 Contact Person at Flathead- Nancy Warren

758-5325

The Reports we have are

Forest Plan- January 22, 1986

Annual Monitoring Report –1989- no recommended actions included in report…

Annual Monitoring Report- 1991

Supplemental Monitoring Report- Focusing on Old Growth Conditions on the Forest.

Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report- One document for 1993-1997

There were no individual reports completed for 1993-1997

Flathead Forest Plan Requirements:  V-17  An annual monitoring program, developed in accordance with this monitoring outlined, will be prepared as  part fo the Forest’s annual work program.  If monitoing funds are inadequate to properly monitor the Plan goals and objectives, an anlayiss willb e made to develop a course of acion that should be implemented.  This may include a Plan amendment, Plan revision or dropping projects.  

The results and trends of monitoring described in the annual monitoring  report will be evaluated and reported to the responsible official.  An Evaluation Report must be prepared at least every 5 years.  The evaluation report, as required by 36 CFR 219.12(k) will be prepared and submitted to the Regional Forester on a regular basis.  Interim evaluation reports will be prepared as necessary.  The document resulting from the use of the Decision Flow Diagram constitutes the evaluation report.  Page V-17 outlines the contents of the evaluation report.   


They did not comply with this requirement for the years of 1992-1997 in terms of distributing an annual monitoring report.

Page V-7 states that “Monitoring and evaluation comprises the management control system for the Forest Plan.  It will provide the decision maker and the public information on the progress and results of implementing the Forest Plan.  

(k)
Monitoring and evaluation.  At intervals established in the plan, implementation shall be evaluated on a sample basis to determine how well objectives have been met and how closely management standards and guidelines have been applied.  Based upon this evaluation, the interdisciplinary team shall recommend to the Forest Supervisor such changes in management direction, revisions, or amendments to the forest plan as are deemed necessary.  Monitoring requirements identified in the forest plan shall provide for--

   (1)
A quantitative estimate of performance comparing outputs and services with those projected by the forest plan;

   (2)
Documentation of the measured prescriptions and effects, including significant changes in productivity of the land; and

   (3)
Documentation of costs associated with carrying out the planned management prescriptions as compared with costs estimated in the forest plan.

   (4)
A description of the following monitoring activities:

   (i)
The actions, effects, or resources to be measured, and the frequency of measurements;

   (ii)
Expected precision and reliability of the monitoring process; and

   (iii)
The time when evaluation will be reported.

   (5)
A determination of compliance with the following standards:

   (i)
Lands are adequately restocked as specified in the forest plan;

   (ii)
Lands identified as not suited for timber production are examined at least every 10 years to determine if they have become suited; and that, if determined suited, such lands are returned to timber production;

   (iii)
Maximum size limits for harvest areas are evaluated to determine whether such size limits should be continued; and

   (iv)
Destructive insects and disease organisms do not increase to potentially damaging levels following management activities.

Page V-17 states that 


Flathead Monitoring Report Evaluation and Summary:

Item 1- Recreation


This item is designed to analyze and evaluate the impacts from off-road vehicle use to determine whether considerable adverse effects are occurring, and what restrictions or prohibitions should be implemented to eliminate adverse effects (as required by 36 CFR 295.2).   Monitoring of ORV use effects was added in 1986 after the Forest Plan was implemented.  Specifically the items to be measured are: Current and potential impacts arising from operation of ORV on soil, water, vegetation, fish and wildlife, forest visitors, and cultural and historic resources.  In addition, this item is supposed to be used to evaluate motorized and non-motorized recreation use levels, utilizing actual use compared to projected.   Monitoring is to occur annually, and reported every 5 years.

Monitoring took place during the years of 1987-1991, and 1993-1997.  Unfortunately, the monitoring was not completed as required.  Instead, the Flathead FS focused on informing the public of how much use there was, in comparison to the projected use levels.  The results for this monitoring was that actual use was generally 20-30% the projected use, for all types of use.  There was no mention of ORV impacts, or how actions or regulations have been modified to counteract these impacts.  

Suggestions that were made in reports were to evaluate standards, in order to maintain quality experiences, without causing serious resource degradation.  Are these standards being created for the 1998 monitoring report?

REQUEST: Conduct required monitoring of ORV use and it’s impacts on the resources.  In addition, look at standards being used to determine if resources are being degraded.

Item 6- Roadless Lands


This item is to monitoring the rate of change in roadless lands on the Forest.  A loss of more than 15, 000 acres by 1990 requires analysis and review of this trend.  Monitored every 5 years, reported every 5 years.


The first time that this item was reported on was in 1990, when 2,300 acres of roadless areas were lost to development, a figure that is far below the 15, 000 acres maximum amount allowed in the Forest Plan.  The next reporting was in 1998, in the five year summary report.  This document reported that this had not been a significant issue during the monitoring period.  Unfortunately, the report failed to disclose how many acres were lost each year.  

REQUEST: It would be very helpful to state how much acreage has been lost in the IRA’s since the creation of the Forest Plan.    


Item 8 and 9- White-tailed deer populations and winter habitat.

This monitoring item looks at the change in numbers of whitetailed deer and condition and change in whitetailed deer winter habitat.  This item is to be monitored annually and reported every 5 years.


The first year failed to include a discussion of the status of the deer population.  For a good portion of the years there was also a failure to identify how many habitat areas were in compliance with Forest Plan requirements.  1991 indicated that there almost half of the areas were below the Forest Plan Standard.  For the years of 1992-1997 there was supposedly no reduction in thermal cover levels.  We are curious to know if there was no reduction from the already reduced, below Forest Plan level, or was this reduction from desired condition?



Request:  In order to make the information gathered most pertinent, it is necessary to state the population numbers that can be estimated from the pellet counts.  Also, when thermal cover is reduced, as it is in 1991, discuss how this can be corrected.

Item 10 and 11-Change in Elk/Mule Deer Populations and Habitat Status.


These monitoring item looks at elk and mule deer populations, and condition of elk/mule deer winter habitat.  This item is to be monitored annually and reported every 5 years.  


For this item there was a definite lack of details included in the reports.  It was very difficult to determine how positive in fact the results were, since there were no numbers to back these up.  In 1990, the elk populations numbers were declining and the mule deer unchanged.  1991, both populations were decreasing.  For these two years there was no discussion as to what could be done to improve this situation.  For 1993-1997 there was no specifics on the elk or mule deer populations, though the habitat does appear to be improving.   24 of the 33 winter ranges in 1992, met Forest Plan Direction.  What about the other years.  

Request- That every year that is required, there is information regarding the population numbers.  In addition, disclose how the Forest Service plans on improving conditions that do no meet the Forest Plan.   

Item 12-Change in Elk mule Deer Status- Browse Production and Use.


This monitoring item looks at the browse production and use by elk/mule deer.  This is to be monitored annually, reported 5 years.


The results for this item show that there seems to be a trend that there is lower than expected levels of winter range forage production in the areas monitored.  The browse production was distributed less than optimally for the years reported.  Again, a lack of discussion as to how to modify this results, and improve them.


REQUEST: It was stated in the 1993-1997 report that methods would be modified to reflect use of remote sensing and project tabulations.  Has this been accomplished?

Item 13- Change in Elk and Mule Deer Status- Summer Habitats


Monitoring item looks at summer habitat inventory and Montana Elk-logging guidelines.  This is to be monitored annually, reported every 5 years.


The results for this item were fairly confusing.  For the first couple of years it was stated that the systematic Forest-Wide model was not being developed as it had been planned.  It was never stated if it was developed, though there were results reported for the years of 1990-1997.  These results showed that habitat effectiveness ranged from 10-76% .  Unfortunately, it was very difficult to determine what the results were for most years, especially 1993-1997 since there was no explanation included with the results.  I can not draw any real conclusions from the data presented.        


REQUEST: Please include a good explanation of the data collected.  What do the results mean and how are they affecting elk and mule deer status?  The public should have the opportunity be involved, and this can only be done through information being clearly presented to them.

Item 14- Moose and Mountain Goat Population Status. 

Monitors the change in moose and mountan goat populations.  Item is to be monitored annually, report 5years (1986-1990).

The information for this item was gathered by the MT Fish, Wildlife and Parks surveys.  From this information, which no long-term trends were ever reported, it was indicated that older age classes remain well represented in the population.  Harvesting records show that the majority of the animals taken are bulls.  The number of harvesting permits has increased, and it was believed that this suggested an increasing population- an assumption that we do not necessarily buy into without seeing figures.  The data states that population numbers are relatively stable, but there is nothing to back this up, for any of the years.

REQUEST: Show data that is being used to draw conclusions from.  The public must be clearly informed.  Long- term trends should be drawn to determine the health of the moose populations.

Item 15- Changes in Suitable Old Growth Habitat.

This monitoring item up to the year 1990 was to monitors the % of riparian areas in old growth.  Annual monitoring and report every 5 years.  This item’s results should indicate if adverse changes in old-growth habitat are resulting from land management practices.  From 1990 on the monitoring item was to be taken from the Chief’s decision of an interim standard that 10% of each third order watershed be retained in old growth habitat.  

The years up until 1993 reported the specific amount of acreage that was surveyed, and acres identified were greater than expected.  This did not address the issue of “changes in suitable old growth habitat” though.  In 1993- 1997 it was estimated that 15% of all N.F. land is currently old growth.  Though field surveys must take place to determine if this is accurate.  There must be a new definition of old growth created.  In general, the focus of the reporting, was mainly on the riparian old growth.  This seems to be a very narrow view to take.  

Item 16- Number of Grizzly Bear and Wolf (MIS)

 Monitors the change in Indicator Species populations numbers due to land management activities.. Annual monitoring, 5 yr. Reporting.


1986 and 1987 did not include any results for grizzlies since the methods for monitoring grizzlies was still being developed.  The range of numbers of grizzlies being observed was 14-23 for the years monitored.  Wolves was 20- 28 adults.  There was little mention during 1986-1992 of grizzly bear numbers meeting Forest Plan levels for- human caused mortality, female mortality, and family group numbers and distribution.  There was mention of these items in 1993-1997.  Female mortality exceeded required Plan levels in 1992, 1993, 1997.   Wolves are faring well, with higher than the recovery plan requirement in the Forest. 



REQUEST: For all years, include information as to how many the mortality taking place, and if it meets Forest Plan standards.

Item 17- Percent Change in Grizzly and Gray Wolf Habitat (MIS)

 
Monitors the percent of potential grizzly/wolf habitat suitable and available for use.  Monitoring is to take place annually and reported every five years.


The reports for this item never included the information that was required to be included by the Forest Plan.  This item was to measure the percent of potential Grizzly/Wolf Habitat suitable and available for grizzly and wolf use.  There was no reporting that even took place for 1986-1989.  The other years included a discussion of how the projects monitored are affecting grizzly bear and gray wolf, though the vegetative habitat conditions are suitable across the Forest.  No mention of you the habitat has been changed, and by how much percentage.

Item 17b- Compliance with ESA


Monitoring item was established to evaluate compliance with requirements of the ESA and results or trends in the estimated effects of various projects.  This monitoring item was only monitored during the 1993- 1997 time period.  During this time monitoring indicated that improvements in habitat suitability are taking pace, due to the fact that projects are being implemented following the Forest Plan guidelines.  There was no detailed information to believe that this was true. 

Item 18- Percent Change in Barred Owl (MIS)


Monitors the change in indicator species status by measuring riparian tree habitat change.  Annual monitoring, five year reporting.


Monitoring took place for this item the years of 1987- 1992.  There has been no current monitoring as far as I could tell.  When the monitoring was completed, there was a wide range of birds heard.  The methods utilized seem to vary- with road transects being used first, and them call surveys.  It seems that utilizing the call surveys would be much more effective.  There was a definite lack of discussion as to how management activities are impacting these species.  Also missing was a discussion of the riparian tree habitat changes.  No mention of this any of the years.

Item 19-  Percent change in Pileated Woodpecker Counts. (MIS) 

Monitors the snag cavity dependent habitat change for pileated woodpecker.  Annual monitoring, five year reporting required.

Again, there was a failure to monitor or report on this item for all years.  The numbers recorded ranged from 7 to 16 pileated being found in the transects measured.  A lack of discussion about the changes in snag cavity dependent habitat, and how this has affected the pileated woodpecker population numbers.


REQUEST:  For both Item 18 and 19, please include a discussion of how the riparian tree and snag cavity habitat has been modified and now this affects the bird populations.
In the recommendation sections- included that methods be updated that emphasize occupancy rather than population trend.  Also, evaluation is to occur to determine if these species are the best ones to represent old growth habitats.

Item 20-21- Change in Indicator Species Status of Marten (MIS)


Monitors the number of marten pelts, and the percentage change in marten tree dependent habitat.  Annual monitoring and reporting every 5 years.

In 1986, it was stated that a habitat suitability model was being developed for evaluating martens, and it would be ready for 1987, but 1987 and 1988 were lacking reports.  The years 1989-1990 reported that there was snowmobile surveys conducted, and tracks were found.  There was a reported 210 marten trapped.  There was no discussion these years as to how these numbers correlate to marten populations and health.  1993- 1997 reported that 956 marten were harvested through trapping.  Track surveys were also conducted.  These results suggest that marten populations are present in all major drainages of the Flathead Forest.  Large number of males in the trapping numbers indicates that the population is not depressed.  Is utilizing the trapping numbers an accurate way of measuring?  Again no mention of the percent change in marten habitat.  

Item 22-23- Bald Eagle Population and Nesting Habitat (MIS). 

Monitors the number of birds through the number of young at nest sites, and availability of potential bald eagle habitat.  Annual monitoring and 5 year reporting.  

The monitoring was conducted for this item consistently 1987 to 1997.  This is a great accomplishment.  Numbers were reported for most years, though it was very difficult to determine if the numbers were improvements to what had been there in the past.  In 1990, the nest production was considered low, with 6 young produced.  For 1980-1990 the total production of young had increased 19%.  What was the total production increase for 1990-1997

Item 24- Peregrine Falcon Population (MIS).

Change in this indicator species, monitors the number of birds and nesting sites.  The presence of Peregrines is measured through project specific analysis and surveys of suspected nesting cliffs.  Annual monitoring, and reporting every 5 years.

Monitoring for this item was fairly spotty, with no monitoring completed for 1988, 1989 or 1992.  When monitoring was done, it was not forest wide, or it seems at project level.  Lack of discussion as to what could entice more Peregrines to the area, and why their population numbers are limited.  

Item 25- Wildlife Habitat improvements.

Monitor the number of accomplished habitat improvement acres, versus the expected number that was defined in the Forest Plan.  Forest Plan estimated that wildlife habitat improvements would be 214-230 acres per year, and TE and S would be 200 acres a year.   Annual, report every 5 years. 


There was habitat improvement that took place each year since Forest Plan was implemented.  Acreage was defined in the reports, which were in compliance, or close.  From 1992 on the annual average acres treated was 808 acres, and 426 for TE and S species.  For the years of 1992- 1997, the annual average exceeded the Forest Plan Requirements.


It is great to conduct restoration work and habitat improvement,  but it seems critical that there is some follow-up conducted to determine if this improvements are working.  Are they effective, do they last over time, are the animals using them?

Item 26- Fish habitat improvement. 

Changes in fish habitat through improvements.  This item was to be monitored annually, and reported every five years.  It was not defined in the Forest Plan as to how many acres of habitat improvement were to take place each year.  I believe that it is 71 acres though.  This requirement was met in only two years, from what I could tell.  The average for the years of 1986-1990 was only 48 acres, and 19 structures per year.  The five year average for 1993-1997 was not stated, though the monitoring report stated that the accomplishments were substantially below the levels required in the Forest Plan.  

The monitoring reports failed to include the results of the habitat improvements.  What good is it to conduct this work, if it will not monitored to see how it worked, or to see if it must be improved?  

REQUESTS: Conduct required fish habitat improvements, and monitor the success or failures of these.  Use the information gathered from the monitoring to improve the projects and make them more effective. 

Item 27- Changes in Sediments in Stream Substratum.

This item monitors the changes in size and population of westslope cutthroat and bull trout.  Looks specifically at the changes in fish habitat, sediment, pool information, thermal and instream cover.   Annual monitoring by Fish Wildlife and Parks, and Flathead National Forest.. Reporting every 5 years.

This item has be aggressively monitored since 1986- 1997.  This was refreshing to see.  It is very hard to determine a trend from the results.  1987- there was a increase in fine materieal in two of the three Forks of the Flathead.  Due some what to low precipitation and dry conditions.  1989- saw more rain and sediments decrease.  Natural variation was chalked up to be the culprit. 1993-1997 saw a decrease in fine sediments in the 18 streams monitored.   

There should be more discussion as to the recommended changes that could take place, to improve conditions.  Has monitoring for substrate scoring been expanded to include all major bull trout spawning streams?  1993- 1997 report made number of suggestions as to how to improve the monitoring of cumulative watershed effects, and weather changes, and their impacts on water quality.  How about redesiging the sampling strategies to stratify sensitive areas to land disturbances?  No mention of bull or westslope cutthroat trout population numbers as they relate to these sediment changes.

Item 28-Changes in Westslope Cutthroat and Bull Trout Redds.


This item looks at indicator species, specifically the WCT/bull trout redds.  This item is to show trends in cutthroat and bull trout population levels and provide a measure of adult fish abundance.  Annual monitoring, report every 5 years.


In 1986 Coal creek took a serious plunge, with redd counts down 70%.  Coal Creek showed a significant increase in numbers in 1987.  1987- 1989 the bull trout redds were higher than the long term average.  Adult bull trout appear to be maintaining robust populations overall.  1990 resulted in a decline in bull trout redd numbers.  Native cutthroats seem to be maintaining their presence in occupied habitat, but are facing pressures from non- natives.  The results from 1993- 1997 are a bit contrary to the previous reports that had stated that there was some improvement taking place.  This report states that since 1983 bull trout redd counts have been decreasing in the Flathead lake system.  South Fork and Swan River have stable populations.  There definetly has not been as much monitoring of westslopes over the years.    

1986-Redd count was slightly above the previous 7 year average with numbers down 17%in the North Fork, but up 23% in the middle Fork.  Coal Creek in North Fork was down 70%- Why is this, were management activities changed as a result?  There is a decreasing population of this species.  A recommendation was made in this report that bull trout and westlope conservation strategies be incorporated into the plan.  


There needs to be more of a discussion of how management activities could be changed to cause less impact.  There should be a discussion as to why there is a sediment problem 

Item 29-Change in Water Temperature.


This item looks at changes in size and population of westslope and bull trout as it is affected by the change in water temperatures.  Annual monitoring, report every 5 years.   


This item seems to be one of the more important items to monitor in for WCT and Bull trout habitat, but it was not thoroughly conducted. There was no monitoring conducted for 1992-1997.  When it was conducted, the results indicated that the temperatures were generally not stressful to juvenile bull trout.  In 1991 there was mention that there were limitations of this monitoring item, such as a small number of locations were sampled, water quality monitoring program had to do the bulk of monitoring and equipment was limited.  Was any of this addressed to make monitoring better?  Why was it not conducted for 1992- 1997?
Item 30- Range Allotment Analysis;


This item measures livestock forage use, and determines if projections in the Forest Plan were accurate.  Range allotment analysis is not being completed as scheduled in the Forest Plan.  Has not been done for the first 5 years due to lack of funding and personnel.  Though in 1991,  the report states that the first 6 years the trend has been to fairly steady in permitting cattle numbers, with a gradual increase in the actual number of cattle grazed.  This trend will probably change in the next few years.  No mention of this item during 1992- 1997.

Item 30a- Noxious Weed Inventory-


This item was established to determine the extent and kind of weed infestations.  


The only monitoring for this item has taken place during 1993-1997- Flathead has at least 114,000 acres of spotted knapweed, 17,100 acres of Goatweed, 5,700 acres of  houndstongue, 5,700 acres of Canadian thistle,. 2,000 acres of tangsy ragwort, and 705 acres of leafy spurge.  2,000 acres of weed control took place in 1997.  This effort is insufficient to contain populations, the monitoring reported stated.  What do these results indicate?  How has this information been utilized to modify the management activities?  If you realize that there is 114,000 acres of knapweed, one of the more invasive weeds around, don’t you think there should be some modification of actions?

REQUEST:  Utilize the information gained to alter management activities.  In projects proposals, include maps of noxious weed populations locations and severity.  Continue to monitor this population. 

Item 31-36- Timber Outputs


Validates that timber outputs concur with those in Forest Plan, both area and volume.  Should be annually monitored and reported.  From 1986 to 1989 the volume offered was more than the volume sold.  Most of the Forest’s mature and over mature lodgepole pine will be harvested by 1990.  This was never mentioned again to back up if this was true.  There is a trend toward offering more than will sell.  The amount during 1993- 1997 that was sold and offered has significantly decreased since 1986.

REQUEST:  The results indicate that there is too much timber being offered.  

Item 37- Areas of Timber Sold and Harvested on Slopes over 40%


Looks at the amount of acreage logged with slopes over 40%.  Annual monitoring and reporting.  This monitoring item is one of the most impractical and has the greatest lack of sensitivity to the resources.  In 1987 1,140 acres were harvested on slopes over 40 %.  This did not meet the F.Plan predictions of  4,536 acres per year.  The reported stated that the Forest Service hoped to log and meet the F.Plan goal and log on steeper slopes.  YIKES.  IS this item still part of the Forest Plan, or has it been modified?  Luckily, none of the years met the Forest plan requirement.  


This item should be looking at how logging on such steep slopes are impacting the water quality, and other aspects of the environment.  Rather the monitoring reports are making it sound like it is a bad thing that more slopes that are greater than 40% are not being logged.  The intent of the monitoring item was ensure that logging activities were well distributed and not disportionately conducted on gentle terrain.  What a joke… Logging should only be conducted on gentle terrain, to ensure that regeneration takes place.  

Item 45- Water Quality


Evaluate change in water quality, specifically looking at sediment, chemical and microbiological components.  Forest Plan requires that 32 sites, 15-20 times a year should be monitored.  Results are to be within State and Federal water quality standards.  Required annual monitoring and reporting.


The results for this item have been analyzed by outside sources that indicate that the data collected was not adequate to determine whether water quality way affected by forest management.  This conclusion was first presented to the Flathead in the mid-1980’s by Bruce Anderson, but the same analysis methods were being used.  In addition, the required monitoring sites, to be measured 15-20 times a year, have never been met, due to funding constraints.  


The actual results presented in the monitoring reports show the trend that there is a correlation between phosphorus and stream discharge.  Though water is within the standards required for swimming.  Streambank erosion is accelerating.  The dissolved oxygen and pH levels as well as alkalinity show seasonal variation.  Also noted was that nitrates increase as spring runoff begines, decreases at peak flows and during declining flows, and increases again during base flow.  Elevated level of nitrogen from ground and water sources.


The water quality in the three of the largest lake basins is not included in this monitoring item, even though these lakes are listed as 303(d).  this should be included in monitoring item.

REQUESTS:  I gained no conclusions or lesson from this monitoring item.  It was impossible to determine how management activities are impacting the water quality of the forest.  Please include a discussion of what the results mean, and how they apply to projects.  In addition, conduct the required amount of monitoring and measure it as required.

 Item 46- Change in Water Yield


Evaluate the change in water yield as impacted from timber harvest.  This item is to include annual monitoring and reporting.


This item has not been monitored, or reported well at all.  There was no monitoring reported for 1989, or 1992.  When monitoring was reported the only information disclosed was that monitoring was conducted, 
though no results included.  For 1993-1997 the data showed that the collected data was not sufficient to correlate changes in stream flows with management activities due to other variables.  With this information in mind, we would hope to see a change in the way this information is collected and used.  Since the 1998 report has not come out yet, we do not know if this has happened.  


REQUESTS:  Modify the collection procedures and set up to make the data reflect the desired better.  

Item 51 and 52- Soils


Monitor the soil compaction and displacement resulting from Forest Management activities.  Annual monitoring and reporting.


In 1987 the Forest Supervisor included a line in the monitoring report (pg 35) that stated suggested that the forest plan be amended to increase the % of detrimental impact from 5% that the Forest Plan requires to 15% that the Soil Productivity Monitoring Plan stated.  Was there ever a forest plan amendment for this increase, and was it ever fully disclosed to the public that this was happening.  The Forest Plan requirement that one sale per district, per year be monitored has not been met either due to not enough personnell.


Even with the increase to 15% detrimental impact, there  were a number of timber sales that exceeded this amount.  Ground based equipment operating on slopes greater than 35% caused much of this impact.  Skid trails and landings have been considered impacted through compaction.  Dry soil conditions were found to be better than wet, and eliminate rutting and puddling.  Dozer piling is a major source of detrminetal impact to soils.  In 1992-1997 the results proved a bit better with 20 of the 32 sites (63%) maintaining soil productivity.  Skid trails and temporary roads proved to be the problem with the 12 units that did not comply.


Detrimental soil conditions , especially soil compaction and displacement seem to be a common result of Forest management activities.  The fact that not all sites have been monitored is a serious failure, and must be corrected.  Soil conditions are one the most crucial issues to deal with.  Without healthy soils, the forest is gone.  This item must be given top priority and the results from it must be followed.  If skid trails, dozers and temporary roads found to be the most impactive, maybe there should be serious decrease in the amount of these that are used.

Item 53- Road Densities


This monitoring item is designed to compare total miles and densities of roads and resources accessed and harvested to those projected in Forest Plan.  This item is to be monitored every year, and reported every 5 years.  For the first 4 years the results focused on the amount of miles that were built, though failed to include a discussion of the road density.  In addition, there was not a consistent discussion of how the results compared to the Forest Plan projections.   With the 5 year summary they was a discussion of roads built, though again, no disclosure of road density. 


REQUESTS:  Include the thorough discussion of Forest Plan recommended mileages and densities, and how the actual amount compares.  It is not useful to just state the amount mileage or density that was found, without describing the correlation with the Forest Plan.


This is a critically important item since it allows the public to see the amount of road mileage that is being added every year.  As you are well aware, there is a nationwide failure to maintain Forest Service roads.  In addition, there are a significant amount of ghost roads that are not included in the system roads.  This information must be disclosed.

  Areas lacking- snag monitoring, old growth habitat (not riparian)

