SOILS





The FEIS states on III-177 that the IPNF put a Soils section into the FEIS because of public comments on the DEIS.  For the public to have to remind the FS of the importance of soils on the productivity of the Forest does not reflect well on the judgment of the agency.  The public simply should not have to remind the FS to do analyses to ensure that Forest Plan Standards would not be violated.  The fact that the DEIS had practically no meaningful analysis of the Soils resouce is one more example of how badly rushed the project analysis has been.





The FEIS admits many of its past logging practices have resulted in conditions that violate Forest Plan Standards.  It also discloses that DFB Project activities are proposed in areas where the viiolations exist.  For the Coeur d’Alene River District:


Thirteen existing harvest units, presently being proposed for additional harvest activity have detrimentally disturbed soils that may exceed compaction and displacement soil quality standards by 1 to 20 percent: five of these 13 units (102 acres) were tractor harvested; two units (59 acres) are a combination cable/tractor harvest; six units (93 acre) were cable harvest. Total acres that do not meet the Forest Plan soil quality standards is 254 acres; these acres were harvested prior to the development of the 1987 Forest Plan.





Twenty-four other existing units (1231 acres) are marginal (within five percent of possibly not meeting Forest Plan soil quality standards): six of these units (270 acres) were tractor harvested; eleven units (849 acres) are a combination cable/tractor harvest; and seven units (112 acres) were cable harvest.





Additional units with past harvest history had detrimentally disturbed soils that ranged from 1 to 14 percent. Data for all of the above units are in spreadsheets which are in the project files.





In summary, 13 units (254 acres), which were harvested prior to the development of the 1987 Forest Plan, presently may not meet Forest Plan soil quality standards and 24 units (1231 acres) are marginal.


(FEIS at III-178.)





For the Priest Lake Ranger District:


Eighteen of the existing tractor logged units (381 acres), presently being proposed for additional harvest activity have detrimentally disturbed soils that may exceed compaction and displacement soil quality standard by 1 to 46 percent; an additional 10 tractor logged units (227 acres) are marginal (within five percent of exceeding standards), totaling 116 acres. The remaining tractor logged units had detrimentally disturbed soils that ranged from 6 to 13 percent. Data for all of the above units are in spreadsheets which are in the soils portion of the project files.





Four other units (57 acres) have detrimentally disturbed soils that may not meet Forest Plan soil quality standards, an additional seven units (41 acres) are marginal; the disturbance in these units are a result of extensive roading.





In summary, twenty-two units (438 acres) which were harvested prior to the development of the 1987 Forest Plan, presently may not meet Forest Plan soil quality standards and seventeen units (268 acres) are marginal. 173 of 314 proposed harvest units (3,519 acres) occur on low potassium soils.


(FEIS at III-508.)





From  the above information from the FEIS, there are 35 total units where Standards have definitely or likely been exceeded, and 41 total units which are “marginal.”  For the purposes of doing what’s best for the soils and preventing further violations of Forest Plan Standards, units in all categories should be assumed to be violating Forest Plan Standards, absent field reviews that would tell for sure (and the FEIS indicates these units have not been assessed in the field).  It is irresponsible, and a violation of the Standards to only “maintain … existing detrimental soil disturbance levels” if there is such a high likelihood that Standards may have been exceeded.





Furthermore, the mitigation measures specified in the FEIS are also not in compliance with the Forest Plan.  For those unit presently in violation, the FEIS first proposes more damage, with mitigation later and only “where feasible.”  The FEIS does not disclose how many units over how many acres where the subsoiling decompacting mitigation actions are not “feasible” and therefore would only be further damaged.  





The FEIS also does not even make projections on the percentage of detrimental soils conditions that would exist on any of these units after project activities.  Nor does the FEIS provide a solid, experience-based basis for claiming that the mitigation measures would bring the units into compliance.  





One example of where merely decompacting soils in a unit violating Standards would not be sufficient is if the detrimental conditions are not due to compaction only.  Soils which have had the organic layers displaced, burned, or experienced mass movements can also meet the definition of detrimentally disturbed soils:


Soils can be impacted by compaction, puddling, displacement, burning, erosion, and mass movement during or following management activities.  Impacts and above-ground organic matter losses that adversely affect hydrologic function or cause losses in site productivity are detrimental. (FSH 2509.18-94-1)





Only field surveys of the specific detrimental conditions could show if decompaction will be sufficient to bring the soil productivity to within Standards.





The FEIS further violates the Standards merely by proceeding with damaging actions before mitigation has proved effective.  The Forest Service Handbook at FSH 2509.18-94-1  states, under ÒSoil Quality StandardsÓ (2.2):


Compaction, puddling, and displacement are effects of management activities and may be cumulative over time.  If a guideline or combination of guidelines are exceeded in an initial entry, then future entries must have no additional effect unless natural recovery has taken place or mitigative measures have been applied between entries.


(Emphasis added).





The FEIS recognizes that the DFB Project activities will have “additional effect”—indeed, how can more logging activities involving tractor or skyline skidding, and/or slash burning have absolutely no effect on soils within the activity area?  Theorietically, using only old skid trails might minimize the additional damage, but any recovery from the first entry would be set back and it is highly unlikely that skidding and/or burning can be restricted to only the detrimentally disturbed sites anyway.





It is 12 years into implementation of the Forest Plan, and the Forest Service is finally proposing measures to bring soil conditions in damaged areas up to Standards.  However, it is not in the context of more damaging actions that the Forest Service should be proving it can bring detrimentally disturbed soils up to required productivity levels.  Only after actual measured and monitored accomplishment can anyone be confident that mitigation would be effective.





The National Forest Managment Act at 16 U.S.C. 1600 (6)(g)(3)(E)(i) and (F)(v) requires that Forest Plans adopt measures to prevent permanent damage to the Soils.  The Forest Plan has adopted  the Forest Service Handbook at FSH 2509.18 as Standards to comply with NFMA.  It is a violation of the Standards, the Forest Plan, and the NFMA for the DFB FEIS to be proposing to damage more soils before the Forest Service can demonstrate genuine reductions in detrimental soils conditions.


