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Idaho Panhandle NF Objection Issue Summary 

Management Indicator Species (MIS) 
 

Objectors for This Issue:   

 Alliance for the Wild Rockies, Michael Garrity 

Objection Issue Summary:   

Objectors raise various issues connected to the selection of MIS and whether the selections 
are appropriately representative of such things as old growth ecosystems, threatened and 
endangered species, and Sensitive species. Central to these issues is the question of 
whether the planning record contains adequate analysis to support monitoring habitat as a 
proxy for the MIS.  

Objection Issue Examples:  

“The revised Plan’s failure to designate management indicator species 
according to the requirements of the 1982 planning regulations violates 
NFMA.” 

“The LMP completely drops old-growth management indicator species, 
which means there would be no monitoring of wildlife whose special habitat 
needs are best found in old growth, such as pileated woodpeckers, woodland 
caribou, Canada lynx, northern goshawks, flammulated owls, fishers, and 
many others.” 

“The LMP and FEIS do not include scientific justification for the adoption of 
the landbird assemblage (olive-sided flycatcher, hairy woodpecker, chipping 
sparrow, Hammond’s flycatcher and dusky flycatcher) as an MIS for other 
wildlife (including old-growth associated wildlife species) on the IPNF.” 

“The Plan does not include endangered & threatened species as management 
indicator species; the Canada lynx and bull trout should have both been 
included. The Plan does not include a management indicator species for 
species that have special habitat needs.” 

Summary of Review Findings:   

What is required? 

At issue is whether the revised land management plans adequately comply with the 

viability requirements at 36 CFR 219.19 (1982), and specifically the requirements 

associated with MIS.  
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The purpose of MIS is to aid in estimating the effects of each Forest Plan alternative on fish 

and wildlife populations. They are selected because their population changes are believed 

to indicate the effects of management activities. 

The planning regulations afford considerable discretion in selecting MIS. They identify 

several categories that must be represented, but only where appropriate:  

 Endangered and threatened plant and animal species 
 Species with special habitat needs that may be influenced significantly by planned 

management programs 
 Species commonly hunted, fished, or trapped 
 Non-game species of special interest 
 Additional plant or animal species selected because their population changes are 

believed to indicate the effects of management activities on other species of selected 
major biological communities or on water quality 

There is no requirement to select management indicators for every activity, vegetation 

type, or management issue. 

Although the regulations indicate it may be appropriate to select specific plant or animal 

species because their population changes are believed to indicate the effects of 

management activities on other species, in fact this use of one species as a proxy for other 

species is not supported by current science and should generally be avoided. 

Monitoring of selected species must be feasibly accomplished. Population trends of the MIS 

will be monitored and relationships to habitat changes determined. The MIS monitoring 

plan in the Forest Plan is not required to specify the methodology to be used for the 

monitoring, only the precision and frequency. 

What the planning record shows 

 The revised LMP identifies one species and two assemblages as MIS – Rocky Mountain 
elk, insectivore landbird assemblage (olive-sided flycatcher, dusky flycatcher, 
Hammond’s flycatcher, chipping sparrow, and hairy woodpecker), and aquatic 
macroinvertebrates. 

 Indicators to be monitored are identified as number of elk management units providing 
greater than 30 percent security on National Forest System lands during the hunting 
season, number of acres where planned ignitions were used to maintain or improve 
landbird habitat, percentage of natural unplanned ignitions managed for the 
maintenance or restoration of fire adapted ecosystems, and changes in River 
Invertebrate Prediction and Classification System score (Revised LMP, p. 104). 

 The planning record includes a document describing the selection of MIS for the revised 
Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle Zone (KIPZ) Forest Plans (Doc. 1971) and a document 
describing the specific considerations given to selecting MIS for the Idaho Panhandle 
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Forest Plan (Doc. 1800). These documents provide the rationale for the selection of the 
three MIS and why other MIS currently in the 1987 Idaho Panhandle Forest Plan 
(grizzly bear, white-tailed deer, elk, bald eagle, pileated woodpecker, northern 
goshawk, moose, woodland caribou, cutthroat trout, rainbow trout, and bull trout) were 
not retained in the revised Forest Plan. 

 Appendix G of the FEIS includes a lengthy response to various comments regarding MIS, 
including whether Sensitive species and species representative of old growth need to be 
included among the MIS (FEIS, Appendix G, pp. 398-401). 

Conclusions 

 Given the discretion in selecting MIS that is afforded by the regulations, the record 
includes adequate analysis and rationale for species selected and not selected as MIS.  

 Forests are permitted to use habitat as a monitoring proxy if the linkage between 
population viability and the amount and quality of habitat condition has been 
established. This linkage for the landbird assemblage MIS is not clearly identified and 
the revised Plan does not adequately explain how monitoring habitat will provide 
reliable information about MIS populations.  

 The linkage between the aquatic macroinvertebrate assemblage (AMA) as an MIS and 
water quality is fully supported in the planning record and their use to gauge the effects 
of management activities on water quality is consistent with the planning regulations. 
The relationship between AMA populations and fish populations and distribution is not 
thought to be currently documented in the scientific literature. 

 The Idaho Panhandle is directed by the 2012 planning regulations (36 CFR 219.12(c)) 
to modify its plan monitoring program to be consistent with the requirements of those 
regulations by April 2016. In doing so, the use of MIS will be discontinued and replaced 
with focal species as an indicator of ecological conditions. 

 

Considerations for Dialogue at the Meeting: 

 Add information to the planning record supporting the linkages between MIS species 
population and habitat or select other MIS species that have a known and supportable 
linkage to habitat abundance and quality where management actions are anticipated.  

 Remove from the planning record any suggestion that AMA population monitoring will 
be used to draw conclusions about fish populations and distribution, unless solid 
scientific support for these relationships is available and referenced and summarized in 
the planning record. 

 State clearly in the planning record the management activities for which MIS will be 
selected, and then provide a clear rationale to explain why these species are responsive 
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to forest activities. This rationale would include the scientific basis for selecting 
individual MIS. Document clearly the monitoring objectives for each MIS.  

 The Plan may specify that MIS habitat monitoring is appropriate when the scientific 
basis for concluding that habitat condition or features provide reliable information 
about MIS populations is available. Although not required by 36 CFR 219.19, the record 
would be improved with a description of the quantity and quality of habitat required by 
the MIS, including an explanation of how these will be measured during monitoring. 

 


