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The purpose of this letter is to clarify our expectations for the monitoring and evaluation of management indicator species (MIS) as you implement, amend, or revise your land and resource management plans (LRMPs). This letter has been prepared in coordination with the Washington Office.





A key reason management indicator species (MIS) are selected is "because their population changes are believed to indicate the effects of management activities" (36 CFR 219.19(a)(1). The enclosure provides current direction from 36 CFR 219.19 and the Forest Service Manual regarding management indicator species. The Planning Regulations (36 CFR 219.19 (a)(6)) direct that "Population trends of management indicator species will be monitored and relationships to habitat changes determined. Questions have arisen, both within and outside the Forest Service, over what level of MIS monitoring is needed to meet the intent of the Planning Regulations. This letter clarifies our obligations based on current regulations and agency procedures. . . ‘'





In assessing and planning your monitoring and evaluation of each MIS, you should continuously ensure consistency with the regulations and agency procedures cited above and that the following checklist items are addressed.





FOREST-WIDE





1. Reasons for Selection of MIS. The selection of MIS should be supported by documentation found in the final environmental impact statement (FEIS), LRMP, or process records.





2. Documentation of MIS Habitat Relationships. The relationships of all MIS to forest communities, forest successional classes, aquatic communities, rare communities, or relevant habitat parameters should be supported by documentation of published/unpublished research, professional opinion, administrative studies/surveys, effectiveness monitoring, or from ongoing research/validation monitoring.





3. Other Essential Documentation. Additional documentation related to each MIS includes: development of habitat objectives related to MIS; the rationale for the selection of monitoring methods for MIS; available sources for monitoring data and meta data; evaluation techniques and results of analyses; and decisions or outcomes that result from monitoring and evaluation of the LRMP





4. Monitoring MIS Habitat Conditions. At the most basic level, conditions and trends of habitats will be tracked for each MIS. Forest-wide trends of habitat conditions for each MIS should be evaluated and reported within the context of LRMP direction. The monitoring methods should be implemented as stated in the LRMP or associated monitoring task sheets. The habitat information and evaluation for each MIS will be addressed annually in LRMP monitoring/evaluation reports for the Forest Service and 
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interested publics to review results, conditions, outcomes, and to determine if changes to the LRMP are needed. Actual evaluation of some MIS may occur on different time frames based on the individual species.





5. Monitoring MIS Population Trends. In addition to monitoring habitat for each MIS, findings regarding trends in populations for MIS should be estimated and evaluated. Forest-wide estimates of population trends for each MIS should be evaluated and reported in context with trends in habitat conditions and with LRMP direction. The monitoring methods used to evaluate MIS population trends should be implemented as stated in the LRMP or associated implementation procedures. The population trend information for each MIS will be addressed annually in LRMP monitoring/evaluation reports and other time frames appropriate to the individual species.





Because methodologies to determine population numbers and/or estimate trends vary by species, conclusions that relate population trends to habitat conditions are also reached through a variety of methods. It is appropriate for a range of methods to be used to estimate, or approximate, population trends for MIS. The choice of which one, or combination, of these methods to use for a given MIS is based on: (1) the risk associated with a species status and (2) the information needed by line officers to make informed decisions. The methods include:





•	Population trends can be determined through the use of 100% population counts or can be estimated through the use of population sampling designed to estimate actual population numbers. (Although rarely used, 100 % population counts can be feasible for some species, such as for populations in very restricted geographic areas.) In addition, demographic analysis can be used to infer population trends and further provide additional insight into species population status. These are the most intensive and rigorous methodologies, usually reserved for some federally-listed species or some high risk globally-imperiled species selected as MIS. These methods would be appropriate for a MIS where the risk of local or broad extirpations is high (cost of making a management decision that would adversely affect the species is high) and either there is not a strong correlation of an MIS and its associated habitat(s) or the relationship is poorly understood (high likelihood the conclusions regarding population trends would be incorrect).





•	Population trends can be estimated through the use of population indices. These indices are not estimates of actual population numbers, but are aimed at reflecting population trends or relative abundance for a species. Properly designed population indices are a well accepted method for assessing populations for many taxa. Examples could include state hunting/fishing information, track counts, and bird point counts. Some of this information may be useful in validating species/habitat relationships. This method is commonly used in natural resource management.





•	Population trends can be estimated using population occurrence data. In addition, this information can improve knowledge of species distribution and habitat relationships. These measures, repeated over time, may provide information on trends in distribution and relative abundance. Examples could include element occurrence records (EOR), documented changes in occurrences, and an evaluation of those changes from established baseline EOR records. This approach would be appropriate for a MIS where the risk to local or broad extirpations is low to moderate (cost of making a management decision that would adversely affect the species is low to moderate) and there is high correlation and understanding for a MIS and its associated habitat(s) (high likelihood the conclusions regarding population trends would be correct).
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Population trends may be inferred using species-habitat relationships information. This approach involves inferring population trends from trends in amount and condition of habitat over time, based on known relationships between species and habitat. The use of this approach is appropriate under the following conditions: (1) the species is relatively common and risk of local extirpations are low; (2) habitat is known to be a primary factor influencing populations; and (3) there have been valid empirical studies relating the species to habitat and these are applicable to the area where the approach is being applied. When population trends are inferred from habitat trends, the relationship of species to habitat should be understood well enough to interpret how the population would respond to habitat alterations.





The information utilized for the different MIS monitoring methods may come from a variety of internal and external sources. The 36 CFR 219.19(a)(6) recognizes this by stating monitoring will be done in cooperation with State fish and wildlife agencies, to the extent practicable". Since the 1982 planning regulation was finalized, there have been considerable advancements in knowledge and ability to share information regarding many plant and animal species status and trends, their habitat relationships, their response to land management activities, and understanding of risks to species. Today, appropriate sources for this information include National Forest System, Forest Service Research, university research, other federal and state government agencies, and an assortment of non-government organizations. Forest-level MIS monitoring strategies should recognize and incorporate the work being accomplished by the various sources.





6. Research Coordination. Coordination is conducted with research stations, universities, and other research entities to identify needed research to validate assumptions regarding MIS species-habitat relationships and in the development of properly designed monitoring programs for MIS.





7. Evaluating Selection of MIS. As monitoring proceeds, the effectiveness of MIS should be evaluated to determine if they are serving the purpose originally intended. The feasibility of monitoring methods for a MIS should also be evaluated. If it is determined that the species is not serving its original purpose or monitoring methods for the species are impractical, then decisions on removing the species as a MIS, or changes to monitoring design for the species, will be needed.





PROJECT-LEVEL





Although monitoring of MIS is addressed at the LRMP level, it is important to identify and document effects to MIS, through project-level NEPA analyses. Ensure that project-level analyses consider the following checklist:





1. Project-level MIS Selection. The project-level MIS may be selected from all or a subset of the forest-wide MIS. The reasons for their selection must be disclosed in the project level NEPA documents.





2. Project Relationship to Forest Plan. Design project-level activities so they are in compliance with forest plan habitat desired conditions/objectives and standards/guidelines for MIS habitat.





3. Project-level MIS Effects Analysis. Habitat analysis will be conducted to determine the effects, including cumulative effects, for each alternative on each MIS selected for the project. Forests should utilize available species-habitat suitability models or other techniques to quantify conditions and
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responses of MIS to each alternative. The analysis should include all activities planned in the project area. Analysis for MIS should include the following:





•	The effects to MIS are estimated in terms of acreage of suitable habitat or habitat capability by alternative.





•	The results are compared to LRMP desired habitat conditions for the project area.





•	The effects on suitable habitat are addressed for current conditions, after treatments, and through time.





•	The effects to MIS habitat for the project are put into perspective by discussing forest-wide MIS conditions and trends.





•	The assumptions regarding the effects analysis on MIS and their habitats should be supported by information developed as part of LRMP monitoring or from other information, such as research.





If you have questions, please contact Glen Gaines (404-347-4084) regarding MIS monitoring/evaluation and Gary Pierson (404-347-3183) on planning-related issues.





/s/ Elizabeth Estill


ELIZABETH ESTILL


Regional Forester


Enclosure





cc:	Chief Operating Officer/WO


	Associate Chief for NR/WO


	Deputy Chief, NFS/WO


	Director, EMC/WO


	Director, WFRP/W
