low income and elderly residents within Butte are informed 
about cleanup plans and that their property is addressed in a timely manner, just as other residential 
areas are.  EPA prepared an information sheet describing these efforts and it is attached to this response to 
comments (the sheet was also published in local newspapers).  These efforts include outreach and 
education via the WIC program, through childcare facilities and programs such as Head Start, low 
income and elderly housing programs, and local contractors. 
 
These efforts and others are required under the Residential Metals Abatement Plan.  EPA will carefully 
oversee and monitor Butte Silver Bow County’s efforts, as well as all responsible party efforts, in 
implementing the plan carefully.  EPA can require further efforts if needed.  Add to re-state a primary 
point, ultimately, all residential yards and houses within BPSOU will be sampled and, if action level 
exceedances are found, remediated by removal of the contaminants from yards or exposed indoor areas 
(not left in place as stated in the comment).   
 
Dr. Ray has been a strong proponent on behalf of low income and elderly residents within the BPSOU.  
This comment has served to re-enforce the need for the continued outreach and education efforts to these 
populations, and EPA renews its commitment to monitor these efforts closely. 
 

DR. RAY: Another problem is that of public participation. It's an ongoing problem, to 
me, with EPA. They provide the forums of public participation; it's the efficacy of that 
participation that's missing. You know, I was shocked -- Okay, they did interviews in 
preparing this draft document, but I know the comments that I made and the comments 
that a number of other people told me they made never appeared as being considered in 
this draft five-year review. They provide the forums, they don't provide the efficacy. 
And this is particularly true in terms of low-income citizens, where the venues that the 
EPA use to get public input totally ignore low-income citizens. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA agrees that there is always room for improvement in the manner in which we 
conduct community outreach and involvement.  EPA management has asked for a review of EPA’s 
community involvement and outreach activities for the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area site and especially 
for the Butte area.  After publication of this report, EPA will pursue that review and see what EPA can 
do better and more effectively, using the community input received during the five year review interview 
process as a basis for that review. 
 
EPA conducted extensive community involvement activities for this report, including a large number of 
interviews.  EPA compiled those concerns in Appendix A of Volume 1 of the five year review report.  
Section 2.3.3 of Appendix A lists specific concerns in detail.  Many (not all) of the issues raised in the 
community interviews were then evaluated and discussed in the report itself.  If EPA did not discuss the 
concerns, the narrative in section 2.3.3 discusses why that is (for example, some issues were simply 
outside the scope of what a five year review is – others involved parts of the remedy that were not fully 
implemented and could not be more fully evaluated at this time). 
 
Appendix A also discussed community outreach and input for the site, and especially for the Butte area, 
in some detail.  This appendix details a lot of public involvement activities, and describes the extensive 
interview process that began the five year review process.  The Appendix contains a number of 
recommendations for improved community relation and involvement activities (see section 3 of Appendix 
A). 
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To summarize some of the specific activities EPA conducted for the five year review report effort, aside 
from the community interviews described in Appendix A, EPA published newspaper advertisements 
asking for public input to the report.  EPA held several meetings with CTEC, EPA’s TAG grant 
recipient, and other interested community groups about the report.  None of these efforts ignored low 
income citizens, and EPA has encouraged and worked with CTEC to direct their efforts at community 
information and sharing to low income citizens.  Finally, EPA published a draft version of the report, and 
accepted public comment.  EPA has responded to the public comments received, in writing; and 
considered each issue raised in the public comment process carefully and thoroughly before completed the 
final report. 
 

DR. RAY: Another problem I see is regarding the Parrot Tailings. If you'll notice, it 
wasn't mentioned tonight. In the draft document, they mention it, and they say, We're 
not going to consider it because it's an ongoing issue. What is interesting for every one 
of the issues that were raised tonight, the statement appeared, This is an ongoing issue. 
Why was the Parrot Tailings separated out, even though it is an ongoing issue, but the 
other issues are ongoing? I would suggest because, again, new data calls into question 
the model that the EPA has used in deciding the risk involved in the Parrot Tailings. 
And the difficulty is that the new data provided, for example, by the Montana Bureau of 
Mines calls into question the EPA model. So what does EPA do? Well, if reality doesn't 
square with the model, let's ignore reality and stick with our model. That's why you 
didn't see it tonight. They're going to put it off for another five years before they 
consider the Parrot Tailings. The Parrot Tailings are a significant threat to human health 
and the environment in Butte, and it is unconscionable that the EPA is not addressing 
that threat in their five-year review. 
 

EPA Response:  EPA respectfully disagrees with Dr. Ray’s suggestion that we are ignoring the Parrott 
Tailings.  EPA required the responsible parties to perform the pumping test that generated the new data 
for the middle ground-water zone in the area of the Parrott Tailings.  These more detailed data are 
important to ensure that the design and implementation of the selected remedy are effective and 
protective. 
 
The Parrott Tailings are one source among many that contaminate or have contaminated the alluvial 
aquifer at the BPSOU.  After detailed studies and careful review by several experts, EPA concluded that 
the BPSOU alluvial aquifer could not be remediated such that ground water standards for the aquifer 
could be met even if the Parrott Tailings were partially removed.  EPA issued a technical impracticability 
waiver for the ground water.  Rather than removal of the Parrott Tailings, EPA’s remedy requires careful 
study of, and upgrades to, of the ground water interception/collection, pumping, and treatment system.  
Such a system will protect Silver Bow Creek surface water quality, and EPA’s remedial design efforts are 
focused on those ROD requirements.  EPA expects to be able to design an effective system and extensive 
monitoring program for ground water at the BPSOU through the ongoing remedial design process.  This 
system will protect Silver Bow Creek from contaminated ground water, and treated ground water will 
meet ARAR requirements before discharge.  The five year review report looks carefully at these issues and 
explains EPA’s rationale for continuing with remedy implementation for this component of the BPSOU 
ROD aggressively.  The report’s specific look at this issue is an example of EPA trying to be responsive to 
public input, which did emphasize this issue as an issue of importance to many people. 
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EPA is not ignoring the recent data from the Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology about flow rates in 
one portion of the BPSOU alluvial aquifer.  EPA required the pump test, shared the data, cooperated with 
MBMG in the preparation of its recent reports, including the flow rate report, and provided the funding 
for MBMG  to assist EPA in the review and design of the remedy component addressing ground water 
interception/capture, pumping, and treatment.  EPA acknowledges that some flow rate data is different 
than the data assumptions for flow rates used in the pre-ROD modeling efforts.  However, flow rate data 
and predictions were just one component of the model and the EPA remedy decision on ground water, 
including the waiver of standards.  The new data on flow rates does not change EPA’s view that the 
aquifer cannot meet ground water ARAR standards in an efficient manner even with the removal of the 
Parrott Tailings and other sources.  The aquifer is severely degraded, is not used for domestic purposes, 
will not be used for domestic purposes as domestic use is now prohibited under a well ban enacted by the 
State of Montana, and has ubiquitous sources of contamination throughout the BPSOU area.  EPA has 
concluded that extensive removal of ground water contamination sources at BPSOU is implementable 
without severe disruption to commerce and public safety in Butte. 
 
The new data on flow rates has been used to conduct remedial design assessments of the 
interception/capture, pumping, and treatment system, and the data will assist EPA and all parties to end 
up with a more effective and protective system. 
 
The five year review report addresses these same issues in a consistent and appropriate manner. 
EPA notes that the State of Montana issued a restoration plan for the Butte area which does address the 
removal of the Parrott Tailings and other sources, and the State of Montana has funding, via court 
settlements, for implementation of this NRD restoration plan.  EPA will cooperate with the State in the 
implementation of this plan if the State chooses to implement it. 
 

DR. RAY: Another problem, caps. They talk about the BRES system evaluating caps. 
The use of caps in Butte, particularly Priority Soils, is critical because they are leaving all 
the toxic waste in place. Studies in the past have shown that anywhere between 60 and 
70 percent of the caps in Butte fail. Look at Anaconda recently, about the problems there 
where they've put in caps where nothing has grown. I raised, I know personally, some 
15 problems with the caps in Butte in the material that I submitted to them prior to this 
draft; I know other people who submitted other problems. None of this was discussed. 
 

EPA Response:  EPA agrees with Dr. Ray that cap maintenance in the BPSOU is critical. The five year 
review report emphasized problems with the cap maintenance program with clear criticism of the existing 
Operation and Maintenance efforts (called BRES under the BPSOU ROD) for the capped areas.   This 
important, critical issue is identified in the list of issues and recommendations at the end of the BPSOU 
section of the report.  EPA will follow-up vigorously with efforts to ensure that this portion of the ROD is 
implemented in a better fashion. 
 
EPA has met with the responsible parties who are required to implement BRES on several recent 
occasions.  Although Dr. Ray’s estimate of 60 to 70 percent failure is not accurate, EPA works with the 
responsible parties to identify and track all capped areas requiring repair and maintenance.  EPA will 
issue enforcement documents to be sure BRES requirements are implemented and caps are repaired and 
maintained.  We will continue to strictly monitor and oversee the BRES efforts at evaluation and 
improvement of caps and ongoing maintenance of the caps in a vigorous manner. 
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DR. RAY: Institutional control, same issue; numerous problems with the institutional 
controls in Butte that were presented by the public to the EPA ignored in terms of this 
draft five-year review. 

 
EPA Response: EPA respectfully disagrees with Dr. Ray’s suggestion that institutional controls were 
ignored.  Evaluation of institutional controls was the topic in Section 6.5 of the BPSOU Five Year 
Review. Section 6.5 is 10 pages long, which is nearly one-quarter of Section 6.  EPA is working with the 
responsible parties to finalize detailed institutional control plans as called for in the BPSOU ROD, and 
EPA will monitor and enforce these efforts once the final plans are approved.   
 

DR. RAY: Although EPA is supposed to conduct a thorough, meaningful, complete, 
independent five-year review, that's not what we have. And I would suggest that the 
slides tonight mischaracterize what the five-year review is supposed to be. The five-year 
review is not supposed to just tinker on the fringes of a remedy. You heard over and 
over, We expect that the remedy will be fully protective, and then there were some 
issues that were raised. Five-year reviews are supposed to, if you look at the EPA's own 
documentation, consider new data, consider new inferences from the data, and look at 
the possibility of totally reworking the remedies in question. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA respectfully disagrees with Dr. Ray, and believes that this five-year review is 
meaningful and was conducted in accordance with the statue, regulations, and guidance for conducting 
five-year reviews.   The five-year review report is thorough and comprehensive, and the report contains 
several issues and recommendations (long and short term) that will be carried forward, addressed, and 
tracked for compliance and resolution.  EPA’s rationale for its review of the remedy and for development 
of the issues and recommendations is presented in detail in the text of the report.  Several opportunities 
for public input were given, and public input was carefully documented and considered.   
 

DR. RAY: New data shows these remedies are not working, they are not protective. The 
document itself talks about cancer rates in Butte that are caused -- cancers that are 
caused by exposure to toxic waste that are not decreasing, and, in some cases, are 
increasing. How, then, can the EPA maintain these are protective of human health and 
the environment when cancers caused by these toxic wastes are either remaining the 
same or actually increasing? This is ignored by the EPA. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA respectfully disagrees with Dr. Ray’s suggestion that new data show that EPA’s 
selected remedy is not working.  Although much work to design and construct components of the remedy 
has already been done, the full remedy for the BPSOU has not yet been completed.  At this time, there are 
no data that would cause EPA to conclude that the selected remedy is not working.  There are 
considerable data continuously being generated and evaluated for the site that have been incorporated into 
this five-year review.  EPA has used these data to identify issues and develop recommendations in this 
five-year review. 
 
EPA is unsure what cancer rate information Dr. Ray refers to.  The BPSOU section of the five year 
review report does note that blood lead data has shown a remarkable downward trend in Butte since 
residential remediation efforts began under Superfund. 
 
In the course of conducting the five year review, EPA reviewed its action levels for lead, arsenic, and 
mercury and concluded that these levels are protective of human health from cancer and other harmful 



Butte Priority Soils OU – EPA Responses to Comments 
 

100 
 

effects.  EPA also reviewed whether additional contaminants of concern needed to be identified for 
residential or other exposures, and found that addressing the three contaminants of concern listed above 
will address harmful human health exposures for other contaminants.  EPA has worked with the 
responsible parties and Butte Silver Bow County to design a program that addresses mining waste 
exposures at residential areas and addresses other lead issues (such as lead in drinking water pipes) in a 
comprehensive way, so that added human health protection will be provided by implementation of the 
remedy. 
 
EPA does agree that the residential soils and indoor dust cleanup program needs to be implemented for all 
residential areas at the BPSOU, and we have insisted on a clear schedule for sampling and cleanup 
(where action levels are exceeded) for all homes in the BPSOU.  This is provided in the Residential Metals 
Abatement Plan, and EPA will monitor and oversee implementation of this plan to be sure the schedules 
are met. 
 

DR. RAY: What we have is that, essentially, the EPA invested itself in a remedy, and, as 
you would expect, if you're called upon to evaluate your own work, what are you going 
to say? Oh, we came up with an awful remedy that we need to change. There is a bias in 
favor of the remedy that you pick. The problem for citizens of Butte is that this process 
has yielded a sham five-year review, a cover-up, literally as well as figuratively, of a 
remedy that does not protect human health and the environment. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA believes that the five year review report is comprehensive and thorough, and done 
in accordance with the CERCLA statute and regulations.  Nothing was covered up or ignored – EPA 
simply did not reach the same conclusions as the commenter about the many issues raised.  Issues of bias 
are addressed in the letter from EPA to Dr. Ray dated March 4, 2011. 
 

MR. GREB: My name is Leland, L-E-L-A-N-D, Greb, G-R-E-B. One of the things -- 
besides what Dr. Ray has talked about, one of the things I have noticed and I have 
commented on more than a few times is that you're not using all the resources to inform 
the community about what is going on, what they can do, who they can talk to, so on 
and so forth.  
 
Since 2006, when the Priority Soils had been talked about, I have talked to Wendy about, 
you know, going to places like Rotary Club, Kiwanis, talking on the radio and so forth. 
And, basically, it's been the old phone-tag type of thing. And plus you're not using 
volunteers, you're not using the TAG like you should. You know, when the TAG has to 
worry about whether or not they're going to get their funding and keep their office open, 
then you've got a problem, because then you've got all these people that are willing to 
volunteer, willing to do things, but you don't have somebody that can do that 
paperwork that you require to do things. 
 

EPA Response:  EPA has funded the TAG recipient, CTEC, for over twenty years.  EPA is not aware 
that the group has ever been short on funds to the point of the organization shutting doors or not being 
operational.  Over the past twenty years, EPA has hosted over 100 meetings and attended many others, 
including CTEC meetings, whenever requested.  EPA representatives have appeared on radio shows 
about issues that were being discussed at the time on several occasions.  EPA publishes monthly 
information bulletins in the local newspapers.  EPA maintains a staffed office in Butte where residents 
can come and ask questions or seek information. 
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MR. GREB: And the other thing is, this is the largest Superfund site in the United States, 
as I understand it. You have one person in town, one person who lives in town. The rest 
of you guys are up in Helena. I think that if you guys lived here, I think you would be 
more -- you know, you would look at the thing differently than because you live in the 
Helena and you get to talk to the Governor and so on and so forth. I don't know what 
you do up there. Maybe you just sip coffee, I don't know. 
 
But it bothers me that you're spending all this money, but you're also spending all this 
time going back and forth, and you've got things -- You know, your faces should be on 
TV. The reporters on TV should know who you are. You walk down the street, you have 
a cup of coffee, and so forth. Joe Griffin, back there someplace, I've had coffee with him 
several times during the last year and we've talked about various things. That's the sort 
of thing that -- You guys should be available on an informal basis as well as a formal 
basis, and living up in Helena, you're not there. 
 
You should take advantage of it, and the next guy that you import, like Nikia, base him 
here. There's plenty of office space. There's more than plenty of office space. You should 
establish something that, you know, people actually know where you are. And when 
you do, make sure that they know when the office is open. I've gone to the Butte field 
office, and when Sara has been gone and Jean is off doing something that she has to do 
personally -- You know, you don't know when they're going to be open. Your presence 
in the community should be there, you should be felt. You should have more public 
exposure. At least your public involvement people should know who the people are at 
radio stations and so forth and so on and should be on a first-name basis with them. 
That goes all the way back to who you're talking to. You're talking to an audience of the 
people that live here, and you're not doing it very well. 

 
EPA Response: EPA agrees that communication and education are a key part of Superfund cleanup 
implementation efforts at the BPSOU site.  As noted above, EPA will re-evaluate its community 
involvement efforts after publication of this report and we hope we can improve our community 
involvement activities.  Please see Section 3 of Appendix A of volume 1 of the report for a discussion of 
some specific ideas for this improvement process. 
 
EPA will work to ensure the Butte office is open at regularly scheduled hours, and that information is 
more available. A major lesson learned by EPA during this process is that it is necessary to present some 
of the same materials that have been presented in the past in order to educate new community members 
and especially new community leaders, in addition to presenting new material or new findings.  
 

MR. PENHALIGEN: My name is Rich Penhaligen, and I have just one quick comment. 
I'm concerned as well with what Dr. Ray said about the Parrot Tailings not being part of 
this; I'm concerned about that issue.  

 
EPA Response: The Parrott Tailings are one source among many that contaminate or have 
contaminated the alluvial aquifer at the BPSOU.  EPA concluded, after detailed studies and careful 
review by several experts, that the BPSOU alluvial aquifer could not be remediated such that ground 
water standards for the aquifer could be met even with Parrott Tailings removal, and EPA issued a 
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technical impracticability ARAR waiver for the ground water.  EPA’s remedy did not require removal of 
the Parrott Tailings, but instead requires careful study of, and upgrades to, the ground water 
interception/collection, pumping, and treatment system.  Such a system will protect Silver Bow Creek’s 
surface water.  EPA’s current remedial design efforts are focused on those ROD requirements, and EPA 
expects to be able to design and implement a very effective system that will capture and treat 
contaminated ground water and protect human health and the environment.  The remediation program 
will also contain an extensive monitoring program for ground water at the BPSOU.  As noted, this 
system will protect Silver Bow Creek from contaminated ground water, and treated ground water will 
meet ARAR requirements before discharge.  The five year review report looks carefully at these issues and 
explains EPA’s rationale for continuing with remedy implementation for this component of the BPSOU 
ROD aggressively. 
 

MR. PENHALIGEN: And this is probably a stupid question, but why are we waiting for 
the water to get to the critical stage in the Berkeley Pit to start that type of pumping and 
treating? 

 
EPA Response: EPA is not waiting for water in the Berkeley Pit to get to the critical stage.  The “critical 
water level” is a level determined by EPA at or below which the water in the pit needs to be maintained to 
ensure that surrounding ground water flows toward the pit.  In other words, maintaining the water at or 
below this level ensures that all of the ground water within the area influenced by the pit will flow toward 
it rather than away from it.  Determination of the appropriate level incorporated a reasonable margin of 
safety. 
 
EPA examined the bedrock aquifer contamination, underground mine shaft contamination, and the 
Berkeley Pit in the RI/FS and Record of Decision for the Mine Flooding operable unit, which was issued 
in 1996.  Those studies and processes determined that the best solution for these issues was to determine 
at what point contaminated water would escape from these workings and aquifers to cause harm and 
uncontrolled releases outside of the bedrock aquifer and underground workings.  The critical water level 
was established in the ROD as a way to measure that point, and an extensive monitoring system is in 
place to be sure that necessary actions are taken before the bedrock aquifer exceeds the critical water level.  
A treatment plant is in place (and is treating other contaminated water) which will receive the 
contaminated bedrock aquifer water when the critical water level is approached. 
 

MR. WILLIAMS: Yes, I have a question. And without specifically addressing the Parrot 
Tailings, let me read what's in the Technical Assessment Section 7. I'm Dave Williams. 
I'm with the Butte Restoration Alliance and CTEC, among other things. Has any other 
information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the remedy? 
There is no other information at this time that calls into question the protectiveness of 
the remedy. This is for Butte Priority Soils. 
 
Well, there most certainly is. And I will be shortly sending a letter to EPA that addresses 
some of those things that have specifically been identified by the Montana Bureau of 
Mines and Geology which identify some serious previous shortcomings in the work 
specifically with the Parrot Tailings. 
 
But the other question is, if you look at the stuff that you have for Butte Priority Soils, 
there are all these things kind of left hanging and you come to the same conclusion, that 
the remedy will be protective. I don't see how you can make that conclusion, when 
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there's so much hanging out there.  But when we give you the input, we expect you to 
do something with it. 
 

EPA Response:  EPA respectfully disagrees with Mr. Williams’ interpretation of the new data for 
ground water in the area of the Parrott Tailings. The Parrott Tailings are one source among many that 
contaminate or have contaminated the alluvial aquifer at the BPSOU.  EPA concluded, after detailed 
studies and careful review by several experts, that the BPSOU alluvial aquifer could not be remediated 
such that ground water standards for the aquifer could be met, and EPA issued a technical 
impracticability waiver for the ground water.  EPA’s remedy did not require removal of the Parrott 
Tailings, but instead requires careful study of, and upgrades to, the ground water interception/collection, 
pumping, and treatment system.  EPA’s current remedial design efforts are focused on those ROD 
requirements, and EPA expects to be able to design and implement a very effective system that will 
capture and treat contaminated ground water and protect human health and the environment.  The 
program will also contain an extensive monitoring program for ground water at the BPSOU.  This 
system will protect Silver Bow Creek from contaminated ground water, and treated ground water will 
meet ARAR requirements before discharge.  The five year review report looks carefully at these issues and 
explains EPA’s rationale for continuing with remedy implementation for this component of the BPSOU 
ROD aggressively.   
 
EPA cooperated with MBMG in the preparation of its recent reports, including the flow rate report, and 
has  funding for MBMG to assist EPA in the review and design of the remedy component addressing 
ground water interception/capture, pumping, and treatment.  EPA acknowledges that the flow rate data 
for a portion of the aquifer is different than the data assumptions for flow rates used in the pre-ROD 
modeling efforts.  However, flow rate data and predictions were just one component of the model and the 
EPA remedy decision on ground water, including the waiver of standards.  The new data on flow rates 
does not change EPA’s view that the aquifer cannot meet ground water ARAR standards even with the 
removal of the Parrott Tailings and other sources;  as the aquifer is severely degraded, is not used for 
domestic purposes, will not be sued for domestic purposes as domestic use is now illegal under a well ban 
enacted by the State of Montana, and has ubiquitous sources of contamination throughout the BPSOU 
area.  Also, EPA also does not think extensive removal of ground water sources at BPSOU is 
implementable without severe disruption to commerce and public safety in Butte. 
 

MR. McKEE: John McKee, J-O-H-N, M-C-K-E-E. My question is, if there's a general level 
of dissatisfaction with either the five-year report or just generally remediation on the hill 
at all, what's the appeal process other than another five years? Especially if people are 
submitting documents five years ago that haven't been addressed to their satisfaction. 
Where do we go if we're not happy with what's been done? 

 
EPA Response: There is no appeal process. EPA will continue to monitor all aspects of the remedy as it 
is implemented.  EPA will continue conducting five year reviews for the BPSOU for the foreseeable 
future. It is EPA’s responsibility to ensure that remedies protect human health and the environment and 
comply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate laws and regulations.  We continue to try to 
address community concerns and incorporate the needs and interests of the local community into how 
remedies are selected and implemented.  EPA will continue to evaluate our community involvement 
process and its effectiveness in an attempt to improve communication and involvement with the 
community in cleanup activities at the site.  
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MS. ELLIOTT: Colleen Elliott, C-O-L-L-E-E-N, E-L-L-I-O-T-T. I'd like to hear a little 
more discussion about the cancers that Dr. Ray mentioned in his comment. I haven't 
read the whole review; it was really long. I didn't see anything about cancer in the 
sections that I read, but I'd be interested to hear a response to that from EPA. 
 

EPA Response: Please see our response above to Dr. Ray’s questions on this issue. 
 

DR. RAY: The area, and this is off the top of my head, from the draft where it's 
discussed is in the Executive Summary, around pages 10 through 12. But there have 
been other studies, going back to some stuff that Johnnie Moore, from University of 
Montana, did, some of the toxic disease registry information at the hospital, where if 
you'll look at the kinds of cancers, like bladder cancer, that are caused by exposure to the 
kinds of toxics that you find particularly in Priority Soils, the rate in Butte has either 
stayed the same or actually increased. What I always find interesting is, EPA is now 
buying into the argument that industry makes that, well, we have these toxics of concern 
and we have cancer, but we can't draw the link between them because there could be all 
sorts of intervening variables. And the tobacco industry made the same argument, and a 
whole list of companies that have had toxic problems make that kind of argument, that 
you can't draw the causal link. 
 
It's unfortunate when you hear that kind of argument from an agency that is supposed 
to protect the public. Because there have been studies after studies, even the EPA's own 
pig studies and urine studies and whatnot, that these toxics do cause problems. If they 
didn't, why are we bothering to clean anything up? And it's shocking when the agency 
is buying into this thing, well, we can't establish a causal link, so we're not going to 
worry very much about it.  
 
One other quick thing, in responding to Julie's comment, she's right, there is no appeal. 
And that's one of the problems. You have a bureaucracy that is impervious to public 
comments, largely ignores the comments of elected officials, because of its position as 
essentially a fourth branch of government, and so holding an agency like the EPA 
accountable is difficult. Comments from before, I know a lot of data was presented, 
following the deadlines that Sara set up to provide comments in the draft review, about 
new data showing that the remedy was based on inadequate, incomplete, and inaccurate 
data. Nowhere in this draft review is it considered. I mean, it's one thing to talk about -- 
It's true, you can draw different inferences from the same data. That's one argument. 
 
My concern is that the new data wasn't even mentioned or considered, and there were 
no inferences drawn from it in the draft review; it was simply ignored, from reputable 
sources. To be blunt, if it didn't conform to the EPA's predetermined notion of what 
would work -- and I do love that, we don't know what the remedy is, it's being 
implemented, but we're sure it will be protective of human health and the environment. 
I don't know that that's good science that would pass in a laboratory. But when new 
data from reputable sources is ignored, not even considered in the draft review, and it 
was submitted in a timely manner prior to the writing of this draft, it, to me, again, is a 
lapse in public accountability that this information was ignored. 
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EPA Response:  Most of these comments were addressed in prior responses.  On the issue of toxic 
substances and cancer risks, the BPSOU ROD sets action levels for arsenic, lead, and mercury in soils, 
and requires that areas which exceed these levels are remediated.  The actions levels that were set are 
based on detailed risk assessments which are done by professional risk assessors trained in health 
assessment, contaminant toxicity, and protection.  The risk assessments use conservative assumptions to 
derive at conservative action levels for these contaminants which protect sensitive sub-populations, based 
on the potential for risk to human health from cancer or other human health impacts.  EPA’s approach for 
risk assessment has been reviewed by the National Academy of Sciences and other bodies, and EPA takes 
its responsibility for protection of human health very seriously. 
 
The ROD addresses known, potential threats to human health and requires significant action to ensure 
that human health in the BPSOU is protected.  Several million dollars has been spent in Butte to 
implement prior removal efforts and the ROD requirements.  The five year review report examines the 
specific ROD requirements, the current implementation efforts, and current data and other information, 
and makes conclusions about the continued protectiveness of the remedy as well as ways to improve 
implementation of the remedy.  These conclusions are explained in detail with EPA’s rationale provided.  
EPA understands that the commenter disagrees with EPA’s rationale and conclusions, but that is 
different than saying that the remedy is somehow unknown or that the rationale and conclusions are not 
presented. 
 

MR. OKRUSCH: My name is Chad Okrusch, C-H-A-D, O-K-R-U-S-C-H. I wanted to 
also participate in the conversation and respond partly to one of the things that you said, 
Julie, and I think the general sentiment that we're feeling in here, at least that I'm 
observing as I'm watching this. You said you're tasked to protect human health and the 
environment. But you're also tasked -- Because of an executive order in the Clinton 
Administration, in reaffirming those executive orders about environmental justice, as 
Dr. Ray has brought up, you're also tasked with the messy business of not only opening 
up these forums for us to make our comments and to provide you with this information, 
as you mentioned earlier, it needs to be meaningful. And we're not suggesting that 
everything that we submit to you or alert you to is going to change the general drift and 
direction of the remedies that you have determined are the right pathways. But, for 
crying out loud, nobody in here feels like their voice is being heard or considered, and 
that means that you're not doing something right. 

 
EPA Response:  EPA agrees that communication and community involvement are a key part of 
Superfund cleanup implementation efforts at the BPSOU site.  EPA has tried to listen to and respond to 
community concerns throughout the lengthy BPSOU Superfund process.  Cleanup actions have been 
prioritized and modified in response to public concerns, and that is how the soccer fields in Butte were 
built (the fields are actually a cap on contaminated material that were developed into a community use 
area rather than a fenced and capped area).  Historical preservation efforts have been required under 
Superfund authority in response to community concerns about those important resources.  EPA has 
always tried to respond in detail to public comments received on the proposed plan for the ROD and other 
documents which proposed cleanup action, and now is responding to comments on the five year review 
report in detail so that our consideration and response to public input is clear and available. 
 
The commenter is correct about the need to improve and adjust our community involvement efforts to be 
sure they are effective and responsive.  EPA is in the process of re-examining those efforts, and will 
continue to work with the community improve communication and coordination in the future. 
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MR. PAYNE: I'm Scott Payne, P-A-Y-N-E. I am the CTEC technical adviser, and I have 
just three points. I wanted to state for the record, CTEC does actually have comments 
they've prepared for the documents. I'm not at liberty to describe those points at this 
point in time until the board directs me to do so, but they have worked hard and they 
have struggled with how best to come to consensus as a group on how to put forth that 
organization's point of view, but, hopefully, that will be forthcoming. 
 
Second, I, too, can understand how Dave feels, because he's not the only one that wrote 
comments about Parrot Tailings five years ago. At CTEC, we wrote comments and they 
just disappeared, and, sure enough, five years later, it's not quite being remembered that 
these points were brought up. 

 
EPA Response: EPA assumes that the commenter is referring to comments provided on the Proposed 
Plan for BPSOU, and the resultant ROD.  EPA received numerous comments on the Parrott Tailings, in 
particular, from many different commenters.  EPA seriously considered all comments, responded to the 
comments in great detail in the responsiveness summary for the BPSOU ROD, and made final remedy 
decisions based on that input. All of the comment letters and individually identified comments, including 
CTEC’s, can be traced in the ROD’s lengthy responsiveness summary. 
 

MR. PAYNE: And I do have a suggestion. We talked about communication tonight. 
How do you get back to the community that you're hearing them? Well, having 
responded to agency comments when I work on projects, I usually take that comment, I 
put it in the back of my report, and I say agree or disagree and I fixed it or I didn't fix it 
because. So it's real simple. And I think you take the written comments, you take the 
comments from tonight, you take the comments however you get them, interviews, and 
put them in there and just say, We hear you and we disagree with you. Just say it 
outright. Just say, We don't think this is a correct interpretation of the data, or, Yes, we 
should have saw this five years ago. But the point is that you want to communicate. I 
think as a consultant, I've had to do that to make sure the agencies will not beat me up 
too bad, I guess, is the best way to say it. 
 
I guess my third point is, the one thing -- I've heard some concern about cancer rates and 
what-have-you, and there was an ATSDR report years ago, and there's been discussion 
on that. The one thing I didn't hear tonight in the presentation was anything about the 
progress of cleaning up indoor dust. And, specifically, if I had a concern about exposure 
to people, not necessarily the environment, that's where I would have expected to have a 
review. So that seems to be missing, at least in tonight's discussions. 

 
EPA Response:  A review of the residential metals abatement program is included in Section 6 of the 
Five Year Review, and attic dust is included in that review.  The final report attempts to better explain 
the indoor dust remedial actions and the results to date. 
 
This responsiveness summary is an attempt to address all public comments in the manner the commenter 
suggested.  EPA’s BPSOU ROD also contains a detailed responsiveness summary that also answers 
public comments in the way the commenter suggests. 
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MS. PARWANA: I guess I have a question. My name is, I'll make it easy on you, Noor, 
N-O-O-R, Parwana, P-A-R-W-A-N-A. I'm just going to step back and just mention that I 
had made a note prior to Chad Okrusch's comment about the dynamic of defensiveness 
that I was feeling here coming from the EPA. And I'm assuming that you're all well-
meaning people trying to do a good job for the community, but something has to change 
in how the EPA -- the dynamic in which you come to this community. Because I think 
it's inappropriate that these concerns that citizens have brought up five years ago and 
are bringing up tonight are -- There's a lot of sort of excuse making about how, yeah, we 
are dealing with that or that really isn't an issue. I don't know, it seems like we-know 
better- than-you kind of an attitude. And maybe you need to change the way that you're 
making your presentations or your interpersonal -- your attitudes, some kind of training 
that you can do in Helena to change that dynamic.  

 
EPA Response: EPA agrees that communication and community involvement are a key part of 
Superfund cleanup implementation efforts.  EPA is reviewing its community relations efforts in Butte 
and hopes to improve those efforts.   Part of that effort is holding a public comment period on the five year 
review and responding to those comments in this responsiveness summary.  EPA has clearly heard from 
the community that greater effort or a different approach is needed, and we will continue to examine and 
improve our process. 
 

MS. PARWANA: I guess I have like two or three pages of comments -- or questions, but 
my biggest concern personally is Parrot Tailings. I guess I don't understand why they 
aren't included in this five-year review. If you could remind me why the data from the 
Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology was not talked about in this five-year review, 
and if you have any information about how the Parrot Tailings and the fact that those 
are still in place are affecting the rest of the cleanup. I mean, are those toxics getting into 
the downstream water? I guess those are my questions.  But shouldn't that be in the 
document? I mean, okay, so you haven't got it implemented or whatever it was. But, I 
mean, shouldn't that be in there, saying, Well, this is a big concern and here's everything 
we know about the Parrot Tailings? Because it's part of the whole issue. 

 
EPA Response: See related comment on the Parrott Tailings.  Baseline surface water conditions in 
BPSOU show that surface water is very near the very stringent ARAR levels currently.  This is because 
the current interception/capture, pumping, and treatment system is working, and further improvements 
as a result of the ROD remedial design efforts should make the situation even better.  Based on this data, 
EPA does not believe that the contaminated ground water from the alluvial aquifer is reaching the surface 
water or downstream areas in significant or harmful quantities. 
 

DR. RAY: I want to follow up on something Chad's comments made me think of about 
the whole Priority Soils process of public involvement. One, I was asked to be on an 
EPA citizen advisory group before the remedy was even developed. The EPA hired a 
facilitator, Jenny Tribe, from Missoula. They spent a lot of money feeding us, and we 
met about twice a month. And our group came up with 15 recommendations for the 
remedy for Priority Soils. Not one of those recommendations was accepted by the 
agency, but more egregiously, we never heard back from the agency why. They just 
disappeared in this black hole of agency decision making, and we weren't even given 
the courtesy of a reason why. 
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EPA Response:  EPA respectfully disagrees with Dr. Ray’s assertion that we did not consider or respond 
to recommendations his group developed.  EPA did consider the work group’s recommendations and, in 
some cases, incorporated those recommendations into the remedy.  EPA responded in detail to those 
comments and all public comment on the BPSOU Proposed Plan in the ROD’s responsiveness summary.  
EPA apologizes for not better interacting with the workgroup after the ROD was issued.  EPA recognizes 
that we should have done a better job of responding more directly to the group to ensure that everyone 
understood the rationale for those areas where we agreed and those where we disagreed with the group’s 
recommendations. 
 



Silver Bow Creek / Butte Area 
2010 Residential Metals Abatement Program  

Activities 
Bulletin #13          April 6, 2011 

 
The Residential Metals Abatement Program (RMAP) aims to reduce risk from  

exposure to high metals levels. RMAP is designed to sample and remediate (if 

necessary) all residential properties in the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit. The 

Butte-Silver Bow Health Department performs continuous metals abatement        

activities in the Butte area through the RMAP. Children living at or frequently     

visiting properties that exceed action levels, help determine the order of the       

abatement projects. 

 

 

 

Testing 

 

Blood lead screening is available to all residents of Butte-Silver Bow. The Butte 

Women’s, Infant’s and Children’s program (WIC) gives special attention to     

screening children.  WIC staff routinely performs finger stick capillary collections. 

If a collection result is more than 9 micrograms of lead per deciliter of blood, it is 

confirmed with a venous collection before the child is documented as having an  

elevated blood lead. Of the 693 blood lead screenings performed between January 

and December 2010, one venous collection was confirmed having a blood lead level 

more than 9.9 micrograms of lead per deciliter of blood; the elevated blood level 

came from a non-environmental source of lead. RMAP staff contact each family of  

a child with an elevated blood level and arranges for an environmental assessment. 

The RMAP includes Case Management for children with elevated blood levels, to 

work with the family and/or landlord to assure that the child’s environment is not a 

source of lead contamination.  Case management includes home visits, education  

for the family, and timely follow-up lab testing.  

Environmental assessments 

 

Environmental assessments are offered to all WIC clients and expedited if potential 

exposures are identified during the interview process.  Environmental assessments 

are performed to identify potential sources of lead, arsenic and mercury exposures. 

Environmental assessments consist of soil testing, attic dust testing, interior dust 

testing and X-ray fluorescence testing for lead-based paint.  The residences where 

exposures are identified during the environmental assessment process are  

prioritized for abatement. The Health Department conducted 251 environmental  

assessments in 2010. In addition to environmental assessments, the Health           

department informs families about potential exposure to contamination. 

 

 

     

    

    

    

    

    

    

 

 

 Butte-Silver Bow (BSB) 

Health Department 

Completed 65  

Abatement Projects in 2010 

 

3 interior living spaces  

38 residential attics 

24 residential yards 

 

To ensure that the BSB Health Department provides accurate and 

appropriate environmental screening and testing for the residents 

of Butte, the Health Department staff has attained EPA lead  

supervisor/contractor and risk assessor certification. 

Abatement projects are performed when lead levels 

in soils and dust  are greater than 1200 mg/kg (parts 

per million)) and/or arsenic is greater than 250 mg/kg 

and/or mercury is greater than 147 mg/kg. 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency:   

Sara Sparks, Remedial Project Manager, 406-782-7415  

Jean Cannada, Senior Environmental Employee, 406-782-3264 

Nikia Greene, Community Involvement Coordinator, 406-457-5019  

Butte Silver Bow County Health Department: 

Eric Hassler, Residential Metals Abatement Program Manager, 406-497-5042 

Michele Bay, Community Outreach Coordinator, 406-497-5045 

Montana Department of Environmental Quality:  

Joe Griffin, Project Officer, 406-560-6060 

Do you Need More Information? 

 

 

 

Education and Outreach 

The Residential Metals Abatement Program (RMAP) works in conjunction with the medical community  -

particularly pediatricians and the WIC program- to inform the public about risk, health monitoring,             

nutritional information, and the Program’s activities.  Education and outreach specifically address portions  

of homes that pose a risk for potential exposure. The RMAP relies on educational materials and face -to- face 

consultations to ensure homeowners, remodeling contractors, home inspectors, potential buyers, and    

weatherization workers are aware of the following: 

The potential presence of lead, arsenic, and/or mercury in attics or basements. 

The importance of restricting access to those areas by sensitive populations ( young children and        

pregnant or nursing mothers), and taking the appropriate measures to ensure that dust is not tracked into 

the interior living space. 

The proper communication protocol prior to implementing any remodeling project and/or landscaping 

project to ensure that dust and soil are appropriately handled and taken to an approved disposal facility. 

The RMAP engages in a range of education activities 

 
Distribution of Educational Materials to      

                        ° Local Contractors  

             ° Hardware/Lumber Suppliers  

                        ° Childcare Facilities/Programs (e.g. Head Start)  

                        ° Housing Authorities (e.g. Human Resource Council –Section 8 and LIEAP) 

                        ° Local Realty Agencies 

Informative Presentations  

Periodic Mailings 

Events (e.g. Community Health, Fitness, and Safety Fair) 

Public Service Announcements  



Dr. John W. Ray 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

MAR - ~ 2011 

9 15 W. Galena Street 
Bulte, MT 5970 I 

Dear Dr. Ray: 

OfFICE OF 
SOlIO WASTE AND EMERGENCY 

RESPONSE 

Thank yo u fo r your electronic message to the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) of 
the U.S. Environmental Protect ion Agency (EPA) regarding Superfund sites in Bune, Montana. 
The OIG referred your correspondence to this office for review and appropriate action. EPA' s 
Offi ce of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation provides national guidance on 
Superfund remediation projects carried out by EPA's ten regional offices. 

You expressed concerns about potential bias of those conducting five-year reviews at 
Bune, Montana. Superfund sites. The five-year review is the statutorily-required review of 
certain Superfund remediation projects to ensure that human health and the environment are 
being protected. You be lieve that the projecll11anager invo lved in the remediation should not 
conduct the fi ve-year review. 

Project managers conduct reviews in compliance with the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response. Compensation. and Liability Ac t (CERCLA. i.e., the Superfund statute) and program 
guidance. CERCLA. Section 12I(c). states: 

"({the President selects a remedial action Ihal results in any hazardous substances, 
polllllanlS, or conlUminant~' remaining at the site, the President shall review such 
remedial action no less often than each/ive years after the initiation o.fsuch remedial 
action to assure that hllman health and the environment are being protected by the 
remedial aclion being implemented " 

This authority has been delegated to the EPA for most Superfund sites. In addition, the 
"Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance" (OSWER 9355.7-03B-P, June 2000) indicates 
that the project manager is part of the review team conducting a five-year review at any site. 
While EPA can use contractor services or other agencies to provide assistance in conducting the 
five-year reviews, EPA is ultimately responsible fo r mak ing the detennination whether the 
remedy is protective . 

Recycled/Recycl.ble 
PrlnlMl wltll SoyICanola Ink on ,.,.. INt 
contlllne ..... 50% ~"btI" 



While the Agency respects your perspective, we believe there is no potential bias in 
having the project manager involved in the remediation al so conduct the five· year review. This 
is standard practice in the Superfund program. The project manager does not act in a vacuum 
when he or she conducts such a review. His/her work is reviewed by a supervisory branch or unit 
chief. in this case a branch chief. 

There is an additional check built into the Agency's review process. My staff reviews 
and comments on most of the draft five· year reviews nationwide. Concurrent with the public 
comment period for the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area five·year review. staff in the Region 8 
Denver office and my otTice reviewed and commented on the draft. Comments were extensive 
and will result in many changes to the text. issues, recommendations, and protectiveness 
statements. We will also be reviewing and commenting on the draft five·year review for 
Montana Pole and Treating Plant later this year. 

Your electronic mail also included an attachment with comments on the draft five-year 
review for the Butte Priority Soils Operable Unit. EPA Region 8 received these comments as 
part of the public comment process for the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area draft five.year review. 
Since Region 8 is in the process of evaluating all public comments. I will defer to them for a 
response to your comments. 

We appreciate your continued attention to the Butte sites and to the residents affected by 
the contamination and cleanup. Everyone benefits from public participation, and your insights 
into the nature of the contamination at the site. the community, and the cleanup process, have 
been useful. 

Thank you for your correspondence on these issues, and for your participation in this 
process. If you have further questions or concerns. please contact either Carol CampbeJl 
(Cmnpbdl.Carli l II ~ pa. !'! \l\ ) or Joe Varna (\' nmka..lol.: 1II.:P ;'I. !.!(H ) in Region 8. 

Sincerely . 

. James E. Woolford. Director 
Offi ce o f Superfund Remediation 
and Technology Innovation 
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