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Peter Castiglia 

INTERA 

Albuquerque, NM 

 

Subject:  Supplemental Survey for Updated Closure Design at the Northeast Church 
Rock Mine Site and Remedial Action at the UNC Mill Site 

Cedar Creek Associates, Inc. (Cedar Creek) was contracted to collect environmental data to fill 

gaps identified in the Final Environmental Data Gap Report for the Removal Action at the 

Northeast Church Rock Mine Site and Remedial Action at the UNC Mill Site (Mine and Mill Sites; 

INTERA, 2015). However, following data collection for the Final Environmental Data Gap 

Report, there were minor redesigns in the closure approach which created approximately 31 

acres of proposed disturbance which extended beyond the boundaries of areas previously 

surveyed for vegetation (wildlife surveys did encompass these areas). As a result, this 

document presents a determination of current floral in the areas which have not been 

addressed in previous reports. The project area includes a 200-foot buffer for vegetation 

surveys on the areas of disturbance delineated by Stantec (2018) for the 90% design boundary. 

Map 1 displays the extent of the evaluation area. 

 

A spring 2018 field effort was conducted to conduct vegetation resource surveys, special status 

habitat/species surveys, and noxious weed surveys. This effort was primarily qualitative and 

comprised of an ecologist familiar with the previous surveys conducted pedestrian transects in 

the additional 31 acres to ensure that floral conditions are accurately represented in previous 

reports and the potential for special status habitat/species and noxious weeds has been 

addressed. These surveys were conducted by or under the direct supervision of Cedar Creek’s 

Senior Ecologist Mr. Jesse H. Dillon. 



 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

Vegetation Resource Survey 

Visual inspection occurred on 31 acres of new survey areas to determine if ecological 

communities in these areas are represented in the Final Environmental Data Gap Report.  The 

survey found that vegetation community mapping and descriptions presented in the Final 

Environmental Data Gap Report accurately represent the floral conditions of the new survey 

areas.  

Special Status Species/Habitat Survey 

Pedestrian surveys of the 31 acres of new survey areas were conducted to identify potential for 

special status species habitat and occurrence. The finalized priority list of species was 

developed based on correspondence with the New Mexico Natural Heritage Program, Navajo 

Natural Heritage Program, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Final Environmental Data Gap 

Report). 

 

No habitat to support the identified plant species of concern (including state and federal 

threatened and endangered species as well as tracked rare species) or the plant species 

themselves were found within the vegetation survey area. 

Noxious Weed Surveys 

A noxious weed list from the state of New Mexico Department of Agriculture was used to 

complete field surveys (NMDA 2016). Fieldwork involved pedestrian transects in the new survey 

areas to identify occurrence of noxious weeds and potential sources of weed seed in the 

general vicinity. 

 

The noxious weeds bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) and saltcedar (Tamarix spp.) were identified in 

the arroyo.  This area (known as the Jetty Area) will serve as a borrow source for soils needed 

to build the ET cover on the repository.  Therefore, it is recommended that efforts be made to 

control noxious weeds prior to borrowing the soil and potentially risking weed invasion on the 

repository cover. The following control methods should be considered for implementation.  

However, implications of jurisdictional status of Waters of the US should be considered prior to 

implementing any control.  
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Mechanical Control: 

Grubbing followed by herbicide application and seeding is effective for tamarisk control but may 

increase opportunity for secondary invaders such as Russian knapweed and may increase bull 

thistle establishment. Grubbing will leave the stream bank vulnerable to high intensity episodic 

precipitation during summer months when precipitation is the highest. Timing mechanical and 

chemical control with seeding may prove challenging. Mechanical control will require follow up 

herbicide treatments in late summer/fall that may reduce the efficacy of seeding required to 

stabilize the stream banks (Duncan 2018, Nissen et al. 2010, USDA et. al. 2007, USDA 2014). 

Bull Thistle: Grubbing or tillage may be done any time of year and are most effective prior to 

thistle bolting. Mechanical control should occur after emergence but before plants reach 3 inches. 

A depth of 2-4 inches should sever taproots effectively. Ill-timed mechanical control and residual 

seeds present on the stream bank can increase establishment of bull thistle in following seasons. 

Unless contaminated material is removed or treated with herbicide, an actively disturbed 

seedbank will see increased bull thistle and tamarisk (Lym 2013, Nissen et al. 2010, USDA 2014). 

Tamarisk: Tamarisk will resprout after grubbing. Wait at least 6 months after cutting and/or for 

re-sprouts to be 3 to 4 feet tall before applying the herbicides. This allows time for plants to re-

grow and develop adequate leaf area for optimum herbicide uptake from a foliar application. This 

may mean the application will need to be done the year after cutting or, alternatively, in late 

summer after mowing the previous winter or earlier in the spring of the same year. Applying 

herbicides to cut stumps is also an effective technique. Herbicide must be applied to stumps 

immediately or soon after cutting (less than a week) to be effective. The cut-stump technique is 

least effective in the spring when trees are rapidly growing. (Duncan 2018, Nissen et al. 2010) 

Chemical Control: 

Chemical control is highly effective for both bull thistle and tamarisk. While a variety of herbicides 

are effective on these noxious weeds, the following are most effective on the target species. 

Specifically, Aminopyralid and Triclopyr have high efficacy for bull thistle and tamarisk, 

respectively; both exhibit low mobility and have low impact on grasses. Tank mixes of 

Aminopyralid and Triclopyr are commonly used. Imazapyr is highly effective for tamarisk control 

but should not be used on dry, bare soils and does injure grasses at application rates required 

for use on tamarisk.  Imazapyr is not recommended for use at the project except for use in cut 

stump or basal bark application.  

 Aminopyralid (MilestoneTM), Bull Thistle 

▪ High efficacy 
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▪ Low mobility 

▪ Short half-life 

▪ Selective; most grasses and shrubs are tolerant, some forbs are tolerant. 

▪ Effective for Russian knapweed control.  

Triclopyr (GarlonTM), Tamarisk 

▪ Moderate efficacy 

▪ Low mobility 

▪ Short half-life 

▪ Selective 

Imazapyr (HabitatTM), Tamarisk 

▪ High efficacy 

▪ Moderate mobility (not for use on dry soils) 

▪ Long half-life 

▪ Required application rates for tamarisk make this herbicide non-selective 

and will damage perennial grasses.  

▪ Restrictions on gallons per acre. 

Although herbicides are the most effective control method for the target species, site accessibility 

is an issue for herbicide application. Spraying by helicopter or drone may be viable options to 

achieve control of the target species (Duncan 2017b, Duncan 2018, Nissen et al. 2010).  

 

Bull thistle 

Fall is the preferred time for applying herbicides for biennial thistle control. Fall treatment allows 

more time for herbicide application than in the spring, and thistle control generally is best with 

fall treatments. Seedlings that emerge in summer after tillage or previous herbicide applications 

will not bolt but remain in the rosette stage. Biennial thistles are most susceptible to herbicides 

in the rosette form. Herbicides should be applied as late as possible in the fall, but prior to a 

killing frost to allow for maximum seedling emergence and rosette size. Seedlings that emerge 

after spraying will remain vegetative until the following spring and can be treated effectively at 

that time. (Lym 2013, USDA 2014) 

Tamarisk 

• Foliar Spraying: Foliar spraying of tamarisk is effective for trees less than 6 feet in height 

or on 3- to 4-foot-tall resprouted trees post grubbing or cutting. 
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• Cut-stump: Imazapyr or Triclopyr may be applied to cut stumps up to a week after cutting, 

any time when trees are not frozen.  

• Basal bark: Basal bark applications of Imazapyr or Triclopyr can be made on intact trees 

less than 6 inches in diameter in-lieu of cutting or foliar spraying when trees are not frozen 

or wet. Basal bark applications are easiest in early spring or late fall and most effective 

when trees are not rapidly growing in late spring. Treatments are applied all around the 

stems at 12 to 18 inches above the ground on smooth bark. This treatment is effective on 

trees that are less than 6 inches in diameter. If the bark has become thick, corky, and 

furrowed, the treatment will not be effective. (Duncan 2018, Nissen et al. 2010) 

 

Biological Control: 

Establishing biological controls in the area prior to construction of the cover may reduce the risk 

of noxious weed establishment on the cover. The following biological controls are available for 

bull thistle and tamarisk. 

 Gall Fly (Urophora stylata), Bull thistle 

▪ Moderate to high efficacy 

▪ Does not impact native thistles, legal to release. (USDA 2014) 

 Tamarisk leaf beetle (Diorhabda spp.), Tamarisk 

▪ Variable efficacy 

▪ Illegal to release: Cannot release within 200 miles of critical Southwestern 

Willow Flycatcher designated Critical Habitat within the Upper Rio Grande 

(Nissen et al. 2010, USFWS 2013). 

Tamarisk leaf beetle is not legal to release in this area of New Mexico and therefore is not a 

treatment option at NECR. The gall fly used to control bull thistle is legal to be released in New 

Mexico and does not impact native thistles. Biological controls require a substantial infestation to 

be effective and can be impacted by mechanical and chemical treatments. It may be feasible to 

establish a gall fly reserve population near the cover site that would serve as a reservoir to control 

thistle on the cover. A suitable site would be an area that will not be treated chemically and has 

a scattered population of bull thistle. This insect does best in open meadows with scattered plants. 

The gall fly does not do as well in dense stands of bull thistle. It does not favor sites with flooding 

and high winds. Infested galls could be transferred to uninfested sites in spring. Alternatively, 

adults can be collected with a sweep net and aspirator in spring and early summer when host 
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plants are in bud and flowering (Winston 2008, USDA 2014). Incorporating the gall fly in the 

treatment plan may be advantageous to reducing a bull thistle infestation on the cover site if 

nearby conditions are suitable. 
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