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Foreword 

Cycle in annual surveillance audits 

  1st annual audit   2nd annual audit    3rd annual audit   4th annual audit 

Name of Forest Management Enterprise (FME) and abbreviation used in this report: 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) 

All certificates issued by SCS under the aegis of the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) require annual 

audits to ascertain ongoing conformance with the requirements and standards of certification.  A public 

summary of the initial evaluation is available on the FSC Certificate Database http://info.fsc.org/.  

Pursuant to FSC and SCS guidelines, annual / surveillance audits are not intended to comprehensively 

examine the full scope of the certified forest operations, as the cost of a full-scope audit would be 

prohibitive and it is not mandated by FSC audit protocols.  Rather, annual audits are comprised of three 

main components: 

 A focused assessment of the status of any outstanding conditions or Corrective Action Requests 

(CARs; see discussion in section 4.0 for those CARs and their disposition as a result of this annual 

audit); 

 Follow-up inquiry into any issues that may have arisen since the award of certification or prior to 

this audit; and 

 As necessary given the breadth of coverage associated with the first two components, an 

additional focus on selected topics or issues, the selection of which is not known to the 

certificate holder prior to the audit. 

Organization of the Report 

This report of the results of our evaluation is divided into two sections.  Section A provides the public 

summary and background information that is required by the Forest Stewardship Council.  This section is 

made available to the general public and is intended to provide an overview of the evaluation process, 

the management programs and policies applied to the forest, and the results of the evaluation.  Section 

A will be posted on the FSC Certificate Database (http://info.fsc.org/) no less than 90 days after 

completion of the on-site audit.  Section B contains more detailed results and information for the use by 

the FME. 

X    

http://info.fsc.org/
http://info.fsc.org/
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SECTION A – PUBLIC SUMMARY 

1. General Information 

1.1 Annual Audit Team 

Auditor Name: Brendan Grady Auditor role: Lead Auditor 

Qualifications:  Mr. Grady is the Director, Forest Management Certification for SCS. In that role, he 
provides daily management and quality control for the program. He participated as 
a team member and lead auditor in forest certification audits throughout the 
United States, Europe, and South East Asia. Brendan has a B.S. in Forestry from the 
University of California, Berkeley, and a Juris Doctorate from the University of 
Washington School of Law. Brendan is a member of the State Bar of California, and 
was an attorney in private practice focusing on environmental law before returning 
to SCS. 

Auditor Name: Mike Ferrucci Auditor role: SFI Lead Auditor, FSC Team Auditor 

Qualifications:  Mike Ferrucci is qualified as a RAB-QSA Lead Auditor (ISO 14001 Environmental 
Management Systems), as an SFI Lead Auditor for Forest Management, 
Procurement, and Chain of Custody, as an FSC Lead Auditor Forest Management 
and Chain of Custody, as a Tree Farm Group Certification Lead Auditor, and as a 
GHG Lead Auditor.  Mike has led Sustainable Forest Initiative (SFI) certification and 
precertification reviews throughout the United States.  He has also led or 
participated in joint SFI and Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification projects 
in nearly one dozen states and a joint scoping or precertification gap-analysis 
project on tribal lands throughout the United States.  He also co-led the pioneering 
pilot dual evaluation of the Lakeview Stewardship Unit on the Fremont-Winema 
National Forest.     
 
Mike Ferrucci has 33 years of forest management experience.  His expertise is in 
sustainable forest management planning; in certification of forests as sustainably 
managed; in the application of easements for large-scale working forests, and in the 
ecology, silviculture, and management of mixed species forests, with an emphasis 
on regeneration and management of native hardwood species. Mike has conducted 
or participated in assessments of forest management operations throughout the 
United States, with field experience in 4 countries and 33 states.  Mike has been a 
member of the Society of American Foresters for over thirty-five years.   He is Past 
Chair of the SFI Auditor’s Forum.  Mike is also a Lecturer at the Yale School of 
Forestry and Environmental Studies, where he has taught graduate courses and 
workshops in forest management, harvesting operations, professional forest ethics, 
private forestry, and financial analysis. 

Auditor Name: Beth Jacqmain Auditor role: Team Auditor, FSC/SFI 

Qualifications:  Beth Jacqmain is a Certification Forester with SCS Global Services. Jacqmain has MS 
Forest Biology from Auburn University and a BS Forest Management from Michigan 
State University. Jacqmain is Society of American Foresters (SAF) Certified Forester 
(#1467) with 20+ years’ experience in the forestry field including private corporate, 
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private consulting, and public land management.  Jacqmain is a qualified ANSI RAB 
accredited ISO 14001 EMS Lead Auditor and is a SCS qualified FSC Lead Auditor for 
Forest Management/Chain of Custody.  Jacqmain has audited and led FSC 
certification and precertification evaluations, harvest and logging operations 
evaluations, and has participated in joint SFI and American Tree Farm certifications. 
 Jacqmain is a 9 year member of the Forest Guild and 20 year adjunct-Faculty with 
Itasca Community College, Natural Resources Department. Jacqmain’s experience is 
in forest management and ecology; the use of silviculture towards meeting strategic 
and tactical goals; forest timber quality improvement, conifer thinning operations, 
pine restoration, and fire ecology in conifer dominated systems.  

1.2 Total Time Spent on Evaluation  

A. Number of days spent on-site assessing the applicant: 4 

B. Number of auditors participating in on-site evaluation: 3 

C. Additional days spent on preparation, stakeholder consultation, and post-site follow-up: 6 

D. Total number of person days used in evaluation: 18 

1.3 Standards Employed 

1.3.1. Applicable FSC-Accredited Standards 

Title Version Date of Finalization 

FSC US Forest Management Standard V 1.0 July 8, 2010 
All standards employed are available on the websites of FSC International (www.fsc.org), the FSC-US 
(www.fscus.org) or the SCS Standards page (www.scsglobalservices.com/certification-standards-and-program-
documents).  Standards are also available, upon request, from SCS Global Services 
(www.SCSglobalServices.com).  

2 Annual Audit Dates and Activities 

2.1 Annual Audit Itinerary and Activities 

Date: Tuesday, September 20 

FMU / Location / sites 
visited 

Activities / notes 

8:30 – 10:30 AM 
Minnesota DNR 
(MNDNR) Central Office. 
500 Lafayette Rd, St Paul, 
MN 55155 

Opening meeting: Introductions, FSC update, presentation by FMU, final 
field site selections, information and DNR responses to open CARs was 
presented in the weeks prior to the opening allowing auditors time for 
pre-evaluation thus discussions of open CARs was deferred for field 
discussions. 

1:00 – 4:30 PM, 9/20 Auditors visit Little Falls Area with various MNDNR administrative and 
field staff:  

Site 1 – Ereaux WMA, 
Permit B013335, T41-
R31W-S30 

Management of this 500-700 acre area is done under the Ereaux WMA 
Management Guidance Document, WMA00539. The treatment area 
(burn area) is primarily northern wet meadow about 101 acres, northern 
mesic prairie 19 acres, and southern dry-mesic oak forest 19 acres, for a 
total treatment area of 139 acres. Objectives for management activities 

http://www.fsc.org/
http://www.fscus.org/
http://www.scsglobalservices.com/certification-standards-and-program-documents
http://www.scsglobalservices.com/certification-standards-and-program-documents
http://www.scsglobalservices.com/
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were to maintain and/or enhance wildlife by maintaining an open 
landscape, reducing woody buckthorn and hazel competition, and general 
prairie restoration to provide ground nesting habitat with an emphasis on 
waterfowl, pheasants, and upland nesting song birds. Stand objectives 
are to maintain pin oak, oak regeneration, and management of buckthorn 
brush invasive.  
Harvest area inspected was set up for 83 acres to remove all aspen and 
marked trees. Snag removal around established woods trail and field 
road. All conifer and oak species designated for retention along with 
cherry, maple and basswood. Other specifications as listed in the Timber 
Appraisal Report. Discussions included: RTE procedures, NHIS database 
update schedules,  

Site 2 – Ruff-Nik WMA, 
T131N-R32W-S24 

Management for this approximately 1,050 acres under the Ruff-Nik WMA 
Management Guidance Document, WMA01148.  WMA includes 120 acres 
of State Trust Fund land.  Overall WMA is equally managed for forest, 
wetland, and grassland wildlife species, dependent on cover types within 
the WMA. An aspen cover type of about 16 acres was harvested retaining 
all oak and elm species. Cerulean warbler and red-shouldered hawk were 
specific species and general wildlife species benefits were considered in 
the sale area. Discussions included: green tree retention 

Site 3 – Ruff-Nike WMA, 
Shirley Robinson Duck 
Refuge, T-R-S 

This was a dike rehabilitation and control structure replacement for two 
separate water impoundments of 55 and 48 acres, respectively. The 48 
acre pond inventoried as a high quality wild rice pond. Supplemental 
funding was acquired via Ducks Unlimited to rehabilitate dikes and 
replace control structures in attempts to control beaver site damage and 
enable water level management to optimize wild rice production. A 
detailed Project Description provided project purpose; descriptions; 
dimensions; risk assessment; hydrologic volumetric and flowage 
calculations; existing and proposed design specifications. 
 
Discussion included duck protection measures instituted regarding 
hunting and trespass regulations,  

Site 4 – Fawn Lake Twn, 
Permit X01387, T132-
R32W, S36 

Three blocks totaling 26 acres of aspen cover type were clearcut for 
regeneration. Original sale area of 218 acres was set up for timber sale 2-
3 years ago but not harvested due to inaccessibility. Retention area along 
edge and individual trees marked to retain. Riparian buffer along wetland 
was marked with blue line and met BMP requirements. Discussions 
included: green tree retention 

Date: Wednesday, September 21 

FMU / Location / sites 
visited 

Activities / notes 

Grady, Jacqmain 
Itinerary, 9/21 

Bemidji Area – Southern Sites 

Site 1 – WP Planting This 15.2 acre treatment area had mature red pine with mixed 
hardwoods of paper birch and red maple at one end and was dominated 
by big tooth aspen at the other.  Site was seed tree harvested in late 
winter of 2015 using full-tree skidding and slash piling under a plan to 
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prescribe burn the site following harvest. Red and white pine seed trees 
were painted to retain. Additionally a hardwood buffer strip was painted 
to retain along a wetland/brush complex adjacent to Lake 
Winnibigoshish.  
Discussions included: seedling monitoring, green tree retention BMPs, 
DNR training programs for green tree retention, other green tree 
retention topics, regeneration monitoring program, SFRMP conifer 
retention goals, general SFRMP development and approval processes, 
and tribal “good neighbor” no use of chemical herbicides,  

Site 2 – Bemidji Sale, 
Permit X014940, T145-
R28W-S28 

This 30 acre treatment set up to regenerate using clearcut with reserves 
in an aspen stand on School Trust land. 

Site 3 – Gould 22, T143-
R28W-S15 

This 62 acre clearcut with reserves treatment area has been set up and 
sold to be harvested in 2017. Area included two aspen stands 65 and 73 
years old. The 65 year old stand has aspen, planted spruce, and upland 
cedar with healthy regeneration. Stand was set up for clearcut reserving 
cedar patches as well as pine, white spruce and balsam fir less than 5” 
dbh. The 73 year old stand contains high conservation values along the 
wetlands near Leech Lake. The high conservation values include state 
ranked birds stand was designated HCVF in 2015. Stand assessment 
review brought HCVF status to the forester’s attention who then 
consulted with state regional ecologist.  
Reserve trees selected for long-lived conifers for a long-term goal of 
shifting the standing to conifer domination on a fire dependent site 
(FDxx) to be managed as uneven-aged maintaining a strong 
aspen/hardwood component. 
Discussion included: HCVF assessment, HCVF public summary, HCVF 
consultation procedures, HCVF monitoring. The HCVF monitoring 
discussion discovery that monitoring is still being developed (Minor CAR 
or OBS regarding monitoring?) 

Site 4 – Jack Pine This 92 acre jack pine stand was clearcut in 2008 and is adjacent to 
recently acquired Leech Lake Tribal land acquisition. Site was clearcut, 
planted with jack pine seedlings in 2012, after suspected seedling failure 
site was planted again in 2013. The 2012 planted seedlings had about 
50% mortality and with both plantings is now considered to be at a high 
stocking level.  

Site 5 -  Harvested 2008, partial harvest of 6.4 acres. First harvest done in 2000. In 
2008 marked jack pine for additional removal 

Site 6 – Jack pine 
experiment 

This was an experimental, variable-density-harvest of 45 year old jack 
pine using a strip harvest as part of an adaptive forest management 
project. Objective was to retain a robust native plant community, test 
whether retention of a live seed source will provide adequate 
regeneration of jack pine in FDc communities, and to learn how to initiate 
and coordinate a project with other divisions.. Harvest was completed in 
2010. Measurements were taken pre- and post-harvest. Measurements 
were taken for ground layer diversity, regeneration diversity, and jack 
pine diplodia. This alternative method was explored in part to determine 



Forest Management & Stump-to-Forest Gate Chain-of-Custody Surveillance Evaluation Report | PUBLIC 

 
Version 6-5 (July 2014) | © SCS Global Services Page 8 of 103 

 

of lower intensity input (natural versus site-prep and planting) can 
successfully regenerate jack pine on this fire dependent woodland 
(FDc24). This site was in the “good neighbor” no pesticide zone within the 
Leech Lake Tribal area. Initial results were provided in the document, 
“Adaptive Forest Management Projects: Assessment and 
Recommendations”, April 2015. 

Ferrucci Itinerary, 9/21 Bemidji Area – Northern Sites 

Site 1 Permit B013216; 
Sold, Uncut 

Two prescriptions:  Clearcut Aspen, Spruce, and 4” and larger Paper Birch 
with scattered and clumped reserves including Red Pine, most Bur Oak, 
and smaller birch.; First thinning in a young Red Pine Plantation as a 
logger-select strip thin cutting 15-foot wide strips with 30-foot wide leave 
strips.  Discussed retention of green trees, snags, and wildlife trees, sale 
administration, and sale appraisal  

Site 2 Rockwood Wildlife 
Management Area 

This 80-acre WMA has a 1-page management description, with 
management direction provided as overall WMA forest management 
guidance. 

Site 2B Rockwood WMA 
Tree Planting Project 

Jack Pine was harvested from 13 acres of mixed Jack and Red Pine 
woodland in 2012.  Scattered pine, white spruce, paper birch and a few 
small oak trees were left resulting in a visually-attractive area.  Harvest 
prescription and winter harvest avoided scarification, and by 2014 a 
dense grass cover clearly had prevented successful regeneration by JP.  A 
skid steer was used to scalp scattered spots that were planted to Jack 
Pine.  The seedlings have been successfully established.  Seeking a grant 
for bud-capping, which may be required annually for 5-7 years. 
Discussed impacts of deer browse on regeneration, particularly on Jack 
Pine, approach to attempt JP followed by Red Pine planting if needed, 
factors influencing deer populations, notably winter weather, and the 
issues involved in setting deer harvest levels. 

Site 3 Gravel Pit Invasive 
Control, T144, R37W 

Site was sprayed using Milestone plus Activator 90 Surfactant to control 
Knapweed as part of a regional effort to control invasive plants in gravel 
pits.  The contract for control was managed from the Northwest Region 
with local oversight by the Invasives Species Sub-Program Forester.  
Gravel pits are treated on a three-year rotation.  The Knapweed at this 
site appeared to be all killed by the treatment.  A public chemical 
treatment notification sign is posted along the entrance road. 
Discussed uses of chemicals in Bemidji area, under direction of the 
Silviculture program. 

Site 4 Permit B012991 Harvested Dec. 2015-Jan. 2016 using conventional (tree length) 
harvesting operation.  The need to cross a tributary to a designated trout 
stream led to comments from interdisciplinary process.  Minnesota DNR 
Public Waters Work Permit 2015-2986 and the confirmation letter from 
the US Army Corps of Engineers document adherence to regulatory 
requirements.  The permitted temporary crossing structures included a 
culvert covered by logging slash and snow; these were removed and the 
crossing stabilized and seeded, with the approaches blocked using red 
pine logs to prevent vehicles from entering. 
Inspection of three prescriptions confirmed appropriate practices:  Aspen 
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clear-cut with reserves (which represent pre-harvest stand), and first 
thinning of red pine plantation and spruce plantations via third-row 
thinning where rows were present and strip thinning elsewhere.  Stream 
and wetland buffers are intact and provided adequate protection. 
Discussed policies and approaches to Green Tree retention and thinning 
methods for plantations. 

Site 5 Permit B013214 Active second thinning harvest by Richard Dukek Logging in an 11 acre 
Red Pine plantation.  Mature Aspen also removed to favor pine in support 
of SFRMP goals, and 5 acres of Aspen in two stands also harvested. 
Interviewed Brett Dukek, owner-operator who confirmed MLEP training, 
understanding of BMPs and sale restrictions, and pre-sale walk-through 
with and regular inspections by MDNR foresters. 
Discussed requirements for spill kits and for maintaining a trash-free 
logging site and methods of sale administration.  Reviewed the MDNR 
“Single Permit Activity Report documenting sale administration including 
onsite inspection notes showing frequent visits (4 in the first 8 days of the 
harvest). 

Site 6 Lake George 
Blueberry Burn 

Completed 3 acre understory burn in a 66-year old mixed Jack Pine/ 
Norway pine stand to improve the quality of the upland fire-dependent 
jack pine woodland community (NPC type is FDc12a) including increasing 
abundance of blueberry plants and number of berries per plant. The site 
is designated as a RSA and is also part of the Lake George HCVF. MDNR is 
managing this site for the understory plants that include a wide variety of 
dry, nutrient poor species including Blueberries. 
Discussed the importance of blueberries for recreational gathering and 
for the communities’ annual blueberry festival, the prescribed burn plan 
and practices, and advance notification including press release. 

Site 6b Older completed 
harvest adjacent to Site 
6. 

Walked a small portion of a completed gap/group selection harvest in 
adjacent stand including the HCVF buffer zone.  Discussed ID process and 
significant involvement of staff from Fish & Wildlife and Ecological & 
Water Resources in the harvest design. 

Site 7 Permit B012814 Completed clear cut with reserves in Aspen stands, with portions having 
sufficient oak reserves to approach shelterwood seed harvest condition. 
Harvest area totals 124 acres and includes two small lakes and several 
bordering or included wetlands, all of which were buffered and protected 
per Minnesota Site Level Guidelines.  Several of the group reserves 
observed include Aspen that appeared representative of the pre-harvest 
stand. Walked through a portion of the harvest confirming ample coarse 
and fine woody debris, no rutting, and vigorous Aspen root suckering. 
Discussed patch management, connection of this sale to goals of the 
SFRMP, and the emerging MOA concept, confirming understanding by the 
area staff of these concepts and planning tools. 

Site 8 North Country 
Hiking Trail 

Observed trailhead parking area and kiosk, and briefly discussed the 
trail’s status on state owned land. 

Date: Thursday, September 22 

FMU / Location / sites 
visited 

Activities / notes 
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Jacqmain Itinerary, AM 
9/22 

Park Rapids Area – West, Paul Bunyan 

Site 18– Permit X014374 This 51 acre aspen stand, 69 years old, clearcut with reserves harvested in 
fall 2014.  Aspen, paper birch, burr and red oak, maple and basswood 
were harvested retaining ash around ephemeral ponds and buffer strips 
of the dominant hardwood species, including large aspen, around the 
open water ponds in the northern part of the stand. All non-hazardous 
snags were specified to retain during harvest. Riparian buffer strip was 
painted in blue for no equipment travel or harvest. Recreational trail 
considerations included maintaining ATV trail as open to travel on 
weekends. 
Discussions included: GTR state BMPs; DNR training; Road planning, 
installation, maintenance, closures, funding; snags and coarse woody 
debris wildlife values; recreation and stakeholder consultations and 
management; regeneration monitoring. 

Ferrucci Itinerary, AM 
9/22 

Park Rapids West - WMAs 

Site 15 Invasive Species 
Spraying- Wolf Lake Road 
Gravel Pit, Smokey Hill 
State Forest 

Abandoned gravel pit was sprayed using Milestone plus Activator 90 
Surfactant to control Knapweed as part of a regional effort to control 
invasive plants in gravel pits.  The contract for control was managed from 
the Northwest Region with local oversight by the Invasives Species Sub-
Program Forester.  Gravel pits are generally treated on a two-year 
rotation, with this site having been treated three times. 
Discussed the new Forestry Division Sub-Program for Invasive Species 
Control, which is part of expanded effort for invasive control to include 
roadside and landing locations in addition to the more-established 
program of control in gravel pits. 

Site 16 Hubble Pond 
WMA 

This 4,000 acre WMA located near the town of Detroit Lakes is very 
heavily used for hunting.  The main features include managed flowages 
along the Otter Tail River and 50 miles of hunter walking trails.  The 
recently-replaced Hubble Pond Water-Control Structure was inspected, 
and its design and operation benefits described. 
Discussed water management to favor wild rice and waterfowl habitat. 

Site 17 Permit X04792 This sold but uncut 8-acre Aspen clear cut with reserved burr oak, red 
oak, ash and elm was reviewed.  The wildlife manager worked with the 
forester to reserve Aspen trees within the openings; the blue-paint on 
these reserved trees were seen.  

Ferrucci, Jacqmain , PM 
9/22 

Park Rapids Area – West, Paul Bunyan 

Site 11 – Permit X014559  A 53 acre aspen/birch type, with conifer components, on a fire central 
fire dependent type (FDc34) was inspected for harvest.  Routine pre-
assessment for RTE discovered an occurrence comment for Red 
Shouldered-Hawk triggering a Joint Site visit request by the forester. The 
forester chose to contact both Ecological and Wildlife for consultation. 
The initial habitat type was questioned and Ecologist request a check on 
the classification of the habitat type. The forester reclassified the site to 
FDc34 after resampling. 



Forest Management & Stump-to-Forest Gate Chain-of-Custody Surveillance Evaluation Report | PUBLIC 

 
Version 6-5 (July 2014) | © SCS Global Services Page 11 of 103 

 

FDc34 guidance supports jack pine restoration of pine on this site 
including red pine, white pine, and jack pine. The forester and ecologist 
agreed on a pine restoration plan. The stand was harvested summer 
2015. For site prep the site was sprayed with Garlon and Accord at 
standard, label consistent rates to reduce woody competition.  The site 
will then be trenched and planted with primarily jack and red pine to 
include small mixture of white pine. Riparian buffer strips were painted 
for no equipment or harvest around the wetland complex. 
Discussions included: GTR standards, GTR training, spray and burning 
neighbor adjacency notification letters protective signage and other 
related procedures; specifications for spraying; the DNR “Pesticide Use 
Policy” (2014),  

Site 12 – Permit X014561  A 14 acre aspen type was connected to, and part of, Site 11 was split into 
a separate sale to accommodate wetter site conditions and enable sale 
regulations specific to reducing the risk of rutting. The sale was offered as 
a summer dry harvest chance and was harvested immediately following 
Site 11 in summer 2015. The same site preparation and planting is 
planned.  

Site 10 – Random Red 
Pine 

This site was across the road from Site 12 and was an example of a 
successful red pine planting in a mixture with naturally regenerated 
aspen. This site was clearcut harvested over treatment area, ridgetops 
and topographically flat areas were sprayed and planted primarily to red 
pine at 700 trees per acre. Slopes and other operationally difficult areas 
to site prep retained natural aspen regeneration on steep slopes and in 
patches throughout stand. The mixed pine and hardwood stand was 
monitored and measured very good stocking over conifer and hardwood 
stems combined. 

Site 13 – Red Pine 
Management 

Mid-rotation red pine, approximately 39 years old, had a second thin.  
Discussions included: 1st, 2nd, and 3rd thinning approaches; rotation ages; 
harvest methods, equipment and techniques.  

Site 14 – PLS Surveys Described PLS survey plan as investment for maximize efficiency in 
surveying and overall cost outlay as well as benefit towards proactive 
dispute prevention regarding property boundaries. 

Grady , 9/22 Park Rapids Area 

Site 1 –Huntersville trust 
fund area 

Review of red pine management plans on trust land. The stand selected 
(t13833w1160203) was designated as a site to employ the economic 
rotation age, resulting in a reduction in the age of harvest to year 60. 
Discussed environmental considerations to be taken into account 
(reserves, review of stands by Eco and Wildlife divisions). Plan for the 
area is to slowly harvest ERA designated stands over the next few years in 
order to avoid flooding the market with pine.   

Site 2 – Yaeger Lake 
WMA 

Wildlife Management Area, former farmland planted into native prairie, 
maintained with controlled burns. Photo plot monitoring to record 
changes in burned areas. Lowland brush mowing to maintain gold-wing 
warbler habitat. Surrounds Yaeger lake, largest wild rice lake in the 
county. Partnership with Ducks Unlimited to maintain the lake. 

Site 3 – Permit X014089 Trust fund land, harvest to remove merchantable aspen and white 
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spruce, favor retention of oak and red pine. Harvest completed May 
2015. 

Site 4 - Permit X014359 Aspen and Jack pine harvest areas, clearcut with reserves silvicultural 
method. Jack pine replanting was delayed due to perceived lack of 
funding. See Obs 2016.1 

Site 5 – Lyons SF 
Prescribed Burn, Permit 
X013231  

HCVF area, designated as such because of natural Jack pine stand, 
silvicultural system was clearcut with reserves, harvested 2014, 
prescribed fire in 2015. Harvest aimed at regenerating and maintaining 
the Jack pine. Fire was chosen as site prep method in order to reduce 
chemical use in HCVF.  

Site 6 – Lyons SF Jack Pine stand, marked but harvest not yet completed. Designated as 
HCVF area because of Jack pine presence. Reviewed marking guidelines, 
reserve areas.  

Site 7 – Lyons SF, 
blowdown area 

Review variety of natural disturbance events in Jack pine dominated 
stand. May 2015 wind event resulted in 10-20% blowdown in some 
sections, subsequently salvage logged. In May 2016 a wildfire burned 
through some of the salvage area and neighboring young pine planted 
stands.  Second salvage sale down for forest health reasons. The result is 
a mosaic of stands of recently harvested areas mixed among more 
mature pine that survived the original blowdown.  

Date: Friday, September 23 

FMU / Location / sites 
visited 

Activities / notes 

9:00 – 11:00 AM 
MNDNR Central Office 

Closing meeting  

2.2 Evaluation of Management Systems 

SCS deploys interdisciplinary teams with expertise in forestry, social sciences, natural resource 

economics, and other relevant fields to assess an FME’s conformance to FSC standards and policies.  

Evaluation methods include document and record review, implementing sampling strategies to visit a 

broad number of forest cover and harvest prescription types, observation of implementation of 

management plans and policies in the field, and stakeholder analysis.  When there is more than one 

team member, team members may review parts of the standards based on their background and 

expertise.  On the final day of an evaluation, team members convene to deliberate the findings of the 

assessment jointly.  This involves an analysis of all relevant field observations, stakeholder comments, 

and reviewed documents and records.  Where consensus between team members cannot be achieved 

due to lack of evidence, conflicting evidence or differences of interpretation of the standards, the team 

is instructed to report these in the certification decision section and/or in observations. 

3. Changes in Management Practices 

Changes in management practices or activities relative to meeting the FSC Standard made in the last 

year include:  
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Division of Forestry 

 New trainings related to pesticide use including: safety training; reports; procedures for handling, 
transportation and storage. 

 Operational Order 136 issued involving safety, security, and emergency procedures. 

 Staff retirements and corresponding hiring of new forestry staff has been significant. Almost 90 
retirements in the last 4 years with about 90 new forestry staff hired in last 9 years. 

 Planning to hire 2-3 FTE research staff for applied forest related synthesis. 

 Budgetary: 
o Bonding bill did not pass impacting reforestation and asset preservation funds. 
o Tax Bill for SFIA, Sustainable Forestry Incentive Act, making the MN DNR the managing 

authority was not completed. 
 
Fish and Wildlife Division 

 A Deer Plan (management) with a Deer Advisory Committee was initiated. 
 

Water Resources Division 

 Strategic Wildlife Action Plans were approved by the Fish and Wildlife Service 

 Environmental Impact MOAs identifying management opportunity areas with pilot projects. Allows 
intersection of SFRMPs and SWAPs to identify high priority focus areas. 

 
Changes to watch for over the next year include: 

 Potential mill expansion project in NE Minnesota that could involve a significant increase in wood 
demand in the region.  Stakeholders have asked for a review of annual allowable cut. Additional 
related activities may include increase in MN DNR offered Private Forest Management program. 
Implications and responses by MN DNR were discussed in detail. 

 New Executive Order by Governor to protect pollinators. 

 A 2014 Audit that determined IT systems are inadequate and state has hired a consultant with 
anticipated December delivery of recommendations. 

 

4. Results of the Evaluation 

4.1 Existing Corrective Action Requests and Observations  

 

Finding Number: 2015.1 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU): N/A 

Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): non-binding, but any response will be reviewed at the 
next audit 

FSC Indicator:  3.2.a 

Issue:  Stakeholder comments received in conjunction with the re-certification audit included 
expressions of concern/frustration from tribal representatives that DNR is not as collaborative and 

  X 

 

 

 

X 
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consultative as is desired, notably with respect to red pine management policies.   

Observation:   There is an opportunity to improve consultation with Native American tribes regarding 
forest management policies.  

FME response 
(including any 
evidence 
submitted) 

The Minnesota DNR provided Root Cause Analysis, and a Corrective/Preventative 
Action Plan. The Action Plan included a Purpose Statement, Plan Function and 
Scope, as well as a detailed, eight point Desired Outcome list. 
 
The DNR clarified applicable legally binding documents that operationally govern 
consultation with Minnesota’s eleven federally recognized tribal nations.  The DNR 
further included Indicator 4.4.b in their response regarding seeking input from 
affected stakeholders.  
 
In keeping with efforts to consult with tribal interests impacted by policy changes 
the DNR cites their Central Office Tribal Relations Team (Team). The Team’s purpose 
is to ensure effective internal and external coordination around the DNR’s 
interactions with the eleven tribes as defined by DNR Operational Order 129 which 
governs DNR processes under MN State Executive Order 13-10. This Team provides 
state-wide coordination on tribal issues. The Team shares information and reports 
regarding DNR staff communications with participating or represented tribes. The 
Team is managed by the Senior Management Team, additionally the Team is a hub 
for the four regional tribal teams. 
 
The outcomes of Team, as chartered: include regular quarterly meetings to share 
information and provide input to Senior Management Team; review of tribal 
contact lists to update as needed; develop summaries of issues, and updates for 
Senior Management Team; provide regular, timely, and consistent communications 
and collaboration opportunities for tribal organizations in the region; ensure 
awareness by DNR staff of tribal issues and related policies as related to job 
responsibilities; improve external communications for improved tribal 
communications; and ensure DNR Assistant Commissioner Meier is aware of staff 
communications and kept up-to-date on new or controversial issues. 
 
The team is composed functionally relevant and appropriate DNR staff. 

SCS review The DNR has made a concerted effort to sustainably and consistently improve 
overall communications with Minnesota’s tribal nations as part of their overall 
stakeholder input management process.  Their response addresses not only 
Indicator 3.2.a but addresses general stakeholder input under 4.4.b. 

Status of OBS:   Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

 
 
 

Finding Number: 2015.2 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU): N/A 

X 

 

 

  X 
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Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): non-binding, but any response will be reviewed at the 
next audit 

FSC Indicator:  4.4.b 

Issue:  The forest manager must seek and consider input from people whose interests would likely be 
affected by management activities. 

Observation:   There is a perspective held by some stakeholders that DNR is more committed to 
consultative interaction with the forest products industry than with certain stakeholder sectors. 

FME response 
(including any 
evidence 
submitted) 

In addition to the outreach described in response to OBS 2015.1, above. The DNR 
submitted a separate Root Cause Analysis and Corrective Action to address 
concerns regarding consultation with multiple and broad stakeholder sectors. 
 
Addressing the perspective of bias towards industry the DNR acknowledges that 
regular meetings (quarterly) occur with forest industry representatives at the 
request of forest industry representatives. Other sectors had not made similar 
requests in the past and the DNR recognizes they may not have been aware of 
availability of DNR staff to meet at the request of other groups as requested.  In 
response to expressed concerns the DNR has proactively responded by scheduling 
meetings with primary environmental groups active in forest management issues 
and has committed to maintaining biannually scheduled meetings.  In addition, the 
DNR reports the department maintains a Fish, Wildlife and Ecological Resources 
Roundtable event hosting over 400 (in 2015, for example) conservationists with 
which the DNR meets annually to interact with staff and discuss issues.  
 
The DNR also works with the Minnesota Forest Resources Council (MFRC) which is a 
state-wide organization that engages a broad cross-section of stakeholder groups 
and interests. More information on the MFRC may be found here, 
http://mn.gov/frc/.  

SCS review The DNR has stated they will respond to other meeting requests from interested 
stakeholder groups and has provided evidence that they have consistently done so 
when requested in the past. Through written responses, and interviews with staff, 
the DNR demonstrated commitment to providing stakeholder consultation 
opportunities to all interested stakeholder parties. 
 
Evidence provided within this and OBS 2015.1 are sufficient to demonstrate the 
forest manager, DNR, is seeking and considering input from people whose interests 
would likely be affected by management activities. 

Status of OBS:   Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

 

 

 

 

X 

X 

 

 

http://mn.gov/frc/
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Finding Number: 2015.3 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to: 

Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify):  

FSC 
Indicator:  

6.1.b; Prior to commencing site-disturbing activities, the forest owner or manager assesses 
and documents the potential short and long-term impacts of planned management 
activities on elements 1-5 listed in Criterion 6.1.a. 
*6.1.a; Using the results of credible scientific analysis, best available information (including 
relevant databases), and local knowledge and experience, an assessment of conditions on 
the FMU is completed and includes: 
1) Forest community types and development, size class and/or successional stages, and 
associated natural disturbance regimes;  
2) Rare, Threatened and Endangered (RTE) species and rare ecological communities 
(including plant communities); 
3) Other habitats and species of management concern;  
4) Water resources and associated riparian habitats and hydrologic functions;  
5) Soil resources; and 
6) Historic conditions on the FMU related to forest community types and development, size 
class and/or successional stages, and a broad comparison of historic and current conditions. 
 
* Note: This CAR was written to 6.1.b, but 6.1.a is added as it is inherently connected. 

Non-Conformity:  Environmental impacts must be assessed prior to commencement of site-disturbing 
operations.  With respect to shortening rotation ages on planted red pine stands, the only supporting 
analysis provided to the audit team is a financial analysis—Rotation Age Review, Final Report, July 2015.  
Most concerns expressed by stakeholders about the ERA decision pertain to the potential 
environmental/ecological impacts of shortened rotations. 

Corrective Action Request:   Evidence must be provided demonstrating that DNR has identified and 
considered the potential environmental impacts of applying the ERA short rotations policy. 

FME Final 
response 
(including 
any 
evidence 
submitted
) 

Root Cause Analysis 
In 2012, Minnesota DNR conducted a review of its Extended Rotation Forest (ERF) policy, 
including an analysis of the environmental, economic, and social effects of the policy to 
date (ERF Policy Review and Recommendations report). After reviewing this report and 
stakeholder comments, the department made the decision to rescind the ERF policy and 
manage specific forest types, including planted red pine stands, using normal rotation ages 
(NRA). Subsequently, DNR conducted a review to compare the normal rotation ages  to 
rotation ages that would maximize financial returns of state investments, termed economic 
rotation ages (ERA). This review focused on forest types of aspen/balm of Gilead, lowland 
black spruce, and planted red pine as they comprise 56% of DNR-managed timberland 
acres and are of high commercial importance. Findings and associated policy 
recommendations are documented in the draft Rotation Age Review report. In summary, 
planted red pine was the only forest type for which the ERA was found to be substantially 
lower than current NRAs. After reviewing this report and stakeholder comments, ExFRIT 

 X  

 

 

X 

 

http://files-intranet.dnr.state.mn.us/user_files/2535/erf-projectreport2012.pdf
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drafted the decision to apply ERAs as described in the following table:  
 

Forest Cover Type 
Site Index 
(Height at 

age 50) 

Mgmt 
acres 

% Mgmt 
acres by 

Site Index 

NRA 
Range 
(years) 

Final ERAs 

Aspen/balm-of-Gilead 

65+ 619,97
0 

58.5% 40-55 40 

<65 440,08
8 

41.5% 40-55 50 

Acre-weighted average RA 45 44 

Black spruce lowland 

40+ 77,515 17.2% 60-90 80 

30-39 232,41
7 

51.5% 100 100 

23-29 141,71
8 

31.4% 120 120 

Acre-weighted average RA 102 103 

Planted red pine 

65+ 31,765 39.3% 80-120 60 

55-64 38,345 47.5% 80-120 65(a) 

<55 10,616 13.2% 80-120 70 

Acre-weighted average RA 110 64 

 
While the departments Rotation Age Review provided a detailed analysis of financial 
impacts of rotation ages, it did not (and was not intended to) evaluate broad economic, 
social or ecological impacts.  These assessments will occur through other processes. 
 
Corrective Action: 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
While Governmental Activities under Minnesota Rules Chapter 4410 identifies that 
modification of management plans is exempt from formal Environmental Review, an 
assessment of environmental impacts of modifying rotations ages on the cover types will 
be assessed by the department through multiple processes.  These assessments are 
appropriate to the scale, intensity of forest management, and the uniqueness of the 
affected resources.  As the final recommendations have a very minor impact on the existing 
rotation ages for aspen/Balm-of-Gilead and lowland black spruce, the environmental 
review and mitigation processes described in this response are focused on how they are 
used to minimize environmental impacts specific to modifying the rotation age of planted 
red pine. The Rotation Age Review was developed and reviewed through an 
interdisciplinary process across our divisions of Forestry, Fish and Wildlife, and Ecological 
and Water Resources.  The habitat and environmental implications of implementing ERA 
for planted red pine were carefully considered and determined to be of minimal potential 
effect.  This included consideration of the potential for significant environmental effects, 
potential cumulative impacts over time, and the availability of mitigations such as flexibility 
at the stand level and implementation staggered through plan updates over the next 
decade. 
 
Scale 
The scale of the planted red pine cover type evaluated in this report varies whether the 
cover type is related to the departments managed lands as a whole, our commercial forest 
acres, or the acres of the cover type in question.  This can be seen in the following table.  
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Forest Cover Type Total Acres
% of DNR Managed 

Red Pine

% of MN Statewide 

Red Pine

% of MN DNR 

Commercial Acres

% of MN DNR 

Managed Acres

Planted Red Pine 86,195 78% 13% 2.80% 1.60%

School Trust Lands 49,760 45% 7.50% 1.60% 0.93%

Non Trust Lands 36,435 33% 5.50% 1.20% 0.67%  
 
Levels of Assessment and Review 
The following depicts the different levels of assessment and review of implementing the 
Economic Rotation Age decision: 

 
 
Historic Conditions and desired future forest community types and development, size 
class and/or successional stages, and associated natural disturbance regimes: 
Historic conditions and desired future forest conditions are evaluated in two separate 
planning efforts that include department lands; the Minnesota Forest Resources Councils 
(MFRC) Regional Forest Landscape Planning, and the DNR’s Section Forest Resources 
Management Plan Process (SFRMP).   
 
MFRC Landscape Plans: 
The MFRC plans acknowledge the interactions of complex sustainable forest resources, 
multiple ownership patters, and local to international economic forces.  The plans, which 
give equal consideration of the long-term economic, ecological, and social needs, help 
define a desired future forest conditions.  Minnesota has 6 regional forest landscapes 
where public, private and tribal landowners and citizens cooperatively develop and carry 
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out a coordinated plan for Minnesota’s forests.  The goals under the completed plans call 
for maintaining or increasing red pine components within its native range and to maintain 
a range of patch sizes and age classes that resemble natural patterns. 
 
SFRMP Process  http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/subsection/summary.html (last 
accessed 9/30/16) 
Section Forest Resource Management Plans (SFRMPs) guide vegetation management on 
timber-producing state forest lands, using a 10 year implementation window on a 50 year 
vision for the landscape. These particular lands are administered by the divisions of 
Forestry and Fish & Wildlife.  SFRMP coverage areas are determined by natural boundaries 
based on the Ecological Classification System (ECS). Each plan covers one of the seven 
distinct ecological Sections in Minnesota. The planning process identifies which forest 
stands will likely be treated over the 10-year period. Potential management treatments 
include various types of timber harvest actions, thinning, forest regeneration, prescribed 
burning, and corrections to forest stand inventory information. Stands are selected for the 
10-year list based on age; site productivity; size, number, and species of trees; and stand 
location.  The plans and stand selection are developed by an interdisciplinary team. 
 
Stands selected for the 10-year list will be field-visited by DNR staff over the 10-year 
planning period to determine the appropriate management actions for each stand, 
considering identified plan strategies and goals. 
 
The ERA implementation on the planted Red Pine type on non-Trust lands will be 
implemented as these SFRMP’s are updated.  The planning teams will use tools such as 
increasing patch sizes and stand deferral to normal rotation age in locations where 
flexibilities have already been identified to meet desired future forest conditions (DFFC).  
These DFFC’s are developed by the teams through a review of historic conditions and 
development of future visions using insight of temporal change (such as warming and 
succession of native plan communities) and integrating other planning efforts, such as the 
State Wildlife Action Plan.  The department is committed to maintain a diversity of 
community types, size classes, and successional stages that balances history with DFFC.  In 
the case of the red pine type, the changes in the ERA for planted red pine will be partially 
mitigated through natural managed and old-growth un-managed stands, as well as deferral 
flexibilities.  We will monitor cover type structure every 5 years on an individual plans 
operating period to determine if adjustments need to take place. 
 
While the ERA has already been implemented on Trust Lands, the majority of the planted 
red pine on Trust lands is in SFRMP’s that will be completed in the next few years, also 
mitigating long term impacts to DFFC’s.  Northern Minnesota and Ontario Peatlands as well 
as Northern Superior Uplands plans will be completed in early 2017, with the other two 
plans following close behind.   

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/subsection/summary.html
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Distribution of Planted Red Pine on Minnesota DNR Lands 
 
The diagrams presented here show that the largest ‘concentrations’ of Planted Red Pine 
are on non-Trust lands with Planted Red Pine occurring on Trust lands in a more scattered 
manner.  The average stand size of this sub-type (planted) approximates 16 acres again 
mitigating landscape level impacts of this shift of rotation age. 
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Rare, Threatened and Endangered (RTE) species and rare ecological communities: 
Impacts to RTE species and ecological communities are mitigated through the annual stand 
exam review (ASEL), http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/harvesting/plans.html and 
annual coordination process.  Natural heritage inventory systems (RTE species) are checked 
as well as spatial layers for communities and specially designated sites such as old growth 
and associated complexes or buffers or High Conservation Value Forest. Before each site is 
offered for sale, detailed field examinations are conducted to gather additional 
information, adding site-specific details to the management prescription and making 
adjustments to the preliminary management prescription as necessary. Most stands 
identified in the ASEL are then appraised for some type of timber sale. Some stands or 
portions of stands may be found at field examination to be unsuitable for harvest; the 
inventory data for these stands will be updated and/or treatment will be deferred to a 
future year as needed.  The ASEL is made available to the public for review and is evaluated 
by internal partners for impacts to RTE species and ecological communities.  This internal 
team again looks at historic vegetation patterns on the landscape, the SFRMP direction, 
and how the sales can be modified to create a balance between the two. 
 
Soil and water resources and associated riparian habitats and hydrologic functions; 
Potential impacts of the ERA for planted red pine stands on soil and water resources and 
associated riparian habitat and water resources is mitigated through both the SFRMP stand 
selection process and MFRC’s Forest Management Guidelines (FMG’s).  
As demands on Minnesota’s forests grow ever more complex, there is a need for forest 
management to support forest-based economic opportunities while maintaining forest 
ecological functions such as biological diversity and societal values such as outdoor 
recreation.  Minnesota’s Sustainable Forest Resources Act mandated development of 
voluntary site-level timber harvesting and forest management guidelines that recommend 
economical ways to conduct management activities with limited impacts to forest 
functions and values.  The MFRC Site-Level Program manages the development of these 
guidelines, provides guidance on monitoring guideline implementation, and conducts 
research and assessment of guideline effectiveness and forest health.  These guidelines are 
applied to the forest management on all department lands and mitigate impacts to soil and 
water quality, wetlands, riparian areas, wildlife habitat, historic and cultural sites, and 
visual quality during activities such as timber harvesting. 
 
Summary 
The assessment for environmental impacts of modifying rotation ages is performed at 
statewide, landscape, and site levels.  Mechanisms for protection is provided through a 
variety of tools at every stage, and monitoring is performed through various systems to 
assure that negative impacts are minimized. 

SCS 
review 

The cumulative effects of the environmental assessment processes described by MN DNR 
in this CAR response are sufficient to address the non-conformance. Implementation of 
these processes will be reviewed during the 2016 field audit, with a focus on planning 
efforts and environmental assessments that have been completed on sites that have 
already implemented economic rotation age policy. 

Status of 
CAR: 

  Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

X 

 

 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/harvesting/plans.html
http://mn.gov/frc/forest-management-guidelines.html
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Finding Number: 2015.4 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU): N/A 

Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): non-binding, but any response will be reviewed at the 
next audit 

FSC Indicator:  6.3.a.1 

Issue:   The forest manager must maintain, enhance and/or restore under-represented successional 
stages in the FMU that would naturally occur on the types of sites found on the FMU.  DNR’s Extended 
Rotation Policy was rescinded in 2012, based largely on an analysis of age-class distributions of forest 
types throughout the multi-ownership landscape.  Recommendations associated with the policy specify 
an adaptive management approach to monitor the effect of this decision on the MN state forests in 
each planning unit.  This recommendation specified a 5-year monitoring period to assess the 
composition of age-classes on DNR lands. This approach to adaptive management was conveyed to DNR 
staff in a memo from the three division Directors on 12 December 2012. This memo indicated that DNR 
will develop a monitoring team to design the 5-year assessment of the new policy. 

Observation:    Numerous stakeholders have expressed concern about potential losses of older forest 
stands on DNR lands.  Thus, it is important that DNR proceeds with the timely and effective 
implementation of the adaptive management and monitoring approach outlined in the December 12, 
2012 memo in order to demonstrate that a full range of successional stages across all forest community 
types is being maintained on the state forests in the absence of the ERF.  In order to maintain 
conformity with Indicator 6.3.a.1, it is particularly important that updates to the SFRMPs are developed 
with consideration of the extent of older forest present in the FMU rather than exclusively upon 
landscape (cross ownership) considerations. 

FME response 
(including any 
evidence 
submitted) 

Corrective Action 1  
The December 2012 memo, that rescinded ERF, provided the following direction to 
staff: the new approach to be applied at a landscape level and to include: 1) using 
the SFRMP desired age-class distribution as a benchmark applied across all 
ownerships, 2) monitoring the status of forest age-class distributions across all 
ownerships and on DNR timberlands, and 3) adjusting management of DNR forest 
age-classes in response to changing conditions across all ownerships. DNR will 
revisit planned acres of older forest on DNR lands if the acreage of older forest for a 
cover type (or group of similar cover types) on all land ownerships in an SFRMP 
planning unit falls below the established DFFC from the original SFRMP (generally 
between 10-15% of the landscape).  
Action taken:  

 SFRMP teams for the first two plans undergoing revision since the change in 
policy have been provided all-ownership age-class data from the most 
current FIA forest inventory, supplemented by DNR and other public land 
forest stand inventory where available. The SFRMP Teams have also been 
provided with the desired future forest condition (DFFC) old forest amounts 
and age-classes from the original SFRMPs as the benchmark against which 

  X 

 

 

 

X 
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to determine if there is adequate older forest (by forest type) across all 
ownerships. Teams also continue to be provided with current and projected 
(i.e., under various modeling scenarios) age-class data specific to DNR 
timberlands to determine if there are specific concerns about the amount 
of older forest.  

 Teams may recommend adjustments in the management of DNR 
timberlands to provide additional older forest based on their analysis of the 
current and future forest age structure on both DNR timberlands and across 
all ownerships. Current SFRMP teams are considering the need to manage 
specifically for some additional older forest for certain forest types on DNR 
timberlands based on modeling projections for future decades.  

 The 2012 memo also identifies that older forest age-classes will continue to 
be provided on DNR timberlands with related factors as outline in Memo  

 Currently about 30% of the acres on annual stand exam lists do not result in 
timber sales. A portion of these acres will continue to exist as older forests.  

 A number of continuing DNR forest management objectives, including 
application of riparian management guidelines, old forest management 
complexes, and large old patches.  

 Some stand management objectives related to conservation of biodiversity 
or high conservation value forests will also maintain older forest 
characteristics in the landscape.  

 
The effect of these factors will be periodically monitored through forest age-class 
conditions on DNR timberlands, but can also be supplemented by evaluation of 
management prescriptions applied within HCVF acres and other “special 
management areas” (i.e., MOAs, OFMCs, riparian areas) through the prescription 
database application.  
 
Corrective Action 2  
The 2012 memo also provides the following direction related to monitoring forest 
age-class conditions:  

 Information on the extent and condition of forest age-classes across all 
ownerships will be monitored using FIA data summarized by cover type (or 
groups of similar cover types) within SFRMP planning units.  

 
Action taken: SEL, a forest prescription database, was rolled out in 2014, and will 
include data from FY2014 onward. A number of monitoring reports have been 
developed and are available to all staff for periodic monitoring of the results of 
stand examinations in relation to Annual Stand Exam Lists and SFRMPs.  
 
The DNR’s SFRMP monitoring plan will continue to include a mid-point monitoring 
report, which will include updated age-class information from DNR timberlands.  

 The DNR will establish a project team to fully define a monitoring program 
and identify any additional monitoring needed to support a balanced age-
class approach to management on DNR lands.  

 
The DNR established a Forest Age-Class Monitoring Team that completed its work in 
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February 2014 (report provided to auditors). Many of the team’s recommendations 
are being implemented (see more specific below). Recommendations from the 
Forest Age-Class Monitoring Final Report (February 2014) included: proposed 
approaches are being implemented for two SFRMPs currently under revision.  
 
Revise SFRMP monitoring questions and indicators to incorporate monitoring 
questions about forest age-class distributions across all ownerships. Most of these 
questions/indicators have been included in the latest draft of the revised SFRMP 
monitoring plan.  
 
Recommendations from the Forest Age-Class Monitoring Final Report (February 
2014) was developed specifically to address forest age class distributions. 
Conclusions include: establish a common set of definitions and standards for 
adaptive management for application to DNR’s forest policy, planning, and 
management decisions; establish a standing, interdisciplinary forest monitoring 
technical team; evaluate approaches for incorporating natural disturbance and 
other risk factors into SFRMPs; improve efforts to directly assess whether the 
habitat needs of forest dependent wildlife and other management objectives are 
being met instead of relying on indirect measures such as forest age.  
 
In support of inventory efforts the DNR received additional funding from the 2016 
Legislature to continue the federal FIA at a 5-year re-inventory cycle AND at double 
intensity. Without this funding, the FIA re-inventory cycle would have decreased in 
frequency to a 7-year cycle at single intensity. This provides DNR with the ability to 
maintain the current quality and precision of the FIA data.  
Additionally, the DNR received funding from the LCCMR for a project looking at the 
potential use of LiDAR technology, in combination with other new forest inventory 
approaches, to provide more frequent updates to certain forest inventory 
information across all ownerships. This three-year project began in July 2016. 

SCS review The DNR has developed comprehensive tools to measure and monitor age class 
distributions across DNR certified lands, which is the forest management unit (FMU) 
in question. Although collaborating with other landowners across the landscape is 
an additional objective in landscape and wildlife habitat management, the DNR has 
sufficiently addressed how they will maintain, enhance and/or restore under-
represented successional stages in the FMU that would naturally occur on the types 
of sites found on the FMU.   

Status of OBS:   Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

 
 

Finding Number: 2015.5 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU): N/A 

X 

 

 

  X 
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Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): non-binding, but any response will be reviewed at the 
next audit 

FSC Indicator:  6.3.d 

Issue:  Management policies and practices must maintain or enhance plant species composition, 
distribution and frequency of occurrence similar to those that would naturally occur.  With respect to 
understory species, red pine stands rotated at 60-70 years are likely to have a different composition 
than red pine stands rotated at 120 years. 

Observation:  With regard to interested parties understanding the implications of the ERA shortened 
rotation policy, it would be helpful for the Department to clarify whether or not sites occupied by 
natural origin red pine stands can be subsequently managed on SFRMP Natural Rotation Age cycles 

(ages 80-120) if these stands are planted following regeneration harvest. 

FME response 
(including any 
evidence 
submitted) 

While management policies provided new strategic direction for managing natural 
origin red pine distinct from planted red pine, it did not provide staff with 
operational direction on how to do this. In subsequent years, DNR focused its 
attention primarily on developing new operational direction for planted red pine 
(Rotation Age Review Report) and began implementing new rotation ages for 
planted red pine on trust lands (FY15 red pine memo from D. Tillma). Management 
direction specifically for natural origin red pine stands, was not developed until 
2015, driven by the increased focus on this resource as a result of the new 
direction for planted red pine. Because, for the first time, planted red pine was 
distinguished as distinct from natural origin in policy, many questions were left 
unanswered about expectations for natural origin red pine. As noted during the 
2015 FSC audit, one of those unanswered questions was: If I choose to use artificial 
means to regenerate the stand (planting and/or seeding), will this stand become a 
“planted red pine cover type” with a shorter rotation age?  
 
Interim guidance for management of natural origin red pine is in place and was 
communicated to staff September 6, 2016. This guidance clarifies how to track 
natural origin stands across rotations, such that they can be assigned to the natural 
origin pool of stands (corresponding to the longer, normal rotation age) even if 
they receive some amount of artificial regeneration (planting or seeding) as part of 
establishment. Specifically, the interim clarified that use of artificial means to 
regenerate a stand (planting and/or seeding), will not necessarily required that it 
be a “planted red pine cover type” with a shorter rotation age.  
 
The intent is for the normal rotation age to follow these stands into the future. To 
maintain good forest inventory data, staff uses Origin code in FIM (forest 
inventory) as instructed per the CSA manual to describe the regeneration methods 
used (1: Natural, 2: >40% Artificial, 3: <40% Artificial).  
 
All natural origin red pine stands was flagged as “Natural Origin Red Pine” in the 
Management Considerations field in the FIM database to track the stands across 
rotations for determining future harvest scheduling. This Management 
Consideration is applied to new natural origin red pine stands that are created in 

 

 

 

X 
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FIM.  “Natural Origin Red Pine” is to be removed only in cases where a mature 
stand was incorrectly identified as such, and not in cases where a mature natural 
origin stand was regenerated by planting or seeding.  
 
Final guidance on the management of natural origin red pine will be developed 
over the course of the next 1-2 years based on feedback from field staff on the 
interim guidance. Additional analysis and scientific literature review may also be 
necessary to build the final guidance. 

SCS review Through guidance and work instructions the DNR has clarified whether or not sites 
occupied by natural origin red pine stands can be subsequently managed on SFRMP 
Natural Rotation Age cycles even if stands are planted following regeneration 
harvest.  

Status of OBS:   Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

 
 

Finding Number: 2015.6 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU): N/A 

Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): non-binding, but any response will be reviewed at the 
next audit 

FSC Indicator:  6.6.a 

Issue:  Chemicals on the FSC list Highly Hazardous Pesticides cannot be used within the certified Forest 
Management Unit unless a derogation is obtained or the areas of use are removed from the FMU 
through the excision process. DNR currently uses rotenone for the control of non-native fish and plant 
species on lakes within the state forests, which was added to the HHP list in February 2015. Normally, a 
derogation would be required for this use. However, in December 2015 the FSC Board of Directors 
suspended the requirement for certificate holders to obtain derogations for new HHPs (such as 
rotenone), until a revision to the pesticide derogation procedure has been completed. This process is 
targeted for the end of 2016.  

Observation:  Currently DNR’s use of rotenone does not constitute a non-conformance, but DNR should 
monitor developments in FSC’s pesticide derogation procedures in case a derogation is required in the 
future.  

FME response 
(including any 
evidence 
submitted) 

 

SCS review FSC has suspended enforcement of these chemicals as prohibited, while a technical 
working group reviews FSC’s pesticide policies at a global level. Chemicals that 
were added to the highly hazardous prohibited list are permitted to be used 
without a pesticide derogation until further review of the 2015 policy is completed.  
Thus, this finding is not applicable at this time.  

X 

 

 

  X 

 

 

 

X 
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Status of OBS:   Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

 
 

Finding Number: 2015.7 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU): N/A 

Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify):  

FSC Indicator:  6.7.b 

Non-Conformity:  The audit team observed logging sites in which no spill kits were maintained on site 
and, therefore, within sufficient proximity to mechanized logging equipment so as to enable immediate 
containment in the event of a hazardous material (e.g., motor oil, hydraulic fluid) spill, as is required by 
Indicator 6.7.b. 

Corrective Action Request:   DNR must take actions to assure that hazardous material (e.g., motor oil, 
hydraulic fluid) spills in the forest can be immediately contained. 

FME response 
(including any 
evidence 
submitted) 

1. As of 6/30/16, DNR has revised the Permit to Cut - Terms and Conditions page. 
The additional “spills” text appear on permits dated on and after July 1, 2016.  

 25. SPILLS The permit holder must report and clean up spills as required by 
Minnesota Statute § 115.061 - Duty to Notify and Avoid Water Pollution. Any 
petroleum spill of more than 5 gallons must be reported to the Minnesota 
Duty Officer by calling 651-649-5451 or 1-800-422-0798. The permit holder 
must have appropriate equipment on-site to immediately contain and capture 
petroleum spills. See page 73 of MN Forest Resource Council’s Forest 
Management Guidelines Quick Reference Field Guide. Contaminated soil less 
than 10 cubic yards must be thin spread on upland ground away from water 
bodies, as stated in the MN Forest Resource Council’s Site-Level Guidelines 
page 45, Green Section.  

2. The DNR is in the process of revising the Permit Supervision Record to include 
a specific pre-sale meeting check off box for spill prevention. Notice has been 
sent out to all Timber Sale Administrators (TSA) to document at all pre-sale 
meetings that spill prevention equipment is available to immediately respond 
to any petroleum spill.  

3. The DNR has revised the Timber Sales and Scaling Manual, Chapter M.: 
Opening the Sale to require that a spill prevention plan be available prior to 
starting timber harvest operations.  

4. M.1.4 Spill Prevention Plan  

 The permit holder is required by State law to take immediate action to contain 
and control any petroleum spill on state land. “The TSA will verify with the 
onsite supervisor or permit holder that a spill prevention plan and equipment 
are available prior to the start of harvest operations. Failure to produce spill 
prevention equipment after 48 hours may result in formal suspension of 

X 

 

 

 X  

 

 

X 

 



Forest Management & Stump-to-Forest Gate Chain-of-Custody Surveillance Evaluation Report | PUBLIC 

 
Version 6-5 (July 2014) | © SCS Global Services Page 29 of 103 

 

operations. Contaminated soil less than 10 cubic yards must be thin spread on 
upland soil away from water bodies. Spills over 5 gallons require the permit 
holder to contact the MN Duty Officer 1-800-422-0798 to receive a cleanup 
response plan. If in doubt about spill amounts or petroleum leaks during 
operations don’t hesitate to contact the MN Duty Officer. “ 

SCS review The DNR has taken effective and appropriate steps to assure that hazardous 
material (e.g., motor oil, hydraulic fluid) spills in the forest can be immediately 
contained. 

Status of CAR:   Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 
 
 
 

Finding Number: 2015.8 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU): N/A 

Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): non-binding, but any response will be reviewed at the 
next audit 

FSC Indicator:  7.2.a 

Issue:  The compendium of planning documents constituting the “management plan” for the MN state 
forests must be kept up to date. 

Observation:   Extensions of Sub-section Forest Resource Management Plans beyond their planned 
duration as well as delays in the completion of the next generation Section Forest Resource 
Management Plans detract from the ability of the Department to demonstrate conformance to Indicator 
7.2.a. 

FME response 
(including any 
evidence 
submitted) 

The forest management plan for MDNR is comprised of many policies and separate 
documents described in a 3-page summary “DNR’s Forest Management Plan”.  The 
document includes many items under each of four categories, with sub-categories 
shown when useful sub-categories exist: 

1. Statewide Direction: Plans, Policies, Operational Policies, Procedures, and 
Guidelines 

2. Landscape Level Direction: Plans; Guidelines 
3. Site-Level Management Direction / Decisions: 
4. Databases 

 
The DNR provided a detailed and extensive update on the SFRMP progress 
specifically citing two plans undergoing revision. Evidence included detailed Root 
Cause Analysis; Corrective Actions; and Preventative Actions.  Additionally 
document evidence cited and/or submitted included: new policies; updated 
administrative procedures; integrated interdisciplinary teams actions and 
procedures. Interviews of field, administrative, and planning staff confirm all 
aspects of the revision process are progressing and are sufficient 

X 

 

 

  X 

 

 

 

X 
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SCS review The DNR is making sufficient progress to demonstrate that outdated management 
plans are being appropriately updated. 

Status of OBS:   Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above): Progress on this OBS will be carried 
over into the next audit. 

 
 

Finding Number: 2015.9 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU): N/A 

Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): non-binding, but any response will be reviewed at the 
next audit 

FSC Indicator:  8.4.a 

Issue:  This Indicator addresses the expectation that the forest owner or manager monitors and 
documents the degree to which the objectives stated in the management plan are being fulfilled.    

Observation:   The SCS audit team takes positive note that DNR’s internal auditing detected issues with 
regard to attainment of key Subsection Forest Resource Management Plan (SFRMP) goals and that the 
DNR internal audit team has requested corrective actions aimed at improving implementation of the 
SFRMPs.  Timely completion of these internal corrective actions will be instrumental in demonstrating 
ongoing conformance to this Indicator.  

FME response 
(including any 
evidence 
submitted) 

Records of all harvests and silvicultural treatments are kept and were available for 
auditor review during the audit.  The record-keeping process has improved with 
the “Stand Exam Layer-Comments Tab” available and being used to record more 
details of the interdisciplinary review process.   
 
The Stand Exam Layer includes three attribute tabs:  stand information, 
prescription including management objectives, comment.  The Stand Exam Layer is 
termed a “layer” because it can be placed over the FIM Forest Inventory Module. 
 
Records indicate that nearly 90% of the harvested volume is from regeneration 
harvests with the remaining volume from thinning treatments.  Thus the key driver 
(assumption) in the harvest plans in terms of projecting acres available for 
treatment (and thus volumes that can be harvested) is success in regeneration 
treatments.   
 
The DNR implements a complex system for planning, for implementing plans, and 
for tracking the implementation of these plans to address long-term goals for 
achieving ecological objectives at the landscape scale.  The ultimate method for 
ensuring that practices to move towards landscape-level goals are implemented is 
Subsection Forest Resource Management Plan (SFRMP) Implementation & 
Monitoring.  The Department has created a database application to assist areas in 
tracking their progress toward SFRMP management objectives. The Stand Exam 
Layer (SEL) is now used to document important stand management information, 
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including stand management objectives from SFRMPs.  
 
This information is stored in one of three tabs within the Stand Exam Layer (three 
attribute tabs:  stand information, prescription including management objectives, 
comment).  This database is used statewide and is a key component of 
implementation monitoring, which is an area that has been identified through 
internal audits as requiring attention.  Thus far the new database is working as 
intended, and new reports that are being generated are confirmed as effective by 
interviews with field, planning and administrative staff. 

SCS review The DNR sufficiently addresses the expectation that the forest owner or manager 
monitors and documents the degree to which the objectives stated in the 
management plan are being fulfilled.    

Status of OBS:   Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

 
 
 

Finding Number: 2015.10 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 
FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU): N/A 
 
Note: this Observation is carried over from the prior year. 
 

Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): non-binding, but any response will be reviewed 
at the next audit 

FSC Indicator:  8.4.b 

Issue:  The Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor Evaluation Report on DNR Forest Management 
published in August 2014 includes recommendations related to the department’s mandate to manage 
state-owned forests consistent with the principles of “multiple use and sustained yield.” DNR formed a 
continuous improvement team to prioritize the recommendations and track headway. Many of the 
issues are complex and require more time and resources. 

Observation:   DNR is encouraged to continue to report progress on the Legislative Auditor Evaluation 
Report at the next annual FSC audit in order to demonstrate that the results of monitoring are being 
incorporated into the implementation and revision of the forest management plan. 

FME response 
(including any evidence 
submitted) 

The DNR submitted a February 2016 Progress update of the 2014 DNR Forest 
Management Evaluation Update.  

SCS review The DNR report on progress for the Legislative Auditor Evaluation Report 
demonstrated that the results of monitoring are being incorporated into the 
implementation and revision of the forest management plan. 
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Status of OBS:   Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

 

X 
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Finding Number: 2015.11 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU): N/A 

Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): non-binding, but any response will be reviewed at the 
next audit 

FSC Indicator:  9.1.a 

Issue:  It is estimated by DNR managers that completion of the HCVF identification/designation process, 
in part dependent upon completion of the county-level Minnesota Biological Surveys (MBS), will require 
several more years.  Until completed, the possibility remains that areas possessing high conservation 
values will be unknowingly subject to adverse impacts.  

Observation:   Ongoing conformity to this Indicator would benefit from DNR identifying safeguards for 
assuring that HCVF designation options are not being foreclosed by forest management projects during 
the multi-year process for completing the MBS/HCVF assessment and determination protocol. 

FME response 
(including any 
evidence 
submitted) 

A review of Minnesota DNR’s framework for HCV’s shows that the majority of the 
values are managed or protected under the framework of departmental policies;  

 HCV 1 – Protected under state and federal endangered species acts and 
rare species guidance  

 HCV 2 – Managed under SFRMP, Old Growth guidance  

 HCV 3 – Managed under Old Growth, Natural Origin Pine, and Native Plant 
Community guidance  

 
Over the next year the department will re-visit our High Conservation Values in 
Categories 1-3 and define and approve our specific HCV’s, how they are defined, 
how they are measured, how they should be managed, and what monitoring will 
occur to verify that their HCVF attributes are being maintained or enhanced. In the 
interim, existing departmental guidance are being used to provide safeguards to 
future designation options. In the event that staff are concerned over specific 
landscapes or perceived HCV’s, they can use the Interdisciplinary Forest 
Management Coordination Framework to discuss or dispute proposed 
management.  
 
The Interdisciplinary Forest Management Coordination Framework is composed of 
staff from the DNR Section of Wildlife, and the Divisions of Forestry and Ecological 
and Water Resources. This staff has opportunity to review and advise any proposed 
management activities. In addition, as part of annual coordination meetings, prior 
to completion of the Forestry Area annual stand exam lists, consultation with the 
appropriate staffs regarding where endangered, threatened, or special concern 
species, rare native plant communities, or other significant forest resources may be 
affected. 

SCS review SCS confirmed referenced documents and interviews of field, administrative and 
planning staff confirmed that the DNR is identifying safeguards to provide for 
protection of HCVF designation attributes prior to beginning forest management 
projects during the multi-year process. 

Status of OBS:   Closed        

  X 
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4.2 New Corrective Action Requests and Observations 

Finding Number: 2016.1 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU):  

Deadline   Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): None 

FSC Indicator:  5.1.b 

Non-Conformity (or Background/ Justification in the case of Observations):  
Indicator 5.1.b states that responses to short-term financial factors are limited to levels that are 
consistent with fulfillment of this Standard. On one site there was a delay in planting of jack pine.  
 
Following an even aged harvest, an herbicide treatment of competing vegetation was used for site 
preparation.  A planned planting had not taken place.  Interviews with area forestry staff indicated that 
the budget for reforestation was not available due to an unsuccessful state bonding measure. However, 
central office staff relayed that reforestation funding would be made available for projects in progress 
like this one regardless of the success of the bonding.  

Corrective Action Request (or Observation): 
The Minnesota DNR should ensure that replanting efforts that rely on site preparation conditions that 
provide a limited window for that replanting occur within the planting window and are not compromised 
by short-term financial factors so that silvicultural prescriptions may be followed. 

FME response 
(including any 
evidence submitted) 

 

SCS review  

Status of CAR:   Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other deadline (specify): None 

 
 
 

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

 

 

  X 

 

 

 

X 
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Finding Number: 2016.2 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU):  

Deadline 
  Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): None 
FSC Indicator:  9.1.a 

Non-Conformity (or Background/ Justification in the case of Observations):  
Indicator 9.1.a states that the forest owner or manager identifies and maps the presence of High 
Conservation Value Forests (HCVF) within the forest management unit (FMU) and, to the extent that data 
are available, adjacent to their FMU, in a manner consistent with the assessment process, definitions, 
data sources, and other guidance described in Appendix F.  
 
During a HCVF site visit, the boundaries of the generally mapped HCVF area near Leech Lake (Gould 22) 
were not clearly delineated on maps and harvest plans. There were inconsistencies as to whether a 
planned harvest area included portions of the HCVF area or only bordered it.  This is graded as an 
observation because the harvest prescription between the two areas would not have changed 
significantly, although a potential risk exists for other cases. 

Corrective Action Request (or Observation): 
Accurate and clear delineation of HCVF sites should be mapped for sites within the Minnesota DNR FMU 
to guide management and monitoring efforts. 

FME response 
(including any 
evidence submitted) 

 

SCS review  

Status of CAR: 
  Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 
 
 

Finding Number: 2016.3 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU):  

Deadline 
  Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): None 

FSC Indicator:  9.3.a 

  X 

 

 

 

X 
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Non-Conformity (or Background/ Justification in the case of Observations):  
Indicator 9.3.a states that the management plan and relevant operational plans describe the measures 
necessary to ensure the maintenance and/or enhancement of all high conservation values present in all 
identified HCVF areas, including the precautions required to avoid risks or impacts to such values (see 
Principle 7).  
 
The Minnesota DNR’s protection measures related to identified high conservation values could be 
improved. Protection measures presented were usually written in broad terms, making it challenging for 
field foresters to identify specific management strategies that would be taken due to the HCVF attribute, 
as opposed to standard protection measures (as an example, rare species protection). Existing HCVF 
management planning documents are currently undergoing a revision, which provides an opportunity to 
strengthen strategies with more specific protection information. 

Corrective Action Request (or Observation): There are opportunities to clarify how HCVF protection 
measures are implemented in the field.  

FME response 
(including any 
evidence submitted) 

 

SCS review  

Status of CAR: 
  Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

 
 

Finding Number: 2016.4 

Select one:      Major CAR              Minor CAR                Observation 

FMU CAR/OBS issued to (when more than one FMU):  

Deadline 
  Pre-condition to certification  

  3 months from Issuance of Final Report 

  Next audit (surveillance or re-evaluation)  

  Other deadline (specify): None 

FSC Indicator:  9.4.a 

Non-Conformity (or Background/ Justification in the case of Observations):  
Indicator 9.4.a states that the forest owner or manager monitors, or participates in a program to annually 
monitor, the status of the specific HCV attributes, including the effectiveness of the measures employed 
for their maintenance or enhancement. The monitoring program is designed and implemented consistent 
with the requirements of Principle 8.   
 
A variety of monitoring methods are used on Minnesota DNR HCVF areas, including post-harvest surveys, 
rare plant community surveys, bird counts, and a variety of other methods. These efforts would be 
improved by more clearly identifying how the monitoring undertaken is evaluating the status of the HCV 
attributes and effectiveness of protection measures.  

Corrective Action Request (or Observation): 
The DNR could strengthen monitoring program effectiveness by more clearly summarizing how 
monitoring is evaluating measures for maintenance or enhancement of defining attributes of HCVF areas. 
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FME response 
(including any 
evidence submitted) 

 

SCS review  

Status of CAR: 
  Closed        

  Upgraded to Major 

  Other decision (refer to description above) 

 
 

5. Stakeholder Comments 

In accordance with SCS protocols, consultation with key stakeholders is an integral component of the 

evaluation process. Stakeholder consultation takes place prior to, concurrent with, and following field 

evaluations. Distinct purposes of such consultation include: 

 To solicit input from affected parties as to the strengths and weaknesses of  the FME’s 

management, relative to the standard, and the nature of the interaction between the company 

and the surrounding communities. 

 To solicit input on whether the forest management operation has consulted with stakeholders 

regarding identifying any high conservation value forests (HCVFs). 

Principal stakeholder groups are identified based upon results from past evaluations, lists of 

stakeholders from the FME under evaluation, and additional stakeholder contacts from other sources 

(e.g., chair of the regional FSC working group).  The following types of groups and individuals were 

determined to be principal stakeholders in this evaluation: 

5.1 Stakeholder Groups Consulted  

Education Labor 

Forest Industry Land Management 

County Logging Contractors 

Federal NGOs – Non-governmental Groups 

State Tribal Groups 

Industry - Consulting  

 

Stakeholder consultation activities are organized to give participants the opportunity to provide 

comments according to general categories of interest based on the three FSC chambers. The table below 

summarizes the major comments received from stakeholders and the assessment team’s response.  

Where a stakeholder comment has triggered a subsequent investigation during the evaluation, the 

corresponding follow-up action and conclusions from SCS are noted below.  
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5.2 Summary of Stakeholder Comments and Responses from the Team, Where 
Applicable 

  FME has not received any stakeholder comments from interested parties as a result of stakeholder 
outreach activities during this annual audit.  

Stakeholder comments SCS Response 

Economic concerns 

A concern was raised that MN 
DNR has exceeded its allowable 
cut by adding harvest areas not 
originally scheduled for harvest 
in a particular year. 

This question was reviewed by the audit team. While some variation 
exists from stands scheduled for harvest in a particular year and 
those that actually end up being harvested, the overall amount of 
harvesting is still within the projected annual allowable cut.  No 
finding was warranted on this topic.  

  

  

Social concerns 

None raised  

  

  

Environmental concerns 

None raised  

  

  

6. Certification Decision 

The certificate holder has demonstrated continued overall conformance to the 
applicable Forest Stewardship Council standards. The SCS annual audit team 
recommends that the certificate be sustained, subject to subsequent annual 
audits and the FME’s response to any open CARs. 

 

Yes    No  

Comments: A notable strength of the MN DNR program is the ecological classification system available 
and used state-wide for facilitating communication within and among DNR Divisions. 

7. Changes in Certification Scope 

Name and Contact Information 

Organization name Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
SCS-FM/COC-00088N 

Contact person Tim Beyer, Forest Certification Program Consultant 

Address 500 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, MN 55155-4040 USA 
 

Telephone (651) 259-5256 

Fax  

e-mail Tim.Beyer@state.mn.us 

Website http://dnr.state.mn.us 
 

 

 

 

X  

http://dnr.state.mn.us/
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FSC Sales Information 

 FSC Sales contact information same as above. 

FSC salesperson  

Address  Telephone  

Fax  

e-mail  

Website  

Scope of Certificate  

Certificate Type 
 Single FMU  Multiple FMU 

 Group 
SLIMF (if applicable) 
 

 Small SLIMF 
certificate 

 Low intensity SLIMF 
certificate 

 Group SLIMF certificate 
# Group Members (if applicable)  

Number of FMUs in scope of certificate 1 

Geographic location of non-SLIMF FMU(s) Latitude: 93 degrees 05 minutes W 
Longitude: 44 degrees 57 minutes N 

Forest zone 
 Boreal  Temperate 

 Subtropical  Tropical 

Total forest area in scope of certificate which is:                                                          Units:  ha or  ac 

privately managed  

state managed 4,972,283 acres (note that this total includes 81,673 
acres of federal LUP lands that are managed by MN 
DNR under a long term management agreement; 
these lands are managed pursuant to the same 
policies applied to the state lands) 

community managed  

Number of FMUs in scope that are: 

less than 100 ha in area  100 - 1000 ha in area  

1000 - 10 000 ha in area  more than 10 000 ha in area 1 

Total forest area in scope of certificate which is included in FMUs that:               Units:  ha or  ac 
are less than 100 ha in area  

are between 100 ha and 1000 ha in area  

meet the eligibility criteria as low intensity SLIMF FMUs  

Division of FMUs into manageable units: 

Minnesota DNR develops forest resource management plans using the section level of its ecological 
classification system (red lines) rather than administrative areas (blue lines). Seven Section Forest 
Resource Management Plans (SFRMP) cover DNR-administered forest lands.  Some SFRMPs involve 
multiple adjacent subsections.    

X 

X  

 

  

 

 X 

  

  

 X 
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(Map credit: MN DNR 2015),  
 
Currently included in DNR’s FSC Certificate are the following land management categories:  

 Forestry Administered Lands 4,079,000 acres  

 Wildlife Administered Lands 777,000 acres  

 Fisheries Administered Lands in Lake County 7,864 acres 

 Trails Administered Lands in North 4 SFRMP 22,552 acres 

 Wildlife Administered Land Utilization Project (LUP) lands 85,867 acres 
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Excised from DNR’s FSC Certificate: 

Agricultural Leases & Cooperative Farming Agreements (CFAs) 24,600 acres 

Production Forests  

Timber Forest Products Units:  ha or  ac 

Total area of production forest (i.e. forest from which 
timber may be harvested) 

Total = 3,450,000 acres (out of 4,970,000 acres 
owned or managed by MN DNR) 
 
2,800,000 acres of commercial forestland 
650,000 acres of “low productivity sites,” which 
includes stagnant spruce, tamarack, and cedar, 
as well as offsite aspen and oak. 

Area of production forest classified as 'plantation' 0 

Area of production forest regenerated primarily by 
replanting or by a combination of replanting and 
coppicing of the planted stems 

Total of 924,000 acres of artificial regeneration.  
Includes:  

 476,000 acres of seeding 

 448,000 acres of planting 

Area of production forest regenerated primarily by 
natural regeneration, or by a combination of natural 
regeneration and coppicing of the naturally 
regenerated stems 

1,848,000 acres 

Silvicultural system(s) Area under type of management 

Even-aged management   

Clearcut (clearcut size average  44 acres) 2,356,504 acres 

Shelterwood 172,349 acres 

Other:   496,871 acres 

Uneven-aged management  

Individual tree selection 174,276 acres 

Group selection 0 

Other:   0 

Notes for above figures:  Estimates are based on 3.2 million acres* of DNR commercial timberland, with 
acreage prorated from volumes in Executive Summary – Sustainable Timber Yield Analysis, Christopher R 
Schwalm – Research Scientist (DNR), Revised March 31, 2008.  
 
*Includes riparian zones and often reserved black ash, northern white cedar and red cedar cover types. 
Excluding those areas would net about 2,800,000 acres of commercial timberland. MNR DNR owns or 
manages 4,972,283 acres under FSC certification. 

 Other (e.g. nursery, recreation area, windbreak, 
bamboo, silvo-pastoral system, agro-forestry system, 
etc.)  

0 

The sustainable rate of harvest (usually Annual 
Allowable Harvest or AAH where available) of 
commercial timber (m3 of round wood) 

863,000 cords  
 
 

 

Non-timber Forest Products (NTFPs) 



Forest Management & Stump-to-Forest Gate Chain-of-Custody Surveillance Evaluation Report | PUBLIC 

 
Version 6-5 (July 2014) | © SCS Global Services Page 42 of 103 

 

Area of forest protected from commercial harvesting 
of timber and managed primarily for the production 
of NTFPs or services 

1,510,000 acres  

Other areas managed for NTFPs or services 0 

Approximate annual commercial production of non-
timber forest products included in the scope of the 
certificate, by product type 

SOLD   Average 2004-2013 
Cords 793,003 
MBF 5,069 
Cord Equivalents 803,141 total 

Explanation of the assumptions and reference to the data source upon which AAH and NTFP harvest 
rates estimates are based: 

Short and long-term harvest levels are contained within the Section Forest Resource Management Plans. 
The approach is a form of area control, with information about growth rates and potential long-term 
sustainable harvest levels available to confirm that the planned harvest levels are at or below long-term 
allowable harvest determinations.  For each stand the year of harvest and the harvest prescription made 
after consideration of stand age and volume, stand type, the normal rotation age or thinning interval, 
goals for Extended Rotation Forests, goals for type change, and efforts to move forests towards a more 
balanced age-class distribution. 
 
A harvest planning computer model is used to develop the harvest plan that forms the core of the 
SFRMP.  This model is based on the widely-used Woodstock-Stanley software that allows for spatial and 
non-spatial constraints around an objective function that is driven by a volume goal.  Most constraints 
are ecological or economic, including goals to minimize fragmentation, create larger stands or patches, 
develop corridors, change overall forest cover type composition or age-class structure, or maintain 
stands within desirable stocking ranges and/or close to optimum rotation ages.  Some social goals are 
included, mainly for recreation and aesthetics. 
 
Annual harvest levels are computed by totaling acres and projected volumes from stand treatment lists 
derived from the Section Planning process and further refined into Annual Stand Examination Lists 
(ASEL).  The ASEL is then used by managers to direct individual foresters to examine (cruise) stands, 
develop prescriptions, and set up sales for sale (appraisal process).  The sum of all of the ASEL for the 
ownership comprises the annual harvest level. Changes in ASEL lists can be based on initiatives driven by 
economic or ecological goals.  Care must be taken to ensure that these changes do not compromise the 
overall. 
 
Not all of the appraised (offered) stands are sold and harvested.  Acres and volumes offered have 
occasionally exceeded long term planned levels because some offered acres/volumes are from unsold 
sales carried forward.  Actual acres/volumes harvested are the more appropriate metric. 
 
The current sustainable harvest target is 863,000 cords, which appears to be slightly below long-term 
growth potential and which includes efforts to harvest a modest backlog of over mature timber before 
excessive volumes are lost to insects and diseases.  

Species in scope of joint FM/COC certificate: Scientific/ Latin Name (Common/ Trade Name) 

Conifers 
 Pinaceae (pine family) 

 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus 
 Red Pine or Norway Pine Pinus resinosa 
 Jack Pine Pinus banksiana 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eastern_White_Pine
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Red_Pine_or_Norway_Pine&action=edit&redlink=1
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jack_Pine
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 Black Spruce Picea mariana 
 White Spruce Picea glauca 
 Tamarack Larch Larix laricina 
 Balsam Fir Abies balsamea 
 Eastern Hemlock Tsuga canadensis 

 Cupressaceae (cypress family) 
 Eastern Arborvitae Thuja occidentalis 
 Eastern Juniper Juniperus virginiana 

Hardwoods 
 Salicaceae (willow family) 

 Quaking Aspen Populus tremuloides 
 Big-tooth Aspen Populus grandidentata 
 Ontario Balsam Poplar Populus balsamifera 
 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 
 Black Willow Salix nigra 
 Peachleaf Willow Salix amygdaloides 

 Juglandaceae (walnut family) 
 Black Walnut Juglans nigra 
 Butternut Juglans cinerea 
 Shagbark Hickory Carya ovata 
 Bitternut Hickory Carya cordiformis 

 Betulaceae (birch family) 
 Paper Birch Betula papyrifera 
 Yellow Birch Betula alleghaniensis 
 River Birch Betula nigra 
 American Hornbeam Carpinus caroliniana 
 Ironwood Ostrya virginiana 

 Fagaceae (beech family) 
 White oak Quercus alba 
 Bur oak Quercus macrocarpa 
 Swamp white oak Quercus bicolor 
 Chestnut oak Quercus prinus 
 Chinkapin oak Quercus muhlenbergii 
 Cottonwood " Populus Deltoides var. occidentalis' 
 Northern red oak Quercus rubra 
 Black oak Quercus velutina 
 Northern pin oak Quercus ellipsoidalis 

 Ulmaceae (elm family) 
 Hackberry Celtis occidentalis 
 American Elm Ulmus americana 
 Slippery Elm Ulmus rubra 
 Rock Elm Ulmus thomasii 

 Moraceae (mulberry family) 
 Red Mulberry Morus rubra 

 Rosaceae (rose family) 
 American mountain ash Sorbus americana 
 Showy Rowan Sorbus decora 
 Black Cherry Prunus serotina 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Black_Spruce
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/White_Spruce
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tamarack_Larch
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Balsam_Fir
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eastern_Hemlock
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eastern_Arborvitae
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Juniperus_virginiana
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aspen
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aspen
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Populus_balsamifera
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Populus_sect._Aegiros
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Willow
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Willow
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Black_Walnut
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Butternut_(tree)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shagbark_Hickory
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bitternut_Hickory
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Paper_Birch
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yellow_Birch
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/River_Birch
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carpinus_caroliniana
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ostrya_virginiana
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/White_oak
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bur_oak
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Swamp_white_oak
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chestnut_oak
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chinkapin_oak
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cottonwood
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Northern_red_oak
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quercus_velutina
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Northern_pin_oak
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Celtis
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/American_Elm
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Slippery_Elm
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rock_Elm
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Morus_rubra
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sorbus_americana
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rowan
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prunus_serotina
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 Pin cherry Prunus pensylvanica 
 Fabaceae (pea family) 

 Honey locust Gleditsia triacanthos 
 Kentucky coffeetree Gymnocladus dioicus 

 Sapindaceae (soapberry family) 
 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum 
 Black Maple Acer nigrum 
 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum 
 Red Maple Acer rubrum 
 Mountain Maple Acer spicatum 
 Boxelder Acer negundo 

 Malvaceae (mallow family) 
 Basswood Tilia americana 

 Oleaceae (olive family) 
 White Ash Fraxinus americana 
 Black Ash Fraxinus nigra 
 Green Ash (also "Red Ash") Fraxinus pennsylvanica 

 
Credit:  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Minnesota_trees (Accessed Oct 5, 2015) 

FSC Product Classification 

Conservation Areas 

Total area of forest and non-forest land protected from 
commercial harvesting of timber and managed primarily for 
conservation objectives 

1,522,283 acres  

 

High Conservation Value Forest/ Areas 

High Conservation Values present and respective areas:                                         Units:   ha or  ac 

 Code HCV Type Description & Location Area 

 HCV1 Forests or areas containing 
globally, regionally or nationally 

Statewide.  Shapefile 
available by request.  NOTE:  

262,000 acres. 
 

Timber products 

Product Level 1 Product Level 2 Species 

W1 
Rough wood 

W1.1 
Roundwood (logs) 

See “Species in Scope Above” 

W1 Rough wood 
 

W1.2 Fuel wood See “Species in Scope Above” 

W3 Wood in chips or 
particles 

 See “Species in Scope Above” 

Non-Timber Forest Products 

Product Level 1 Product Level 2 Product Level 3 and Species 

N6 Plants and parts of 
plants 

  

   

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prunus_pensylvanica
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Honey_locust
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kentucky_coffeetree
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sugar_Maple
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Black_Maple
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Silver_Maple
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Red_Maple
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mountain_Maple
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acer_negundo
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tilia_americana
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/White_Ash
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fraxinus_nigra
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fraxinus_pennsylvanica
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Minnesota_trees
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significant concentrations of 
biodiversity values (e.g. 
endemism, endangered species, 
refugia). 

Most HCVFs are not 
protected from timber 

harvesting, and harvesting 
may be necessary to 

maintain/enhance the HCVs.   

In addition there are 
35,319 acres of 

designated current or 
future old growth 

that are not currently 
part of the above 
number.  These 

stands are managed 
passively. 

 HCV2 Forests or areas containing 
globally, regionally or nationally 
significant large landscape level 
forests, contained within, or 
containing the management unit, 
where viable populations of most 
if not all naturally occurring 
species exist in natural patterns of 
distribution and abundance. 

 HCV3 Forests or areas that are in or 
contain rare, threatened or 
endangered ecosystems. 

 HCV4 Forests or areas that provide basic 
services of nature in critical 
situations (e.g. watershed 
protection, erosion control). 

These are addressed through 
existing DNR policies / 
procedures.  In many 

situations, timber harvesting 
is compatible with the HCVs. 

Candidate HCVFs for 
HCV5 not to exceed 
12,445 acres (these 

acres still being 
defined). 

 HCV5 Forests or areas fundamental to 
meeting basic needs of local 
communities (e.g. subsistence, 
health). 

 HCV6 Forests or areas critical to local 
communities’ traditional cultural 
identity (areas of cultural, 
ecological, economic or religious 
significance identified in 
cooperation with such local 
communities). 

Total Area of forest classified as ‘High Conservation Value Forest/ Area’ 262,000 acres 

Areas Outside of the Scope of Certification (Partial Certification and Excision) 

 N/A – All forestland owned or managed by the applicant is included in the scope. 

 Applicant owns and/or manages other FMUs not under evaluation. 

 Applicant wishes to excise portions of the FMU(s) under evaluation from the scope of certification. 

Explanation for exclusion of 
FMUs and/or excision: 

Excised from DNR’s FSC Certificate: 

Agricultural Leases & Cooperative Farming Agreements (CFAs)  
Nurseries and Seed Orchards 
Forestry and Wildlife Lands in the Prairie Parkland ECS Province 
The management of fish and management of aquatic vegetation. 

Control measures to prevent 
mixing of certified and non-
certified product (C8.3): 

Non-forested croplands (typically, wildlife food plots) 
 

 

 

X 
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Description of FMUs excluded from, or forested area excised from, the scope of certification: 

Name of FMU or Stand Location (city, state, country) Size (  ha or  ac) 

Agricultural Leases Statewide 24,600 

   

8. Annual Data Update  

8.1 Social Information 

Number of forest workers (including contractors) working in forest within scope of certificate 
(differentiated by gender): 

817 of male workers 162 of female workers 

Number of accidents in forest work since last audit: Serious: 5 Fatal: 0 

8.2 Annual Summary of Pesticide and Other Chemical Use 

 

 X 
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SECTION B – APPENDICES (CONFIDENTIAL) 

Appendix 1 – List of FMUs Selected For Evaluation  

 FME consists of a single FMU  

 FME consists of multiple FMUs or is a Group 

Appendix 2 – List of Stakeholders Consulted  

List of FME Staff Consulted 

 

Name Contact Information Consultation method 

Andrew Arends All FME staff may be contacted 
by phone or email.  Email by a  
general email address format: 
firstname.lastname@state.mn.us 
or search by name the State of 
Minnesota white pages. All staff 
may be contact by phone 
through the central office 
switchboard by name at (651) 
296-6157 or 888-MINNDNR (646-
6367) during the following hours: 
8 a.m. to 8 p.m. Monday-Friday, 
9 a.m. to 1 p.m. Saturday. 

All staff listed attended 
and/or were interviewed 
during opening and closing 
meetings, and/or were 
interviewed in the field. 

Barb Naramore 

Ben Lang 

Blane Klemek 

Brian Hoffmann 

Cory Kimball 

Craig Schmid 

Dan Wiley 

Dave Schad 

 Dave Thomas 

David Rave 

Dick Rossman 

Doug Tillma 

Elena Teich 

Emily Peters 

Erik Thorson 

Ernest Schmitt 

Forrest Boe 

Greg Henderson 

Greg Nelson 

Greg Snyder 

Jane Norris 

Jim Leach 

Joe Rucinski 

Joel Holden 

John Williams 

X 

 

http://mn.gov/white_pages/Lookup
http://mn.gov/white_pages/Lookup
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Jon Nelson 

Keith Mykleseth 

Mike Lichter 

Kent Wolf 

Kyle Anderson 

John Korzeniowski 

Peter Willis 

Kit Elstad-Haveles 

Beau Liddell 

Bill Salo 

Andrew McGuire 

Drew Butler 

Leslie McInenly 

Lori Dowling- Hanson 

Luke Skinner 

Mark Carlstrom 

Nick Jensen 

Nick Severson 

Paul Dubuque 

Paul Telander 

Rob Baden 

Steve Bade 

Tim Beyer 

Tom Landwehr 

Trina Zieman 

List of other Stakeholders Consulted 

Name Organization Contact 
Information 

Consultation 
method 

Requests 
Cert. Notf. 

No additional 
stakeholders were 
consulted 

    

     

     

Appendix 3 – Additional Audit Techniques Employed 

No additional audit techniques were used to conduct this audit. 

Appendix 4 – Pesticide Derogations  

 There are no active pesticide derogations for this FME. 
Name of pesticide / herbicide (active ingredient) Date derogation approved 

X 
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Condition Conformance 
(C / NC) 

Evidence of progress 

   

   

Appendix 5 – Detailed Observations 

Evaluation Year FSC P&C Reviewed 

2015 All – (Re)certification Evaluation 

2016 P3; P6; Annually required: 1.5, 2.3, 3.2, 4.2, 4.4, 
5.6, 8.2, 8.4, 9.1; 9.4.  

20XX  

20XX  

20XX  

 
C= Conformance with Criterion or Indicator 
NC= Nonconformance with Criterion or Indicator 
NA = Not Applicable 
NE = Not Evaluated 

 

FSC Forest Management Standard (v1.0)—United States   

REQUIREMENT C/NC COMMENT/CAR 

Principle 1: Compliance with Laws and FSC Principles 

Forest management shall respect all applicable laws of the country in which they occur, and international 

treaties and agreements to which the country is a signatory, and comply with all FSC Principles and Criteria. 

1.1 Forest management shall respect 

all national and local laws and 

administrative requirements. 

NE  

1.2. All applicable and legally 

prescribed fees, royalties, taxes and 

other charges shall be paid. 

NE  

1.3. In signatory countries, the 

provisions of all binding international 

agreements such as CITES, ILO 

Conventions, ITTA, and Convention 

on Biological Diversity, shall be 

respected.  

NE  

1.4. Conflicts between laws, 

regulations and the FSC Principles 

and Criteria shall be evaluated for the 

purposes of certification, on a case by 

case basis, by the certifiers and the 

NE  
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involved or affected parties.  

1.5. Forest management areas should 

be protected from illegal harvesting, 

settlement and other unauthorized 

activities. 

C  

1.5.a.  The forest owner or manager 

supports or implements measures 

intended to prevent illegal and 

unauthorized activities on the Forest 

Management Unit (FMU). 

C 2016 findings are consistent with those found in 2015. DNR 

provides ample road, trail and boundary signage. Conservation 

officers are responsible for enforcing laws and regulations 

under the jurisdiction of the Minnesota Department of Natural 

Resources. A DNR Commissioner’s order requires employees to 

report observed violations of laws. 

 

MNDNR Fire Administration Unit manages the law enforcement 

functions of the Fire Management Section including open 

burning regulations, fire department training, burn permits, and 

permanent burn sites.  

 

State Forest rules are posted on the Internet.  DNR provides 

ready access on the Internet to hunting, fishing and other 

natural resources regulations.   

DNR sponsors hunter and snowmobile/OHV education. 

 

In FY2016, there were reported twenty trespasses. Fifteen of 

these were closed cases, two were active, and three are 

incomplete or ongoing.  Any unauthorized harvesting of timber 

from state administered lands is administered under MS 

90.301. 

1.5.b. If illegal or unauthorized 

activities occur, the forest owner or 

manager implements actions designed 

to curtail such activities and correct 

the situation to the extent possible for 

meeting all land management 

objectives with consideration of 

available resources. 

C Minnesota Conservation Officers have law enforcement 

powers. The DNR operates a Division of Enforcement.  There 

were 2013 legislative revisions to Chapter 90 of the statutes 

that resulted in numerous updates to DNR harvest permit 

administration. 

 

Trespasses are entered in TSM (Timber Sale Module) for 

tracking. In FY2016, 20 trespasses were recorded in TSM.  Of 

these, 15 are closed cases, 2 are active, and 3 are incomplete.  

Any unauthorized harvesting of timber from state administered 

lands is addressed under MS 90.301. 

 

Interviews with field foresters confirmed that they work closely 

and in collaboration with local and staff law enforcement 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/state_forests/rules.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/regulations/index.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/regulations/index.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/safety/index.html
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acknowledging a high priority for resource protection. 

1.6. Forest managers shall 

demonstrate a long-term 

commitment to adhere to the FSC 

Principles and Criteria. 

NE  

Principle #2: Long-term tenure and use rights to the land and forest resources shall be clearly defined, 

documented and legally established. 

2.1. Clear evidence of long-term 

forest use rights to the land (e.g., 

land title, customary rights, or lease 

agreements) shall be demonstrated. 

NE  

2.2. Local communities with legal or 

customary tenure or use rights shall 

maintain control, to the extent 

necessary to protect their rights or 

resources, over forest operations 

unless they delegate control with free 

and informed consent to other 

agencies. 

NE  

2.3. Appropriate mechanisms shall be 

employed to resolve disputes over 

tenure claims and use rights. The 

circumstances and status of any 

outstanding disputes will be explicitly 

considered in the certification 

evaluation. Disputes of substantial 

magnitude involving a significant 

number of interests will normally 

disqualify an operation from being 

certified. 

C  

2.3.a If disputes arise regarding tenure 

claims or use rights then the forest 

owner or manager initially attempts to 

resolve them through open 

communication, negotiation, and/or 

mediation. If these good-faith efforts 

fail, then federal, state, and/or local 

laws are employed to resolve such 

disputes.  

C Findings in 2016 were consistent with those found in 2016. As a 

public agency subject to legislative oversight, MN DNR has a 

number of mechanisms to communicate with stakeholders and 

conduct dispute resolution. A system of administrative law 

gives citizens recourse if they are not satisfied with informal 

resolution efforts.   

 

The DNR maintains a webpage related to riparian rights court 

decisions (accessed 09/22/2016). Boundary and property line 

rights are defined by Minnesota law.  

 

http://www.oah.state.mn.us/
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt_section/pwpermits/waterlaws.html
http://mn.gov/lawlib/boundaries.html
http://mn.gov/lawlib/boundaries.html
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To provide public hunting opportunities and avoid conflicts, 

DNR pays for access to 22,800 acres of private land in western 

and south-central Minnesota through the Walk-In Access 

program (paid from the state stewardship fund), an increase of 

1,700 acres in 2015.  

 

There were no new disputes or claim over tenure use in 2016 or 

since the last audit. 

2.3.b The forest owner or manager 

documents any significant disputes 

over tenure and use rights. 

C The DNR and the State and Federal Courts maintain an 

extensive history of claims and settlements related to native 

hunting, fishing and gathering rights on state forests. The state 

also owns subsurface gas and mineral rights across much of the 

state, which they vigorously defend. 

 

There are no unresolved disputes or claims in 2016 or since the 

last audit. 

Principle #3: The legal and customary rights of indigenous peoples to own, use and manage their lands, 

territories, and resources shall be recognized and respected. 

3.1. Indigenous peoples shall control 

forest management on their lands 

and territories unless they delegate 

control with free and informed 

consent to other agencies. 

NA The DNR does not exercise control over forest management of 

indigenous lands or territories. There are collaborative forest 

management projects in partnership capacity while indigenous 

people retain rights of control. 

3.1.a  Tribal forest management 

planning and implementation are 

carried out by authorized tribal 

representatives in accordance with 

tribal laws and customs and relevant 

federal laws. 

NA No tribal lands are included in the certificate. 

3.1.b The manager of a tribal forest 

secures, in writing, informed consent 

regarding forest management 

activities from the tribe or individual 

forest owner prior to commencement 

of those activities. 

NA No tribal lands are included in the certificate. 

3.2. Forest management shall not 

threaten or diminish, either directly 

or indirectly, the resources or tenure 

rights of indigenous peoples. 

C  

3.2.a During management planning, 

the forest owner or manager consults 

C 2015: 

The Department issued Operational Order 129 dated April 14, 
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with American Indian groups that have 

legal rights or other binding 

agreements to the FMU to avoid 

harming their resources or rights.   

2014 regarding Tribal Nations. It covers procedures for 

communications, coordination, and documentation of work 

between DNR and Minnesota’s 11 federally recognized Tribal 

Nations on coordinated conservation, resource protection and 

land management activities.  

 

The DNR provides tribes with the annual stand exam list. The 

department works with the 1854 Treaty Authority and the 

Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Council. Indian Affairs Council of 

the State of Minnesota, established in 1963, serves as a liaison 

of the Indian tribes and the state of Minnesota. It promotes 

inter-governmental cooperation on fish and game regulations, 

forestry, mining and other natural resources and cultural issues. 

Both DNR and the Indian Affairs Council are represented on the 

MFRC. 

 

DNR maintains a database to record contacts between staff and 

tribal representatives. It includes thousands of records 

compiled since the 2014 Operational Order.  

 

2016: 

See Section 4.1 of this report, Existing Corrective Action 

Requests and Observations, for details of closing OBS 2015.1 

relating to this Indicator. 

3.2.b Demonstrable actions are taken 

so that forest management does not 

adversely affect tribal resources. 

When applicable, evidence of, and 

measures for, protecting tribal 

resources are incorporated in the 

management plan. 

C DNR has GIS layers and dedicated archeological staff to protect 

cultural resources. The State Archaeologist publishes an annual 

Forest Heritage Program Report. The Program conducts reviews 

of timber sales and other Division activities that were 

considered to have good potential to affect known or 

previously undocumented heritage resources. Archival and field 

research is conducted for Division of Forestry projects. 

Archaeological sites or other potentially significant properties 

are identified. 

 

Individual project reviews conducted by the MN Historical 

Society are available online. Example: DNR Division Forestry, 

Heritage Resources Program, Project Review Report: Rock Lake 

Campground Rehabilitation, Pillsbury State Forest (last 

accessed 9/27/2016).  

 

2016 field site visits demonstrated resource management 

http://core.tdar.org/document/242413/dnr-division-forestry-heritage-resources-program-project-review-report-rock-lake-campground-rehabilitation-pillsbury-state-forest
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coordination with the Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe. Prescribed 

burning rather than pesticides was used to establish pine 

regeneration on Trust Lands within the tribal reservation as a 

“good neighbor” practice. Another example was the 

collaborative with Leech Lake management of bear population 

in response to tribal concerns for the 2015-2016 bear hunting 

season. Hunting area boundaries were redrawn and hunting 

permits reduced to address declining population concerns of 

the Band. 

3.3. Sites of special cultural, 

ecological, economic or religious 

significance to indigenous peoples 

shall be clearly identified in 

cooperation with such peoples, and 

recognized and protected by forest 

managers. 

C  

3.3.a. The forest owner or manager 

invites consultation with tribal 

representatives in identifying sites of 

current or traditional cultural, 

archeological, ecological, economic or 

religious significance.   

C The DNR Archeologist in Grand Rapids consults with tribal 

historic preservation officers. DNR maintains a cultural/historic 

features GIS layer used for forestry planning. Operational Order 

129 dated April 14, 2014 regarding Tribal Nations requires 

consultation. 

3.3.b In consultation with tribal 

representatives, the forest owner or 

manager develops measures to 

protect or enhance areas of special 

significance (see also Criterion 9.1).   

C DNR Stand exam lists are shared with internal and external 

partners for review, including designated tribal contacts.  

 

Working with the Minnesota Indian Affairs Council, the State 

Historical Society and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, 

special sites of tribal significance are mapped and protected.  

MN DOT maintains a predictive model and database of 

archeological sites. 

3.4. Indigenous peoples shall be 

compensated for the application of 

their traditional knowledge regarding 

the use of forest species or 

management systems in forest 

operations. This compensation shall 

be formally agreed upon with their 

free and informed consent before 

forest operations commence. 

C 

 

 

3.4.a The forest owner or manager 

identifies whether traditional 

NA No use of tribal traditional knowledge. 

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/mnmodel/archaeology.html
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knowledge in forest management is 

being used.  

3.4.b When traditional knowledge is 

used, written protocols are jointly 

developed prior to such use and 

signed by local tribes or tribal 

members to protect and fairly 

compensate them for such use.   

NA No use of tribal traditional knowledge. 

3.4.c The forest owner or manager 

respects the confidentiality of tribal 

traditional knowledge and assists in 

the protection of such knowledge. 

NA No use of tribal traditional knowledge. 

Principle #4: Forest management operations shall maintain or enhance the long-term social and economic 

well-being of forest workers and local communities. 

4.1. The communities within, or 

adjacent to, the forest management 

area should be given opportunities 

for employment, training, and other 

services. 

NE  

4.2. Forest management should meet 

or exceed all applicable laws and/or 

regulations covering health and 

safety of employees and their 

families. 

C  

  

4.2.a The forest owner or manager 

meets or exceeds all applicable laws 

and/or regulations covering health 

and safety of employees and their 

families (also see Criterion 1.1). 

C There have been three significant changes in safety or health 

regulations or internal policies since the last evaluation: 

1)  Health and Safety_ Use of Safety Glasses and Hard 

Hats.pdf 

2) Update of Op Order 104 – Zero Tolerance in the Workplace 

(not yet posted). 

3)  Creation of Op Order 136 – Site Management Operations 

(not yet posted). 

 

Health and safety Incident Rates for FY2012-2016 were 

provided to the auditors in a spreadsheet for programs and for 

the four regional offices and the central office. These included 

total lost time and restricted duty claims; total workers 

compensation; worker’s DART and Compensation Incident 

Rates. 

4.2.b The forest owner or manager 

and their employees and contractors 

C There was a change to DNR timber permits regarding spills (see 

closing of CAR 2015.7 for additional detail). 

file:///C:/EIJ/Clients/MNDNR/2015-2020/Annual%20Audits/2016/Health%20and%20Safety_%20Use%20of%20Safety%20Glasses%20and%20Hard%20Hats.pdf
file:///C:/EIJ/Clients/MNDNR/2015-2020/Annual%20Audits/2016/Health%20and%20Safety_%20Use%20of%20Safety%20Glasses%20and%20Hard%20Hats.pdf
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demonstrate a safe work 

environment. Contracts or other 

written agreements include safety 

requirements. 

4.2.c The forest owner or manager 

hires well-qualified service providers 

to safely implement the management 

plan.  

C Findings in 2016 were consistent with those found in 2015.  

Under Minnesota State Statute 176.13 subd. 11. There is a 

defined safety program for Minnesota loggers funded, through 

an assessment on wood delivered to mill, in the amount of 

$125,000 each calendar year. 

 

MN OSHA administers the Loggers’ Safety Education Program 

(LogSafe). This program is 100% state-funded and administered 

by the Workplace Safety Consultation (WSC) Division. The 

training has been contracted out and provides safety training 

throughout the state. The goal of the program is to help reduce 

injuries and illnesses in the logging industry through onsite 

consultation services, outreach and training seminars. In order 

to receive workers’ compensation premium rebates from the 

Targeted Industry Fund, logger employers must maintain 

current workers’ compensation and they and their employees 

must have attended, during the previous year, a logging safety 

seminar sponsored or approved by the WSC unit. 

 

MLEP offers a variety of courses each year that are listed and 

described on their official website, 

http://www.mlep.org/trainingcurrent.htm (last accessed 

9/27/2016) 

4.3 The rights of workers to organize 

and voluntarily negotiate with their 

employers shall be guaranteed as 

outlined in Conventions 87 and 98 of 

the International Labor Organization 

(ILO). 

NE  

4.4. Management planning and 

operations shall incorporate the 

results of evaluations of social 

impact. Consultations shall be 

maintained with people and groups 

(both men and women) directly 

affected by management operations. 

C  

 

4.4.a The forest owner or manager C The findings in 2016 were consistent with those found in 2015. 

http://www.mlep.org/trainingcurrent.htm
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understands the likely social impacts 

of management activities, and 

incorporates this understanding into 

management planning and operations. 

Social impacts include effects on: 

 Archeological sites and sites of 

cultural, historical and 

community significance (on 

and off the FMU; 

 Public resources, including air, 

water and food (hunting, 

fishing, collecting); 

 Aesthetics; 

 Community goals for forest 

and natural resource use and 

protection such as 

employment, subsistence, 

recreation and health; 

 Community economic 

opportunities; 

 Other people who may be 

affected by management 

operations. 

A summary is available to the CB. 

A wide array of social, economic and social assessments inform 

MN DNR’s Subsection Forest Resource Management Planning 

system and other planning and operations programs. DNR 

completed the Positioning the State of Minnesota for Forest 

Resources Sustainability 2010-2015 assessment.  See Economic 

Contribution of Minnesota’s Forest Products Industry report. 

 

Minnesota’s Forest Management Guidelines (updated in 2012) 

includes addressing effects on sites of cultural, historical and 

community significance and on aesthetics. 

 

The state sponsors many economic development advisory 

groups, which include DNR participation (Dept. of Employment 

and Economic Development website accessed Oct 9, 2015).  An 

August 2014 evaluation report completed by the Office of the 

Legislative Auditor on forest management found that the 

Division of Forestry fulfills its responsibility of managing state 

forest land sustainably and for multiple uses. The report also 

found that independent, third-party forest certification 

validates that Minnesota DNR’s forest management practices 

are applied with multiple use and sustainability in mind. The full 

report includes many recommendations for improving forest 

management, and it encourages the State Legislature to 

explore more dependable funding mechanisms. 

 

The 2016 audit included review of the process of building the 

Timber Program annual stand exam list which is offered for 

review by the public. DNR also offered opportunity for public 

review for the modeling scenarios of the two SFRMP plans in 

development.  (“NMOP public review press release.pdf”, “DNR 

NEWS - forestry release Extended comment period.docx”). 

4.4.b  The forest owner or manager 

seeks and considers input in 

management planning from people 

who would likely be affected by 

management activities. 

C Described in 2015, the DNR has a strong system of seeking 

public input on rulemaking, environmental review and 

management project plans and proposals.  

 

During the year prior to the 2016 audit, there were issues 

regarding use of forest resources on the Sand Dunes State 

Forest. In response the DNR formed an internal response team 

and an external stakeholder advisory group to assist in 

communication and education among the involved parties.  

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/sand-dunes/index.html 

http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/subsection/mnForestResourcestrategies.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/subsection/mnForestResourcestrategies.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/economiccontributionMNforestproductsindustry2011.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/economiccontributionMNforestproductsindustry2011.pdf
http://www.nrs.fs.fed.us/fmg/nfmg/docs/mn/Cultural.pdf
http://mn.gov/deed/about/what-guides-us/advisory/
http://mn.gov/deed/about/what-guides-us/advisory/
http://dnr.state.mn.us/input/index.html
http://dnr.state.mn.us/input/index.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/sand-dunes/index.html
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(last accessed 9/27/2016). 

 

2016: 

See Section 4.1 of this report, Existing Corrective Action 

Requests and Observations, for details of closing OBS 2015.2 

relating to this Indicator. 

4.4.c People who are subject to direct 

adverse effects of management 

operations are apprised of relevant 

activities in advance of the action so 

that they may express concern.  

C Pesticide application plans require contacting neighbors who 

can deny permission to apply pesticides up to their boundaries. 

Formal and informal outreach to neighbors is conducted for 

harvests. A field site inspected during the audit for jack pine 

restoration demonstrated use of this tool.  The site preparation 

administrator provided signed copies of approval for adjacent 

and nearby herbicide applications.  

 

There was a request to the Governor’s Office to increase DNR 

allowable harvest rate. “MFI-TPA Letter to Governor 5-3-

16.pdf.” 

4.4.d For public forests, consultation 

shall include the following 

components:   

1. Clearly defined and accessible 

methods for public participation 

are provided in both long and 

short-term planning processes, 

including harvest plans and 

operational plans;  

2. Public notification is sufficient to 

allow interested stakeholders the 

chance to learn of upcoming 

opportunities for public review 

and/or comment on the proposed 

management; 

3. An accessible and affordable 

appeals process to planning 

decisions is available.  

Planning decisions incorporate the 

results of public consultation. All draft 

and final planning documents, and 

their supporting data, are made 

readily available to the public. 

 The MN DNR Internet provides links to the following current 

public input opportunities. This site links to individual and 

printable summaries of stakeholder outreach activities that 

have been conducted. 

 

Upcoming timber harvest plans are listed and mapped on an 

“Annual stand exam lists” and Forest View web pages. Public 

comments on preliminary harvests are invited, cataloged and 

addressed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.5. Appropriate mechanisms shall be NE  

http://dnr.state.mn.us/input/index.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/harvesting/plans.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/maps/forestview/index.html
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employed for resolving grievances 

and for providing fair compensation 

in the case of loss or damage 

affecting the legal or customary 

rights, property, resources, or 

livelihoods of local peoples. 

Measures shall be taken to avoid 

such loss or damage. 

Principle 5: Forest management operations shall encourage the efficient use of the forest’s multiple products 

and services to ensure economic viability and a wide range of environmental and social benefits. 

5.1. Forest management should strive 

toward economic viability, while 

taking into account the full 

environmental, social, and 

operational costs of production, and 

ensuring the investments necessary 

to maintain the ecological 

productivity of the forest. 

NE  

5.1.a The forest owner or manager is 

financially able to implement core 

management activities, including all 

those environmental, social and 

operating costs, required to meet this 

Standard, and investment and 

reinvestment in forest management. 

NE  

5.1.b Responses to short-term 

financial factors are limited to levels 

that are consistent with fulfillment of 

this Standard. 

C In general, the DNR responses to short-term financial factors to 

limit them in ways that maintain conformance with the entirety 

of the standard. 

 

However, there was one example of miscommunications 

regarding short-term financing impacts.  Following an even 

aged harvest, an herbicide treatment of competing vegetation 

was used for site preparation.  A planned planting had not 

taken place.  Interviews with area forestry staff indicated that 

the budget for reforestation was not available due to an 

unsuccessful state bonding measure. However, central office 

staff relayed that reforestation funding would be made 

available for projects in progress like this one regardless of the 

success of the bonding. See OBS 2016.1. 

5.2. Forest management and 

marketing operations should 

NE  
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encourage the optimal use and local 

processing of the forest’s diversity of 

products. 

5.3. Forest management should 

minimize waste associated with 

harvesting and on-site processing 

operations and avoid damage to 

other forest resources. 

NE  

5.4. Forest management should strive 

to strengthen and diversify the local 

economy, avoiding dependence on a 

single forest product. 

NE  

5.5. Forest management operations 

shall recognize, maintain, and, where 

appropriate, enhance the value of 

forest services and resources such as 

watersheds and fisheries. 

NE  

5.6. The rate of harvest of forest 

products shall not exceed levels 

which can be permanently sustained. 

C  

5.6.a  In FMUs where products are 

being harvested, the landowner or 

manager calculates the sustained yield 

harvest level for each sustained yield 

planning unit, and provides clear 

rationale for determining the size and 

layout of the planning unit. The 

sustained yield harvest level 

calculation is documented in the 

Management Plan.  

 

The sustained yield harvest level 

calculation for each planning unit is 

based on: 

 documented growth rates for 

particular sites, and/or 

acreage of forest types, age-

classes and species 

distributions;  

 mortality and decay and other 

factors that affect net growth; 

C Reported in 2015 and confirmed during the 2016 audit, the  

DNR calculates a sustained yield harvest level based on the 

specified parameters. Based on calculations provided by DNR in 

2005, the Annual Allowable Cut (AAC) is approximately 814,000 

cords.   

 

FY2016 Harvest were approximately 683,400 cord equivalents 

well below previously established AAC levels set in 2005. The 

FY2016 Stand Exam list of forest stands totaled 53,587 acres 

and in FY2016 there were sold a total of 49,471 acres. 

Note: Many permits cover a 3-year period and may be partially 

harvested at fiscal year start and end.  
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 areas reserved from harvest 

or subject to harvest 

restrictions to meet other 

management goals; 

 silvicultural practices that will 

be employed on the FMU; 

 management objectives and 

desired future conditions.  

The calculation is made by considering 

the effects of repeated prescribed 

harvests on the product/species and 

its ecosystem, as well as planned 

management treatments and 

projections of subsequent regrowth 

beyond single rotation and multiple 

re-entries.  

5.6.b  Average annual harvest levels, 

over rolling periods of no more than 

10 years, do not exceed the calculated 

sustained yield harvest level.   

C There have been no adjustments in annual allowable harvest 

rates.  

 

5.6.c  Rates and methods of timber 

harvest lead to achieving desired 

conditions, and improve or maintain 

health and quality across the FMU. 

Overstocked stands and stands that 

have been depleted or rendered to be 

below productive potential due to 

natural events, past management, or 

lack of management, are returned to 

desired stocking levels and 

composition at the earliest practicable 

time as justified in management 

objectives. 

 The forest management plan for MDNR is comprised of many 

policies and separate documents described in a 3-page summary 

“DNR’s Forest Management Plan”.  The document includes many 

items under each of four categories, with sub-categories shown 

when useful sub-categories exist: 

5. Statewide Direction: Plans, Policies, Operational Policies, 

Procedures, and Guidelines 

6. Landscape Level Direction: Plans; Guidelines 

7. Site-Level Management Direction / Decisions: 

8. Databases 

 

The DNR has designed the SFRMP stand selection and harvest 

prescription process to achieve identified desired conditions as 

well as health and quality goals across the FMU. 

5.6.d For NTFPs, calculation of 

quantitative sustained yield harvest 

levels is required only in cases where 

products are harvested in significant 

commercial operations or where 

traditional or customary use rights 

may be impacted by such harvests. In 

C Special, or non-timber, forest products include plants that can 

be used for a variety of purposes, including botanical and 

medicinal (e.g., ginseng, goldenseal), foods (e.g., mushrooms, 

berries), decorative (e.g., boughs, spruce tops, birch bark, 

ferns), seeding (restoration and nursery stock), and woodwork 

(e.g., diamond willow sticks, burls). 

 Minnesota's Special Forest Products reports on 
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other situations, the forest owner or 

manager utilizes available information, 

and new information that can be 

reasonably gathered, to set harvesting 

levels that will not result in a 

depletion of the non-timber growing 

stocks or other adverse effects to the 

forest ecosystem. 

marketing opportunities in special forest products, 

including decorative greenery, dried florals and 

ornamentals, herbs and medicinals, decorative woods, 

cones, and smokewoods and flavorwoods.  

o Download sections of the Minnesota's Special 

Forest Products report  

o Table of Contents  

o Introduction and Research Methods 

 
o Research Findings  

o Policy Recommendations  

o Exhibits  

 Minnesota special forest products harvest to market 

directory- (updated Feb 2013) lists some harvesters 

and purchasers of special (nontimber) forest products 

in Minnesota, including boughs, spruce tops, seeds, 

berries, and decoratives. 

 Developing Red Cedar Essential Oil Market in 

Minnesota: Economic Opportunity for Rural 

Development? explores the possibility of 

developing a market for red cedar essential oils and 

other red cedar byproducts given its moderate 

presence in the Prairie Country RC&D area in west-

central Minnesota. 

 Birch Top, Cedar and Willow Careful Harvest Fact 

Sheets contains information on careful harvesting 

considerations for three more Minnesota special forest 

products. 

 Balsam Bough, Lycopodium and Birch Bark Careful 

Harvest Fact Sheets contains information on careful 

harvesting considerations for three of Minnesota's 

most common special forest products. 

 Balsam Boughs in Minnesota: A Resource and Market 

Study contains basic information on sustainability of 

the balsam bough resource and industry in Minnesota, 

including current resource amount and condition, 

ongoing measurements of resource condition, and 

annual statewide harvest levels. Balsam bough wreaths 

and decoratives are a  

$23 million-plus annual industry in Minnesota. 

 Taking Balsam Boughs: Minnesota's Balsam Bough 

http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/specialproducts_toc.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/specialproducts_intro.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/specialproducts_findings.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/specialproducts_policies.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/specialproducts_exhibits.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/sfp_htm_directory.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/sfp_htm_directory.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/redcedarOilMarketReport.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/redcedarOilMarketReport.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/redcedarOilMarketReport.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/birchtopcedarwillow_carefulharvestbrochure.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/birchtopcedarwillow_carefulharvestbrochure.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/carefulharvest_brochure.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/carefulharvest_brochure.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/balsamboughs_mn_resource_market_study.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/balsamboughs_mn_resource_market_study.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/takingbalsambough.pdf
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Industry describes balsam bough harvesting and 

permit requirements. 

 Balsam Bough Regulations: Pocket Guide offers a 

portable version of balsam bough regulations. 

 2003 Minnesota Decorative Spruce Top Production and 

Market Survey examined the market for decorative 

spruce tops in Minnesota in 2003.  

  

Principle #6: Forest management shall conserve biological diversity and its associated values, water resources, 

soils, and unique and fragile ecosystems and landscapes, and, by so doing, maintain the ecological functions 

and the integrity of the forest. 

6.1. Assessments of environmental 

impacts shall be completed -- 

appropriate to the scale, intensity of 

forest management and the 

uniqueness of the affected resources 

-- and adequately integrated into 

management systems. Assessments 

shall include landscape level 

considerations as well as the impacts 

of on-site processing facilities. 

Environmental impacts shall be 

assessed prior to commencement of 

site-disturbing operations. 

C  

6.1.a Using the results of credible 

scientific analysis, best available 

information (including relevant 

databases), and local knowledge and 

experience, an assessment of 

conditions on the FMU is completed 

and includes:  

1) Forest community types and 

development, size class and/or 

successional stages, and associated 

natural disturbance regimes; 

2) Rare, Threatened and Endangered 

(RTE) species and rare ecological 

communities (including plant 

communities); 

3) Other habitats and species of 

management concern; 

C 2015 findings as described below are consistent with findings in 

2016. 

 

2015: 

The DNR uses an extensive set of databases to assess 

conditions on the FMU, and the uses of these data provide the 

foundation for each of the seven SFRMPs. 

 

DNR has committed to work toward Landscape Plans developed 

by the Minnesota Forest Resources Council (MFRP) based on 

historic range of natural variation (RNV) of forest community 

types, and has participated in research to reconstruct historical 

range of natural variation (RNV) and pre-settlement forest 

composition. Land Type Associations (LTAs) also are employed 

in the assessment of forest community types and development.  

 

Locations of rare and threatened species and communities are 

http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/takingbalsambough.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/balsamboughregulation_pocketguide.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/sprucetop_survey.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/sprucetop_survey.pdf
http://dnr.state.mn.us/sitetools/getacrob.html
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4)   Water resources and associated 

riparian habitats and hydrologic 

functions;  

5) Soil resources; and  

6) Historic conditions on the FMU 

related to forest community types and 

development, size class and/or 

successional stages, and a broad 

comparison of historic and current 

conditions. 

maintained confidentially in the Natural Heritage Information 

System (NHIS).  DNR has published a Field Guide to the Native 

Plant Communities of Minnesota, which describes natural 

disturbance regimes and successional pathways for Native Plant 

Community (NPC) classes.  

 

Minnesota’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy and 

the newly completed State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) provide 

species distribution maps, habitat relationships, and baseline 

information including general description, legal status, life 

history, ecology, reproduction, population trends, distribution 

and abundance, habitat relationships, special requirements, 

and site- and landscape-level management. Division of Fish and 

Wildlife has numerous other plans for individual species or 

groups of wildlife that require similar habitat types.  

 

Water and soil resources are maintained as GIS overlays and 

used in all levels of assessment. 1840s pre-settlement 

vegetation information is another GIS layer used in 

assessments.  

 

Field interviews and examination of timber sale preparation 

documents confirmed that these processes are used routinely.  

“Internal” partners include interdisciplinary reviews. For 

example, the NHIS first check (preliminary) is done by Ecological 

and Water Resources (EWR) Division staff, with opportunity to 

comment on native plant communities (NPCs), old growth, 

SFRMP Special Management areas (landscape spatial 

arrangement layers, habitat), HCVF, RSAs, and MN Biological 

Survey’s biodiversity significance. This system has been in 

operation formally since 2007.  Other divisions include Fish and 

Wildlife, and program staff such as game and non-game wildlife 

biologists. 

 

Shared via a shapefile, edited by relevant staff, shapefiles are 

then return for access by the forester. Foresters then conduct a 

timber cruise, assessments, and considers comments in 

developing the forest management prescription. When 

foresters encounters occurrence comments the forest can 

request an interdisciplinary Joint Site Visit.  

 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/nhnrp/nhis.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/nhnrp/nhis.html
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2016: 

Other resources available to foresters include rare species 

Guidance Forms that are available for over 400 species. 

Foresters interviewed in the field confirmed knowledge of 

appropriate staff when species guides are not available. 

Training in use of all the RTE and site evaluation system is given 

to all new foresters. 

 

When disagreements occur, DNR has instituted an internal 

dispute resolution process incorporating Chain of Command, 

when necessary to arrive at timely management decisions. The 

Executive Forest Resources Implementation Team (FRIT) 

composed of the Deputy Commissioner, Assistant 

Commissioner, and the Three Division Directors, develops 

interdisciplinary policies and serves and the ultimate dispute 

resolution body if an issue can’t be resolved at the forest 

management unit or at the area level. 

 

For additional information see Section 4.1 of this report, 

Existing Corrective Action Requests and Observations, for 

details of closing Minor CAR 2015.3 that references this 

Indicator and OBS 2015.4. 

6.1.b Prior to commencing site-

disturbing activities, the forest owner 

or manager assesses and documents 

the potential short and long-term 

impacts of planned management 

activities on elements 1-5 listed in 

Criterion 6.1.a.   

 

The assessment must incorporate the 

best available information, drawing 

from scientific literature and experts. 

The impact assessment will at 

minimum include identifying 

resources that may be impacted by 

management (e.g., streams, habitats 

of management concern, soil 

nutrients).  Additional detail (i.e., 

detailed description or quantification 

of impacts) will vary depending on the 

C 2015: 

In 1994, the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board released a 

generic EIS on timber harvesting and forest management in 

Minnesota.  The report was prepared by a consultant and was 

in response to requests by citizens of the state.  This report 

presented the concept of the Extended Rotation Forest (ERF) 

and also desired future conditions of the forested landscape in 

Minnesota.  ERF became a policy of DNR in 1994, and landscape 

conditions were further addressed by the Landscape 

Committee of MFRC, which developed regional landscape plans 

that included desired future forest conditions (DFFCs).  DNR 

began to incorporate landscape-level analyses into the 

structure of SFRMPs, the current framework for landscape-level 

analyses that support harvest planning and the assessment of 

impacts to resources identified in 6.1.a. Notably, land-type 

associations (LTAs) and native plant communities (NPC) form 

the foundation for landscape planning and stand prescriptions.  

 

The major outcomes of SFRMPs are a detailed list of DFFCs for 
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uniqueness of the resource, potential 

risks, and steps that will be taken to 

avoid and minimize risks. 

both long and short term, and a list of stands to be treated over 

a seven-year period. Development of SFRMPs is 

interdisciplinary as is an annual examination of stands 

scheduled for treatment.  Each year, a list of stands is proposed 

for appraisals by foresters, wildlife biologists, ecologists, and 

fisheries biologist, where applicable.  For a 30-day period, the 

list of stands is available for review by personnel in FWD and 

EWR. Most of the examination is a desk review using GIS data 

layers, but joint site visits are conducted upon request by WLD 

or EWR personnel. 

 

2016: 

See Section 4.1 of this report, Existing Corrective Action 

Requests and Observations, for details of closing Minor CAR 

2015.3 relating to this Indicator.   

6.1.c  Using the findings of the impact 

assessment (Indicator 6.1.b), 

management approaches and field 

prescriptions are developed and 

implemented that: 1) avoid or 

minimize negative short-term and 

long-term impacts; and, 2) maintain 

and/or enhance the long-term 

ecological viability of the forest.  

C Site-level guidelines and silviculture prescriptions are 

completed for each timber stand prior to active management. 

Both are based on the identification of native plant 

communities (NPCs) and site-level ecological classification. 

These are shared with staff from ERW and FWD for comments 

and/or joint site visits before prescriptions are finalized. 

6.1.d  On public lands, assessments 

developed in Indicator 6.1.a and 

management approaches developed 

in Indicator 6.1.c are made available to 

the public in draft form for review and 

comment prior to finalization.  Final 

assessments are also made available. 

C DNR has an extensive library of plans, forms, and worksheets, 

which are available to the public through web pages supported 

by the Department.  Among these are SFMRPs, lists and maps 

of stands selected for appraisal, silvicultural interpretations, 

and more. Development and revision of SFMRPs has a clearly 

defined role for public involvement. A review of the Mille Lacs 

Uplands Plan, for example, lists five stages in plan 

development, and each has a place for public involvement. 

6.2 Safeguards shall exist which 

protect rare, threatened and 

endangered species and their 

habitats (e.g., nesting and feeding 

areas). Conservation zones and 

protection areas shall be established, 

appropriate to the scale and intensity 

of forest management and the 

uniqueness of the affected resources. 

C   
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Inappropriate hunting, fishing, 

trapping, and collecting shall be 

controlled. 

6.2.a If there is a likely presence of 

RTE species as identified in Indicator 

6.1.a then either a field survey to 

verify the species' presence or 

absence is conducted prior to site-

disturbing management activities, or 

management occurs with the 

assumption that potential RTE species 

are present.   

 

Surveys are conducted by biologists 

with the appropriate expertise in the 

species of interest and with 

appropriate qualifications to conduct 

the surveys.  If a species is determined 

to be present, its location should be 

reported to the manager of the 

appropriate database. 

C Findings for 2016 were consistent with those described in 2015. 

The Minnesota Biological Survey (MBIOS) database is used prior 

to harvest to identify locations of threatened and endangered 

species. All area foresters questioned confirmed that they 

review the GIS layer of rare species.  

 

During planning, either at the time of selecting the annual stand 

exam list or when there is an annual plan addition, the heritage 

database is referenced by the appraisal forester, wildlife 

biologists, plant ecologists, and fisheries biologists, where 

appropriate.  Joint site visits are scheduled, when needed, for 

additional surveys and to discuss needed modifications to 

harvest planning.  Auditors examined stand maps to confirm 

overlays of rare species and communities, and questioned field 

foresters about examples where they have recorded locations 

of rare species that should be added to the database.  

Beyond information in computer databases, numerous surveys 

are conducted each year by plant and animal biologists.  The 

MBS surveys are the most intensive, but many other field 

studies are focused on individual species, e.g., northern long-

eared bats, northern goshawks, sharp-tailed grouse, wood 

turtles, sliders, bees, moths, and gopher snakes—all discussed 

during field visits.  

Area foresters confirmed that new information on rare species 

is submitted to MBS ecologists whenever such plants are 

discovered during NPC surveys.  

 

Continuous updating to database occurs through ecological, 

wildlife, fisheries and avian biologist as encountered in the 

course of daily activities. There were 600 updated new 

occurrences in the last year from various DNR staff and sources. 

The Minnesota Biological Survey crew (MBIOS) is currently 

surveying areas located in the Northern part of state that 

include the few counties that have had no prior survey.  The 

MBIOS surveys, focus by County and Section in systematic 

surveys. 

 

During the growing season of 2015, the time period included 
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for the 2016 audit it was report that the MBIOS vegetation field 

surveys occurred in St. Louis, Koochiching, Beltrami and Lake of 

the Woods counties within the Border Lakes, Littlefork-

Vermillion Uplands, and Agassiz Lowlands Subsections.  There 

was targeted vegetation plot data collection in Cass and Itasca 

Counties in under-sampled plant communities.  In addition, 

field surveys of vegetation in western Minnesota in Blue Earth, 

Kandiyohi, Pope, Swift, Clay, Becker, Norman, Marshall, 

Pennington, and Red Lake counties in the Minnesota River 

Prairie, Red River Prairie, and Aspen Parklands subsections 

were done to update and fill gaps from previous vegetation 

surveys.   

 

For targeted rare plant surveys, DNR routinely includes 

searching for and documenting rare species and county and 

sub-county records as part of our site and native plant 

community surveys.  In 2015-2016 targeted searches included: 

in northern Minnesota for Malaxis paudosa (bog adder’s 

mouth) and Polemonium occidentale (Western Jacob’s ladder).   

 

A total of 172 relevé vegetation plots were collected by MBS 

ecologists during the 2015 field season in more than 50 

different native plant community types throughout the state.  

Native plant community types with relevés encompassed a 

large diversity of native plant community types, ranging from 

northern forests such as northern spruce bogs and northern 

poor dry-mesic mixed woodland, to southern plant 

communities such as southern seepage meadow/carr and 

southern mesic prairie, to primary communities such as 

crystalline bedrock outcrop (northern) and gravel/cobble beach 

(river).   

 

Animal surveys conducted by MBS program include: northern 

long-eared bat, tri-colored bat, big brown bat, little brown 

myotis,  Yellow Rail, Eastern whip-poor-will, Nelson’s sparrow, 

rare butterflies and moths in LOW, Koochiching and St. Louis 

counties, five-lined skink, Western ratsnake,  gopher snake, 

Western hog-nosed snake, Eastern hog-nosed snake,  

mudpuppy, and Topeka shiner.  

 

Animal surveys conducted by Nongame Program staff include: 
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wood turtle (Region 2), gopher snake, plain’s hog-nosed snake, 

Leonard’ skipper, lark sparrow, and northern barrens tiger 

beetle (Sand Dunes State Forest), timber rattlesnake (SE MN), 

Common tern (LOW), northern goshawk (Northern MN), 

American white pelican (statewide). 

 

Annual wildlife population surveys are conducted.  See   

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/wildlife/populationst

atus2015.html for the most recent reports that include elk, 

moose, and furbearers (site last accessed 9/27/2016). 

6.2.b  When RTE species are present 

or assumed to be present, 

modifications in management are 

made in order to maintain, restore or 

enhance the extent, quality and 

viability of the species and their 

habitats. Conservation zones and/or 

protected areas are established for 

RTE species, including those S3 species 

that are considered rare, where they 

are necessary to maintain or improve 

the short and long-term viability of the 

species. Conservation measures are 

based on relevant science, guidelines 

and/or consultation with relevant, 

independent experts as necessary to 

achieve the conservation goal of the 

Indicator. 

C Findings in 2016 were consistent with those described in 2015. 

The system for reviewing appropriate databases, 

interdisciplinary review of annual stand exam lists, and joint 

site visits assures that the appropriate experts are available to 

recommend and enforce conservation measures for RTE 

species, notwithstanding staff shortages for some of these 

experts  

 

Stand exam lists are provided to internal and external partners 

for review prior to reconnasiance and appraisal activities that 

precede any timber harvest.  Internal partners, such as DNR 

wildlife, fisheries, or ecology staff review these lists for 

occurrences of RTE and record any occurrences in a Comment 

field. The forester may then request a Joint Site visit to 

determine what, if any, management adjustments are 

recommended. 

 

Following the procedures there were several examples of 

modifications to management that resulted from Joint Site 

visits between a managing foresters and ecology or wildlife 

biology staff. 

6.2.c  For medium and large public 

forests (e.g. state forests), forest 

management plans and operations are 

designed to meet species’ recovery 

goals, as well as landscape level 

biodiversity conservation goals. 

C The SFRMP framework is designed to address landscape 

composition goals developed by the MFRC.  Additionally, the 

NPC-based system for DFFC and management prescriptions 

inherently addressed a goal of biodiversity.   

 

The revised SWAP identifies animal species of greatest 

conservation need in Minnesota.  As expected, DNR 

participates in recovery plans for species that are listed 

federally and within the state.  Some of the most notable 

examples are the eastern timber wolf, timber rattlesnake, and 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/wildlife/populationstatus2015.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/wildlife/populationstatus2015.html
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Karner blue butterfly. 

 

The DNR meets this indicator through their SFRMP process and 

incorporates landscape and wildlife recovery goals as well as 

provides appropriate scientific staff to review individual stands 

against respective landscape and species’ recovery databases. 

6.2.d  Within the capacity of the forest 

owner or manager, hunting, fishing, 

trapping, collecting and other 

activities are controlled to avoid the 

risk of impacts to vulnerable species 

and communities (See Criterion 1.5). 

C DNR's Enforcement Division takes the lead in controlling 

hunting, fishing, trapping, collecting and other such activities. 

DNR administers a host of regulations, licenses, and permits to 

protect state resources.  ATV trail ambassadors have increased 

in number.  A total of 223 clubs now participate in that 

program. Interviews conducted in the field confirmed that law 

enforcement officers respond readily to requests from other 

DNR personnel. 

6.3. Ecological functions and values 

shall be maintained intact, enhanced, 

or restored, including: a) Forest 

regeneration and succession. b) 

Genetic, species, and ecosystem 

diversity. c) Natural cycles that affect 

the productivity of the forest 

ecosystem. 

C  

 

6.3.a. Landscape-scale indicators C Subsection plans (SFRMPs) include long-term landscape goals 

for forest composition.  Foresters are aware of landscape goals, 

and many examples of treating stands to reach these goals 

were discussed or reviewed in the field. DFFC goals are 

summarized on forms used in the field and referred to as Tatum 

Guides (noted by auditors on several occasions).  The use of the 

NPC classification as a tool for assessing and prescribing 

treatments, which are intended to influence the composition of 

stands. is a notable strength of the program.  

 

DNR area foresters and biologists are working to link their on-

the-ground decisions with the broader DFFCs included in the 

subsection plans.   

 

The 2015 audit discovered that there have been policy changes 

that may eventually conflict with landscape goals in SMFRPs. 

DNR’s Extended Rotation Policy (ERF) was rescinded in 2012, 

based largely on an analysis of age-class distributions of forest 

types throughout the multi-ownership landscape.  

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/rlp/index.html
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Recommendations associated with the policy specify an 

adaptive management approach to monitor the effect of this 

decision on the MN state forests in each planning unit, based 

on a 5-year monitoring period to assess the composition of age-

classes on DNR lands. This approach to adaptive management 

was conveyed to DNR staff in a memo from the three division 

Directors in December 2012. This memo indicated that DNR will 

develop a monitoring team to design the 5-year assessment of 

the new policy. 

 

Numerous stakeholders have expressed concern about 

potential losses of older forest stands on DNR lands.  Thus, it is 

important that DNR proceeds with the timely and effective 

implementation of the adaptive management and monitoring 

approach outlined in the 2012 memo in order to demonstrate 

that a full range of successional stages across all forest 

community types is being maintained on the FMU in the 

absence of the ERF. 

 

See OBS 2015.4. 

6.3.a.1 The forest owner or manager 

maintains, enhances, and/or restores 

under-represented successional 

stages in the FMU that would naturally 

occur on the types of sites found on 

the FMU. Where old growth of 

different community types that would 

naturally occur on the forest are 

under-represented in the landscape 

relative to natural conditions, a 

portion of the forest is managed to 

enhance and/or restore old growth 

characteristics.  

C DNR maintains, enhances and restores under-represented and 

naturally occurring successional stages across the state-wide 

FMU through a variety of activities and multiple scales from the 

landscape to site-level activities. Where old growth would 

naturally occur and are under-represented mechanisms are in 

place to manage, enhance or restore old growth characteristics. 

 

In landscape planning forest age classes are addressed during 

SFRMP planning process. Currently, those are being conducted 

in the NSU and NMOP Sections of the state and specifically 

includes forest age classes. For the NSU and NMOP planning 

teams assessed current age class distributions by cover type 

and ECS subsection using USFS’s FIA data, CSA public inventory 

data, and DNR’s FIM inventory data. Teams compared current 

age class distributions across all ownerships to the age class 

goals identified in previous SFRMPs. Teams also used DNR’s 

harvest schedule model to project future age class distributions 

on DNR managed lands under different harvest scenarios. 

Based on these data and scenarios, teams made 

recommendations to DNR leadership on the amount of older 

forest to maintain by cover type on DNR managed lands over 
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the next 10 years.   

 

Site-level protections for several attributes occur during the 

interdisciplinary stand review process described in 6.2.b, above.  

The EWR staff (Nongame Program, Regional Plant Ecologists) 

provide comments on opportunities to maintain older forest 

characteristics on DNR managed lands, particularly in Old 

Forest Management Complexes (OFMCs), High Conservation 

Value Forests (HCVF), Management Opportunity Areas (MOAs), 

and large old patches. 

6.3.a.2 When a rare ecological 

community is present, modifications 

are made in both the management 

plan and its implementation in order 

to maintain, restore or enhance the 

viability of the community. Based on 

the vulnerability of the existing 

community, conservation zones 

and/or protected areas are 

established where warranted.  

C The Minnesota Biological Survey (MBIOS) conducts surveys, 

county-by-county, to search for and map rare ecological 

communities as well as individual plants and animals. MBS 

surveys have been completed in most areas of the State.   

 

They continued in 2015, the time period considered in this 2016 

audit, in Clearwater, Lake of the Woods, Beltrami, Koochiching 

and northern St. Louis Counties.  These are the most remote 

areas of the State and encompass vast natural landscapes, so 

the surveys in these areas will require several more years to 

complete.  NCS plot sampling, conducted by field foresters, also 

function to identify rare communities if encountered. 

Information on rare communities is entered into the Natural 

Heritage database, which is reviewed prior to harvests.   

 

SFRMPs goals for DFFC of vegetation communities include rare, 

as well as common, communities.  Form the Mille Lacs Uplands 

plan, for instance: “native plant communities that were 

historically well represented in the planning area are well 

represented today.”  

 

Many rare natural communities are protected as State Natural 

Areas (SNAs), or HCVFs.  Many of the wetland communities 

benefit from state BMPs. 

6.3.a.3  When they are present, 

management maintains the area, 

structure, composition, and processes 

of all Type 1 and Type 2 old growth.  

Type 1 and 2 old growth are also 

protected and buffered as necessary 

with conservation zones, unless an 

C The DNR began to address the protection of old-growth forests 

in 1983; produced the first draft of Old-Growth Forest 

Guidelines in 1988; and implemented the guidelines with a 

systematic inventory in 1998. As field staff encountered and 

scored candidate stands, those stands were dropped from the 

listing of stands to be appraised for harvest, and coded for 

protection instead. Currently, 44,000 acres of old-growth forest 
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alternative plan is developed that 

provides greater overall protection of 

old growth values.  

 

Type 1 Old Growth is protected from 

harvesting and road construction.  

Type 1 old growth is also protected 

from other timber management 

activities, except as needed to 

maintain the ecological values 

associated with the stand, including 

old growth attributes (e.g., remove 

exotic species, conduct controlled 

burning, and thinning from below in 

dry forest types when and where 

restoration is appropriate).  

 

Type 2 Old Growth is protected from 

harvesting to the extent necessary to 

maintain the area, structures, and 

functions of the stand. Timber harvest 

in Type 2 old growth must maintain 

old growth structures, functions, and 

components including individual trees 

that function as refugia (see Indicator 

6.3.g).   

 

On public lands, old growth is 

protected from harvesting, as well as 

from other timber management 

activities, except if needed to maintain 

the values associated with the stand 

(e.g., remove exotic species, conduct 

controlled burning, and thinning from 

below in forest types when and where 

restoration is appropriate).  

On American Indian lands, timber 

harvest may be permitted in Type 1 

and Type 2 old growth in recognition 

of their sovereignty and unique 

ownership. Timber harvest is 

are protected on lands managed by the Division of Forestry. 

There is no distinction between Type 1 and Type 2 old growth—

all designated old-growth stands are protected from harvesting.  

An old-growth red pine stand was visited during the audit.  

 

The process continues today, with an emphasis on lowland 

conifer types, which were not included in old-growth 

designation to date.  Lowland conifers are abundant in 

Minnesota, comprising about 50 percent of state lands with 

ample opportunity to identify and reserve old-growth types. 

Seventeen NPC types have been identified and as being 

evaluated as SFRMPs are revised. This includes 185,000 of 

lowland conifers that have been designated as Ecologically 

Important Lowland Conifers (EILC) and reserved from harvest 

while the process of designating old-growth lowland conifers 

proceeds.   

 

Old growth is determined as such under the DNR’s policy 

regarding management in or adjacent to designated old growth 

stands, “og_amend6.pdf”. There are 1,521 old growth stands in 

Minnesota. 

 

The DNR’s system does not currently map spatial distribution of 

these types. However, queries bay be run using stand exam 

lists.  A query of the FY 15 and 16 stand exam lists shows that 

136 stands within 300 feet of old growth were evaluated for 

harvest out of a list of 4,961 stands.   
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permitted in situations where:  

1. Old growth forests comprise a significant 

portion of the tribal ownership. 

2. A history of forest stewardship by the 

tribe exists.  

3. High Conservation Value Forest attributes 

are maintained. 

4. Old-growth structures are maintained. 

5. Conservation zones representative of old 

growth stands are established. 

6. Landscape level considerations are 

addressed. 

7. Rare species are protected. 

6.3.b To the extent feasible within the 

size of the ownership, particularly on 

larger ownerships (generally tens of 

thousands or more acres), 

management maintains, enhances, or 

restores habitat conditions suitable for 

well-distributed populations of animal 

species that are characteristic of forest 

ecosystems within the landscape. 

C The DNR actively manages game and non-game wildlife directly 

and indirectly.  Direct management takes place where habitat is 

managed for a featured species, e.g., sharp-tailed grouse, 

rugged grouse, golden-winged warbler; or on state WMAs, such 

as Kimberly WMA visited during the audit.  Indirect 

management is a product of subsection planning.  

Representative wildlife species are selected for each 

subsection, followed by management recommendations. The 

newly revised SWAP provides excellent guidance to habitat 

priorities, with numerous overlays that define priority sites and 

landscapes. A portion of the statewide sales tax helps fund 

habitat projects.  Two such cooperative projects were inspected 

during the audit.  

 

To the extent feasible for a state-wide land management 

organization, the DNR manages to maintain, enhance and 

restore habitat conditions for a widely varied list of wildlife 

habitats.   

 

The Division of Fish and Wildlife manages  

wildlife habitats in forested areas of Minnesota which includes 

forest and open brushland management activities on WMAs, 

state forests, and other public lands. On a landscape basis their 

management activities is aimed at habitat loss, fragmentation, 

and degradations as primary challenges facing forest wildlife in 

Minnesota.   

 

Project completed in 2015-2016 include 14,449 acres covered 
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by 33 brushland prescription burns to enhance the quality of 

brushland habitats for wildlife. There were  

4,947 acres in other Brushland specific management on 77 sites 

to enhance the quality of brushland habitats for wildlife.   

 

There were 1,688 acres in 9 forest prescription burns to 

enhance the quality of forest habitats for wildlife. There were 

453 acres of forest opening management on 221 openings to 

enhance forest habitat specific to wildlife that thrive on small 

forest openings. There were 34,420 acres of other Forest Stand 

Improvement activities on 1,709 sites to enhance forest habitat 

to meet wildlife objectives 

 

A portion of wetland habitat maintenance, enhancement and 

restoration also occurs on forested lands but not split out by 

certified/non-certified lands (134,302 acres).  

There were 31,219 acres on 120 wild rice lakes were actively 

managed to improve conditions for wild rice for the benefit of 

wetland wildlife that utilize wild rice stands  

 

The Division of Ecological and Water Resources completed the 

following projects in 2015-2016.   

 

For the Wood turtle there was: 1) restoration of a jack pine 

forest along the Cloquet River to increase quality of foraging 

habitat for wood turtle; 2) hand released conifer on 50 acres 

within 1/2 mile of key turtle habitat areas along a river 

(collaborative project with Wildlife); 3) restoration of wood 

turtle nesting sites on the Cloquet River; and 4) removal of 

encroaching woody vegetation and grass to increase habitat 

availability on 10 nesting sites. 

 

Habitat related project for Common terns/piping plovers 

included a large habitat restoration project on Interstate Island 

WMA. This is a certified Wildlife Management Area (WMA). For 

this project mitigation measures were taken for erosion and 

flooding. A large amount of sand and gravel were added to the 

MN portion of the island to restore eroded parts of the island 

and to increase the height of the nesting area above water.  

The goal of this project is to increase common tern nesting 

success. 
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6.3.c Management maintains, 

enhances and/or restores the plant 

and wildlife habitat of Riparian 

Management Zones (RMZs) to 

provide:  

a) habitat for aquatic species 

that breed in surrounding 

uplands; 

b) habitat for predominantly 

terrestrial species that breed 

in adjacent aquatic habitats; 

c) habitat for species that use 

riparian areas for feeding, 

cover, and travel; 

d) habitat for plant species 

associated with riparian areas; 

and, 

e) stream shading and inputs of 

wood and leaf litter into the 

adjacent aquatic ecosystem. 

C As found in 2015, the 2016 audit confirmed that RMZs are 

addressed primarily through Minnesota’s Voluntary Forest 

Management Guidelines (Revised 2012, BMPs).  The guidelines 

are a 590-page document, but a smaller pocket-sized handbook 

was printed more recently, and was observed routinely in 

vehicles and cruiser’s vests during the audit.   

 

Site visits featured several examples of buffer strips along 

RMZs, where foresters routinely left more than the minimum 

BA and often delineated a buffer strip that was wider than 

required.  Vernal pools were observed during site visits were in 

conformance with FSC requirements. Field interviews 

confirmed familiarity by foresters who cited examples of 

appropriate management around such pools. 

Stand-scale Indicators 

6.3.d Management practices maintain 

or enhance plant species composition, 

distribution and frequency of 

occurrence similar to those that would 

naturally occur on the site. 

C The DNR staff use an ecological classification system to identify 

the native plant community (NPC) for each stand.  This 

information is then used to guide the desired plant species 

composition for the site. 

 

See Section 4.1 of this report, Existing Corrective Action 

Requests and Observations, for details of closing OBS 2015.5. 

 

Also see Indicator findings from 6.3.a.1 referencing stand-level 

assessments prior to management activities as well as the 

portions describing adjustments to management activities 

resulting from Integrated disciplinary reviews and 

Interdisciplinary reviews (Joint Site Visits).  

6.3.e  When planting is required, a 

local source of known provenance is 

used when available and when the 

local source is equivalent in terms of 

quality, price and productivity. The 

use of non-local sources shall be 

justified, such as in situations where 

other management objectives (e.g. 

C Approximately one-third of the commercial forest area 

managed by DNR is planted (448,000 acres) or seeded (476,000 

acres).  DNR reports that more than 90% of all reproductive 

materials used on state forest land are native Minnesota 

materials. Materials are collected and deployed based on seed 

zones specified by the Division of Forestry.  Where matches 

between seed sources and planting sites are unavailable, the 

State Forest Nursery deploys seedlings from an adjacent seed 
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disease resistance or adapting to 

climate change) are best served by 

non-local sources.  Native species 

suited to the site are normally 

selected for regeneration. 

zone. In some instances, the Nursery will purchase seedlings 

from other public or private nurseries, with assurances that the 

seed source comes from planting site zone or from an adjacent 

source.   

6.3.f  Management maintains, 

enhances, or restores habitat 

components and associated stand 

structures, in abundance and 

distribution that could be expected 

from naturally occurring processes. 

These components include:  

a) large live trees, live trees with 

decay or declining health, 

snags, and well-distributed 

coarse down and dead woody 

material. Legacy trees where 

present are not harvested; 

and  

b) vertical and horizontal 

complexity.  

Trees selected for retention are 

generally representative of the 

dominant species found on the site.  

C The criteria to retain stand-level wildlife habitat elements such 

as snags, stumps, mast trees, down woody debris, den trees 

and nest trees are detailed in the Minnesota Forest 

Management Guidelines and summarized in the field 

handbook. Harvested stands inspected generally had legacy and 

leave tree retention levels consistent with these guidelines. A 

Green Tree Retention Tipsheet was developed in response to a 

previous CAR, and is being used as a field reference for 

retention guidance. Legacy trees have been addressed in a 

separate directive from the Commissioner’s Office in 2012.  

 

The department’s leave tree and snag guidelines require that “a 

mix of species representative of the original stand be retained” 

unless reasons for variance are documented. Foresters 

interviewed understand and are increasing their compliance 

with the intent of the guidelines for retaining live trees in their 

prescriptions.  Auditors observed many harvest sites that 

contained reserve patches. 

6.3.g.1   In the Southeast, Appalachia, 

Ozark-Ouachita, Mississippi Alluvial 

Valley, and Pacific Coast Regions, 

when even-aged systems are 

employed, and during salvage 

harvests, live trees and other native 

vegetation are retained within the 

harvest unit as described in Appendix 

C for the applicable region. 

 

In the Lake States Northeast, Rocky 

Mountain and Southwest Regions, 

when even-aged silvicultural systems 

are employed, and during salvage 

harvests, live trees and other native 

vegetation are retained within the 

harvest unit in a proportion and 

C See above. Guidelines are included in the Tipsheet, and sites 

inspected during the2016 audit observed different patterns of 

trees left after harvest.  Emulating natural disturbance regimes 

when retaining trees during harvest is a difficult concept to 

implement in the field, and especially to convey to harvest 

contractors, but area foresters appear to have embraced the 

objectives and are successfully implementing them in the field.  
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configuration that is consistent with 

the characteristic natural disturbance 

regime unless retention at a lower 

level is necessary for the purposes of 

restoration or rehabilitation.  See 

Appendix C for additional regional 

requirements and guidance. 

6.3.g.2 Under very limited situations, 

the landowner or manager has the 

option to develop a qualified plan to 

allow minor departure from the 

opening size limits described in 

Indicator 6.3.g.1.  A qualified plan: 

1.     Is developed by qualified experts 

in ecological and/or related fields 

(wildlife biology, hydrology, landscape 

ecology, forestry/silviculture). 

2.     Is based on the totality of the 

best available information including 

peer-reviewed science regarding 

natural disturbance regimes for the 

FMU. 

3.     Is spatially and temporally explicit 

and includes maps of proposed 

openings or areas. 

4.     Demonstrates that the variations 

will result in equal or greater benefit 

to wildlife, water quality, and other 

values compared to the normal 

opening size limits, including for 

sensitive and rare species. 

5.     Is reviewed by independent 

experts in wildlife biology, hydrology, 

and landscape ecology, to confirm the 

preceding findings. 

C There are no additional restrictions on even-aged management 

for the Lake States-Central Hardwoods region. 

6.3.h  The forest owner or manager 

assesses the risk of, prioritizes, and, as 

warranted, develops and implements 

a strategy to prevent or control 

invasive species, including: 

1. a method to determine the extent 

C 2015: 

DNR has a well-developed and sophisticated program for 

identifying, controlling, and monitoring invasive species. 

Responsibility is shared with the state Department of 

Agriculture and US Forest Service.  DOA’s Plant Protection 

Division is responsible for risk assessments related to invasive 

http://www.mda.state.mn.us/about/divisions/plantprotection.aspx
http://www.mda.state.mn.us/about/divisions/plantprotection.aspx


Forest Management & Stump-to-Forest Gate Chain-of-Custody Surveillance Evaluation Report | CONFIDENTIAL 
 

 
Version 6-5 (July 2014) | © SCS Global Services Page 79 of 103 

 

of invasive species and the degree 

of threat to native species and 

ecosystems; 

2. implementation of management 

practices that minimize the risk of 

invasive establishment, growth, 

and spread; 

3. eradication or control of 

established invasive populations 

when feasible: and, 

4. monitoring of control measures 

and management practices to 

assess their effectiveness in 

preventing or controlling invasive 

species. 

plants. The State Invasive Species Strategy categorizes risks. The 

department has an Invasive Species Control Program. 

Operational Order 113 (1/9/2013) outlines invasive species 

control and prevention measures that occur on an annual basis.  

Buckthorn, barberry, and sweetfern are of most concern.   

Specific acres of treatment with herbicides have been reported 

to SCS Global.  

 

The audit team interviewed Val Cervenka, Forest Health 

Program Coordinator, who described the program that includes 

three Regional Forest Health Specialists (2 of 3 positions are 

vacant).  Area foresters call on health specialists as needed.  

The program conducts training and outreach in part through 

Forest Health Newsletters issued 4-6 times per year.  Forest 

health issues of current concern include eastern larch beetle, 

spruce budworm, oak wilt, Heterobasidium Root Disease and 

Diplodia in red pine.     

 

Numerous site visits included examples of invasive plant 

control. Auditors agreed that DNR takes invasive species 

control seriously. Presentation by Luke Skinner, EWR Director, 

at opening meeting, “Op. Order 113 [Invasive Species] has 

become part of our culture.” Indeed, during the audit, the daily 

safety briefing in Area offices included special precautions 

about inadvertent transfer of seeds from one site to another.  

Boot brushes were found in all field vehicles and used regularly 

to remove seeds and other plant material from boots. 

6.3.i  In applicable situations, the 

forest owner or manager identifies 

and applies site-specific fuels 

management practices, based on: (1) 

natural fire regimes, (2) risk of 

wildfire, (3) potential economic losses, 

(4) public safety, and (5) applicable 

laws and regulations. 

C Wildfires are common in Minnesota, and DNR is well-equipped 

and well-trained to respond to fires.  Likewise, foresters are 

aware of conditions that might provide excessive fuel for fires 

(interviews in field).  Prescribed burning is employed often to 

maintain wildlife openings, manage fire-dependent 

communities, and prepare sites for planting. In 2013-2014, 

5825 acres were controlled burned on wildlife management 

areas. 

6.4. Representative samples of 

existing ecosystems within the 

landscape shall be protected in their 

natural state and recorded on maps, 

appropriate to the scale and intensity 

of operations and the uniqueness of 

C  

hhttp://files.dnr.state.mn.us/natural_resources/invasives/state_invasive_species_plan.pdf
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/invasives/index.html
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the affected resources. 

6.4.a  The forest owner or manager 

documents the ecosystems that would 

naturally exist on the FMU, and 

assesses the adequacy of their 

representation and protection in the 

landscape (see Criterion 7.1). The 

assessment for medium and large 

forests include some or all of the 

following: a) GAP analyses; b) 

collaboration with state natural 

heritage programs and other public 

agencies; c) regional, landscape, and 

watershed planning efforts; d) 

collaboration with universities and/or 

local conservation groups.  

 

For an area that is not located on the 

FMU to qualify as a Representative 

Sample Area (RSA), it should be under 

permanent protection in its natural 

state.  

C Representative Sample Area sites are being identified by 

regional interdisciplinary teams. Evidence submitted for the 

audit was a 2015 document that summarized work done in the 

central region.  Twenty-nine native plant communities have 

been designated in this region, all on state forests or WMAs. 

Beyond such designations, Minnesota’s Scientific and Natural 

Areas (SNA) Program has been in existence since 1975 and has 

protected 160 sites as SNAs, many of which address the goals of 

a system of RSAs.  

 

RSA designation in other regions happens as MBS surveys are 

completed county by county and/or as SFRMPs are revised.  As 

with assessments of HCVF (see 9.1.a), MBS surveys are 

scheduled through 2021, delaying completion of RSA 

designation for another 6-7 years.  However, the landscape-

level approach of SFRMAs and its reliance on natural 

community classification, together with DFFCs to sustain 

communities in different age classes largely assures that 

potential RSA candidates on state forest lands should not be 

lost. Old-growth forest stands also are protected and may 

eventually be designated as RSAs. This includes 185,000 of 

lowland conifers that have been designated as Ecologically 

Important Lowland Conifers (EILC) and reserved from harvest 

while the process of designating old-growth lowland conifers 

proceeds. 

6.4.b Where existing areas within the 

landscape, but external to the FMU, 

are not of adequate protection, size, 

and configuration to serve as 

representative samples of existing 

ecosystems, forest owners or 

managers, whose properties are 

conducive to the establishment of 

such areas, designate ecologically 

viable RSAs to serve these purposes.  

 

Large FMUs are generally expected to 

establish RSAs of purpose 2 and 3 

within the FMU. 

C 2015: 

All RSAs identified and designated fall within state lands 

included under certification: state forests, wildlife lands, and 

SNAs.  However, the analysis of landscapes, and representative 

samples of these landscapes also considers protected sites on 

other ownerships, especially national forests and selected 

(certified) county lands. 

6.4.c Management activities within C RSAs, when not designated as SNAs, are managed according to 
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RSAs are limited to low impact 

activities compatible with the 

protected RSA objectives, except 

under the following circumstances: 

a) harvesting activities only where 

they are necessary to restore or create 

conditions to meet the objectives of 

the protected RSA, or to mitigate 

conditions that interfere with 

achieving the RSA objectives; or 

b) road-building only where it is 

documented that it will contribute to 

minimizing the overall environmental 

impacts within the FMU and will not 

jeopardize the purpose for which the 

RSA was designated. 

the same principles and regulations as SNAs.  That is, they are 

managed only insofar as needed to maintain the natural 

community, or successional state of that community, that led to 

designation as an RSA.  Examples would be use of prescribed 

burning, control of invasive species, erosion control, restoration 

efforts, and selected restrictions on recreational activities.  

 

6.4.d The RSA assessment (Indicator 

6.4.a) shall be periodically reviewed 

and if necessary updated (at a 

minimum every 10 years) in order to 

determine if the need for RSAs has 

changed; the designation of RSAs 

(Indicator 6.4.b) is revised accordingly.  

C A state SNA assessment was concluded in 2010. It has a goal to 

protect 500 sites total in the next 100 years (160 are currently 

designated). RSAs, after final declaration, will be reviewed as 

part of the planning cycle for SFMRP revisions if not as part of a 

comprehensive review such as was conducted for SNAs. 

6.4.e  Managers of large, contiguous 

public forests establish and maintain a 

network of representative protected 

areas sufficient in size to maintain 

species dependent on interior core 

habitats. 

C SFRMP development includes the important concept of natural 

disturbance regimes and recognition of various patch sizes on 

the landscape.  Thus each SFRMP identifies large patches of 

habitat—in addition to other sizes—that function to provide 

core habitat e.g., the Savannah Hardwoods HCVF visited during 

audit.  Many other protected areas also provide interior 

habitat, such as many of the 190,000 acres in SNAs. 

6.5 Written guidelines shall be 

prepared and implemented to control 

erosion; minimize forest damage 

during harvesting, road construction, 

and all other mechanical 

disturbances; and to protect water 

resources. 

C  

6.5.a The forest owner or manager 

has written guidelines outlining 

conformance with the Indicators of 

this Criterion.   

C Minnesota DNR has a comprehensive program for the 

protection of wetlands and watercourses and a detailed volume 

of guidelines developed and published by MFRC: “Sustaining 

Minnesota Forest Resources: Voluntary Site-Level Forest 

http://mn.gov/frc/documents/council/site-level/MFRC_Revised%20Forest%20Management%20Guidelines%20(2012).pdf
http://mn.gov/frc/documents/council/site-level/MFRC_Revised%20Forest%20Management%20Guidelines%20(2012).pdf
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Management Guidelines for Landowners, Loggers and Resource 

Managers” (2012). 

 

This is done through the prescription process and timber sale 

agreements (Permits) with harvesting contractors that specify 

applicable guidelines and provide resource protection 

measures. 

6.5.b  Forest operations meet or 

exceed Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) that address components of 

the Criterion where the operation 

takes place.  

C BMPs are emphasized in training, sale administration, and 

monitoring, with very strong results.  Trained foresters and/or 

biologists plan and oversee all management activities, with 

review and approval by senior managers. MFRC Site-Level 

Forest Management Guidelines are followed, and the new 

“Quick Reference Field Guide” version is widely used.  

Field sites inspected during the audit demonstrated compliance 

with BMP guidelines.  

 

6.5.c  Management activities including 

site preparation, harvest prescriptions, 

techniques, timing, and equipment are 

selected and used to protect soil and 

water resources and to avoid erosion, 

landslides, and significant soil 

disturbance. Logging and other 

activities that significantly increase the 

risk of landslides are excluded in areas 

where risk of landslides is high.  The 

following actions are addressed: 

 Slash is concentrated only as 

much as necessary to achieve 

the goals of site preparation 

and the reduction of fuels to 

moderate or low levels of fire 

hazard. 

 Disturbance of topsoil is 

limited to the minimum 

necessary to achieve 

successful regeneration of 

species native to the site.  

 Rutting and compaction is 

minimized. 

 Soil erosion is not accelerated. 

C 2015: 

DNR has developed written guidelines to avoid unacceptable 

levels of rutting during timber harvest, and guidelines are 

included as a condition in permits to cut timber.  These 

requirements are a key part of a comprehensive program to 

protect soil productivity.  Foresters who administer timber 

sales, as well as supervisors who check timber sales, are aware 

of them.  No rutting in excess of these guidelines was observed 

during inspections of ongoing and completed timber harvests.  

Field observations also confirmed ample amounts of retained 

down woody debris, and planning to minimize skid trails.  

Foresters interviewed in the field were adept at working with 

harvest contractors to employ appropriate harvesting 

equipment, interrupting jobs during wet weather, and requiring 

harvests on frozen ground when appropriate.  

 

Where biomass is harvested, it is required that 20% of limbs 

and tops are left on the site or hauled back from the landing 

and redistributed.  Field inspections confirmed that this 

practice was being followed.  

 

Controlled fire is often employed in fire-dependent community 

types, and DNR personnel are well-trained in the use of control 

fire and suppression of wildfires.  Auditors inspected two sites 

in the Deer River Forestry Area, one where prescribed burning 

http://mn.gov/frc/documents/council/site-level/MFRC_Revised%20Forest%20Management%20Guidelines%20(2012).pdf
http://mn.gov/frc/documents/council/site-level/MFRC_Revised%20Forest%20Management%20Guidelines%20(2012).pdf
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 Burning is only done when 

consistent with natural 

disturbance regimes. 

 Natural ground cover 

disturbance is minimized to 

the extent necessary to 

achieve regeneration 

objectives.  

 Whole tree harvesting on any 

site over multiple rotations is 

only done when research 

indicates soil productivity will 

not be harmed.  

 Low impact equipment and 

technologies is used where 

appropriate. 

was used to maintain a wetland community and a second 

where fire was employed as a site-preparation tool to 

regenerate white pine within the Leech Lake Reservation where 

herbicides are not used. 

6.5.d The transportation system, 

including design and placement of 

permanent and temporary haul roads, 

skid trails, recreational trails, water 

crossings and landings, is designed, 

constructed, maintained, and/or 

reconstructed to reduce short and 

long-term environmental impacts, 

habitat fragmentation, soil and water 

disturbance and cumulative adverse 

effects, while allowing for customary 

uses and use rights. This includes: 

 access to all roads and trails 

(temporary and permanent), 

including recreational trails, 

and off-road travel, is 

controlled, as possible, to 

minimize ecological impacts;  

 road density is minimized; 

 erosion is minimized; 

 sediment discharge to streams 

is minimized; 

 there is free upstream and 

downstream passage for 

aquatic organisms; 

C MN Site Level Guidelines address transportation system issues, 

and compliance is monitored throughout the state. Roads on 

state lands received high marks in the most recent BMP 

monitoring report (2012).  There are two types of State Forest 

Roads:  System Forest Roads and Minimum Maintenance 

Roads.  Temporary use roads are often pushed in by a logger, 

and the timber buyer will bear the costs of building, 

maintaining the road during harvest, and closing out after 

harvest. Activities on system roads are assigned to a forester 

who tracks these roads, records repair and maintenance needs 

into a computer database, and then develops a work plan.  In 

the Aitkin Area, 102 miles of state forest roads are maintained. 

Roads inspected were in good to excellent condition, and 

temporary use roads were properly closed out, with water bars 

and barriers to block unauthorized access.  

 

A number of recreation trails were inspected during the audit: 

hiking, ATV, snowmobile, and horse riding trails. All were well 

maintained and in conformance with site-level guidelines.  

Some trails are maintained by the Parks Division, and many are 

maintained by clubs and organizations.  Unauthorized ATV use, 

often a problem on public lands, appears to be well managed 

and maintained on Minnesota state forest lands. 
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 impacts of transportation 

systems on wildlife habitat 

and migration corridors are 

minimized; 

 area converted to roads, 

landings and skid trails is 

minimized; 

 habitat fragmentation is 

minimized; 

 unneeded roads are closed 

and rehabilitated. 

6.5.e.1 In consultation with 

appropriate expertise, the forest 

owner or manager implements 

written Streamside Management 

Zone (SMZ) buffer management 

guidelines that are adequate for 

preventing environmental impact, and 

include protecting and restoring water 

quality, hydrologic conditions in rivers 

and stream corridors, wetlands, vernal 

pools, seeps and springs, lake and 

pond shorelines, and other 

hydrologically sensitive areas. The 

guidelines include vegetative buffer 

widths and protection measures that 

are acceptable within those buffers.  

 

In the Appalachia, Ozark-Ouachita, 

Southeast, Mississippi Alluvial Valley, 

Southwest, Rocky Mountain, and 

Pacific Coast regions, there are 

requirements for minimum SMZ 

widths and explicit limitations on the 

activities that can occur within those 

SMZs. These are outlined as 

requirements in Appendix E.  

C SMZ buffers are in MFRC Site-Level Guidelines (revised 2012) to 

take into account the work of the Riparian Science Technical 

Committee. They evaluated riparian management zone width 

and residual basal area recommendations, even vs. 

uneven‐aged distinctions, and applicable water features.  

Consistent compliance with the guidelines was observed by 

auditors across all site visits. 

6.5.e.2  Minor variations from the 

stated minimum SMZ widths and 

layout for specific stream segments, 

wetlands and other water bodies are 

C The MFRC Site-Level Guidelines allow variable buffer widths. 

Auditors most often observed that foresters exceeded 

guidelines when administering harvests, but noted that there is 

an expectation for judgements based on site conditions, 
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permitted in limited circumstances, 

provided the forest owner or manager 

demonstrates that the alternative 

configuration maintains the overall 

extent of the buffers and provides 

equivalent or greater environmental 

protection than FSC-US regional 

requirements for those stream 

segments, water quality, and aquatic 

species, based on site-specific 

conditions and the best available 

information.  The forest owner or 

manager develops a written set of 

supporting information including a 

description of the riparian habitats 

and species addressed in the 

alternative configuration. The CB must 

verify that the variations meet these 

requirements, based on the input of 

an independent expert in aquatic 

ecology or closely related field. 

sensitive species, and condition of standing trees within 

streamside buffers.  A concern expressed by one stakeholder 

about habitat management along trout streams was noted, but 

no sites were visited where such management occurred.  

 

6.5.f Stream and wetland crossings are 

avoided when possible. Unavoidable 

crossings are located and constructed 

to minimize impacts on water quality, 

hydrology, and fragmentation of 

aquatic habitat. Crossings do not 

impede the movement of aquatic 

species. Temporary crossings are 

restored to original hydrological 

conditions when operations are 

finished. 

C Similar to other BMPs, foresters interviewed during the audit 

were quite familiar with guidelines for stream and wetland 

crossings, and appropriate practices were implemented in the 

field.  One field site was presented as a case study for the 

permitting process, where a summer road was constructed 

across a wetland to provide access to additional stands for 

harvest. The permit for this crossing received approvals all the 

way to the Corps of Engineers and illustrated the detailed 

Minnesota permitting regulations for such wetland intrusions. 

6.5.g Recreation use on the FMU is 

managed to avoid negative impacts to 

soils, water, plants, wildlife and 

wildlife habitats. 

C A number of recreation trails were inspected during the audit: 

hiking, ATV, snowmobile, and horse riding trails. All were well 

maintained and in conformance with site-level guidelines.  

Some trails are maintained by the Parks Division, and many are 

maintained through cooperative agreement with clubs and 

organizations.  Unauthorized ATV use, often a problem on 

public lands, appears to be well managed and maintained on 

Minnesota state forest lands. 

OHV groups are trained to monitor trail use and report trail 
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damage to DNR officials. DNR's Enforcement Division is actively 

involved in enforcing compliance with laws and regulations 

related to hunting, fishing, trapping, collecting and other 

recreational activities. 

6.5.h Grazing by domesticated animals 

is controlled to protect in-stream 

habitats and water quality, the species 

composition and viability of the 

riparian vegetation, and the banks of 

the stream channel from erosion. 

C 2015: 

Grazing is not allowed on Minnesota state forest lands, and no 

unauthorized grazing was observed during the audit.  During 

interviews related to this indicator, there was mention of 

controlled grazing in one or two instances in aspen parkland 

prairies.  

 

6.6. Management systems shall 

promote the development and 

adoption of environmentally friendly 

non-chemical methods of pest 

management and strive to avoid the 

use of chemical pesticides. World 

Health Organization Type 1A and 1B 

and chlorinated hydrocarbon 

pesticides; pesticides that are 

persistent, toxic or whose derivatives 

remain biologically active and 

accumulate in the food chain beyond 

their intended use; as well as any 

pesticides banned by international 

agreement, shall be prohibited. If 

chemicals are used, proper 

equipment and training shall be 

provided to minimize health and 

environmental risks. 

C  

6.6.a  No products on the FSC list of 

Highly Hazardous Pesticides are used 

(see FSC-POL-30-001 EN FSC Pesticides 

policy 2005 and associated 

documents). 

C Minnesota DNR has a list of highly-hazardous pesticides that is 

checked by the prescription writer (Appraiser), by the Timber 

Program and Silviculture Program Area Leads, and by the 

contract supervisor (a regional person).  The business office has 

a contract administrator. 

 

The DNR provided a list of herbicides used in land management 

over 2015, none were on the 2015 list of HH pesticides. For 

more detail see Section 4.1 of this report, Existing Corrective 

Action Requests and Observations, for details of closing Minor 

CAR 2015.6 relating to this Indicator.   

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/enforcement/index.html
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6.6.b  All toxicants used to control 

pests and competing vegetation, 

including rodenticides, insecticides, 

herbicides, and fungicides are used 

only when and where non-chemical 

management practices are: a) not 

available; b) prohibitively expensive, 

taking into account overall 

environmental and social costs, risks 

and benefits; c) the only effective 

means for controlling invasive and 

exotic species; or d) result in less 

environmental damage than non-

chemical alternatives (e.g., top soil 

disturbance, loss of soil litter and 

down wood debris). If chemicals are 

used, the forest owner or manager 

uses the least environmentally 

damaging formulation and application 

method practical. 

 

Written strategies are developed and 

implemented that justify the use of 

chemical pesticides. Whenever 

feasible, an eventual phase-out of 

chemical use is included in the 

strategy. The written strategy shall 

include an analysis of options for, and 

the effects of, various chemical and 

non-chemical pest control strategies, 

with the goal of reducing or 

eliminating chemical use. 

C Minnesota DNR’s vegetation management approaches are 

consistent with minimized chemical use.  “Minnesota 

Department of Natural Resources, Division of Forestry Pesticide 

Use Guidelines” was updated in 2014.  

  

DNR chemical use policies and practices are also outlined in 

Operational Order 59, which states “Pest control practices on 

DNR administered lands and in public waters will employ 

integrated pest management techniques. Managers making 

pest management decisions will base all decisions on the safety 

of employees and the public, statutes, rules and regulations, 

ecological impacts, impacts to natural resources, economics 

and DNR management goals”. 

 

6.6.c  Chemicals and application 

methods are selected to minimize risk 

to non-target species and sites. When 

considering the choice between aerial 

and ground application, the forest 

owner or manager evaluates the 

comparative risk to non-target species 

and sites, the comparative risk of 

worker exposure, and the overall 

C  Aerial application is done by contractors and requires 

oversight by a DNR pesticide specialist (see 2015 Tower site 

3 notes). Narrow spectrum pesticides used. Pesticide use is 

limited. 

 Written strategies for control of pests are guided by 

Operational Order 59, which states “preference (is) given to 

non-pesticide management alternatives” and the “choice 

and methods of application will be those that will 

effectively control the pest species and minimize damage to 

http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/ecssilviculture/policies/pesticide_use_guidelines.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/ecssilviculture/policies/pesticide_use_guidelines.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/ecssilviculture/policies/pesticide_use_guidelines.pdf


Forest Management & Stump-to-Forest Gate Chain-of-Custody Surveillance Evaluation Report | CONFIDENTIAL 
 

 
Version 6-5 (July 2014) | © SCS Global Services Page 88 of 103 

 

amount and type of chemicals 

required. 

non-target organisms and the environment.” 

 In addition to the Operation Order, DNR details written 

strategies in the Site-level Guidelines, Forest Health 

Protection Guidelines, the SFRMP, and stand level 

prescriptions. 

 Insect and disease assessments and strategies are 

developed for each subsection plan. 

 DNR supports an active Forest Health Program.  This 

program includes four forest health specialists located in 

the regional offices as part of the regional staffs.  

 

The largest volume of pesticide use involves control of invasive 

plants, and spot treatments are the most-frequently used 

technique.  The use of site preparation herbicides is the next 

most common chemical use.  Treated areas reviewed and 

discussions with silviculture program foresters and others helped 

confirm that alternatives are sought, that mechanical site-

preparation is considered first, and that chemical treatment 

prescriptions have the goal of minimized use. 

 

Chemicals are only applied on a site-specific basis.  Mechanical 

methods are available as an alternative for site preparation.  

Prescriptions are developed by specialists (not required to be 

licensed applicators) who receive annual training.  The following 

documents were reviewed; these supported conformance with 

minimized chemical use and the use of an IPM-approach. 

1. Op Order 59 – Pesticides and Pest Control 

2. Division of Forestry Pesticide Use Guidelines 

3. Op Order 113 Invasive Species 

4. Op Order 119 Ash Management 

5. Op Order 124 Plant Material Standards 

6. Op Order 131 Climate Adaptation and Mitigation 

 

The Division of Forestry Pesticide Use Guidelines states that the 

“Decision to control pests will consider the following three 

alternatives: • No control action; • A control action that does 

not use a pesticide; • A control action that does employ a 

pesticide.” 

6.6.d Whenever chemicals are used, a 

written prescription is prepared that 

describes the site-specific hazards and 

 A pesticide use authorization form is completed. It includes 

weather parameters and map, buffer setbacks from neighbors 

and other appropriate precautions. Training and certification 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/ecs_silv/forms_worksheets.html
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environmental risks, and the 

precautions that workers will employ 

to avoid or minimize those hazards 

and risks, and includes a map of the 

treatment area. 

Chemicals are applied only by workers 

who have received proper training in 

application methods and safety.  They 

are made aware of the risks, wear 

proper safety equipment, and are 

trained to minimize environmental 

impacts on non-target species and 

sites. 

are required. 

 

For the 2016 sites inspected the proper written prescriptions, 

appropriate chemical references, safety and training 

information were available. Confirmed by interviews of 

Silviculture Program Foresters Discussed Herbicide Site 

Preparation and Release Treatments with personnel 

responsible for treatments, confirming requirements for 

training, following laws and labels, requirements for completing 

“Pesticide Application Record” form, and specific prescriptions 

(chemicals, target, and methods) and maps. 

6.6.e If chemicals are used, the effects 

are monitored and the results are 

used for adaptive management. 

Records are kept of pest occurrences, 

control measures, and incidences of 

worker exposure to chemicals. 

C The Silviculture and Roads Module (SRM) enables foresters to 

plan and record management objectives and actions on state 

lands. A SRM site is the piece of land for which the manager has 

a prescription developed. The site may be a FIM stand, part of a 

stand, or more than one stand. SRM allows for multi-year 

prescriptions for sites to manage the site for a specified 

objective. The site prescription consists of all the actions 

prescribed for a site to obtain a desired future condition. 

Actions include all the site prep, planting and seeding, TSI, 

pesticide use and regeneration survey work needed to manage 

a stand for a specified objective. This long-range schedule and 

record of completed work helps track management activities, 

obligations, and management objectives. It is the foundation 

for budget requests, work plans and monitoring. Vegetation 

control and stocking surveys are done at 1, 3, 10 year intervals. 

6.7. Chemicals, containers, liquid and 

solid non-organic wastes including 

fuel and oil shall be disposed of in an 

environmentally appropriate manner 

at off-site locations. 

C  

6.7.a  The forest owner or manager, 

and employees and contractors, have 

the equipment and training necessary 

to respond to hazardous spills 

C 2015: 

Procedures to deal with spills are listed in Operational Order 

59. The DNR Pesticide Use Guidelines require that applicator 

vehicles associated with aerial applications have spills kits. 

MLEP training includes spill reporting requirements and 

precautions.   

2016: 

BMPs are emphasized in training, sale administration, and 



Forest Management & Stump-to-Forest Gate Chain-of-Custody Surveillance Evaluation Report | CONFIDENTIAL 
 

 
Version 6-5 (July 2014) | © SCS Global Services Page 90 of 103 

 

monitoring, with very strong results.  Trained foresters and/or 

biologists plan and oversee all management activities, with 

review and approval by senior managers and/or specialists who 

have an impressive depth of knowledge and experience.  MFRC 

Site-Level Forest Management Guidelines are followed, and the 

new “Quick Reference Field Guide” version is widely used.  

6.7.b  In the event of a hazardous 

material spill, the forest owner or 

manager immediately contains the 

material and engages qualified 

personnel to perform the appropriate 

removal and remediation, as required 

by applicable law and regulations. 

C 2016: 

See Section 4.1 of this report, Existing Corrective Action 

Requests and Observations, for details of closing Minor CAR 

2015.7 relating to this Indicator.   

 

6.7.c.  Hazardous materials and fuels 

are stored in leak-proof containers in 

designated storage areas, that are 

outside of riparian management zones 

and away from other ecological 

sensitive features, until they are used 

or transported to an approved off-site 

location for disposal. There is no 

evidence of persistent fluid leaks from 

equipment or of recent groundwater 

or surface water contamination. 

C One contractor was interviewed and no violations were 

observed during site inspections. 

6.8. Use of biological control agents 

shall be documented, minimized, 

monitored, and strictly controlled in 

accordance with national laws and 

internationally accepted scientific 

protocols. Use of genetically modified 

organisms shall be prohibited. 

C  

6.8.a Use of biological control agents 

are used only as part of a pest 

management strategy for the control 

of invasive plants, pathogens, insects, 

or other animals when other pest 

control methods are ineffective, or are 

expected to be ineffective. Such use is 

contingent upon peer-reviewed 

scientific evidence that the agents in 

question are non-invasive and are safe 

C  

MN DNR uses biological controls for loosestrife, Eurasian water 

milfoil, emerald ash borer, spotted knapweed, leafy spurge, 

common tansy, gypsy moth and other pests as part of an 

integrated pest management program.  Use is approved by 

USDA and MN Dept. of Agriculture. 

http://www.mda.state.mn.us/plants/pestmanagement/biocontrol.aspx
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for native species.  

6.8.b If biological control agents are 

used, they are applied by trained 

workers using proper equipment.   

C Requirements are the same as for pesticide application. 

6.8.c If biological control agents are 

used, their use shall be documented, 

monitored and strictly controlled in 

accordance with state and national 

laws and internationally accepted 

scientific protocols.  A written plan will 

be developed and implemented 

justifying such use, describing the 

risks, specifying the precautions 

workers will employ to avoid or 

minimize such risks, and describing 

how potential impacts will be 

monitored.  

C Uses are documented and monitored. Pesticide use approval 

form is required for biological control agents. Use example 

documents are online for studies in MN. 

6.8.d Genetically Modified Organisms 

(GMOs) are not used for any purpose 

C Other than use of GMO crops in agricultural fields (which were 

excised from the scope of the certificate), MN DNR does not 

use GMOs. 

6.9. The use of exotic species shall be 

carefully controlled and actively 

monitored to avoid adverse 

ecological impacts. 

C  

6.9.a  The use of exotic species is 

contingent on the availability of 

credible scientific data indicating that 

any such species is non-invasive and 

its application does not pose a risk to 

native biodiversity.  

C DNR does not plant exotic tree species.  DNR takes measures to 

control and eradicate Scots pine, which were planted in the 

mid-1900’s.   

 

MN DOT developed a Native Seed Mix Design for Roadsides 

guide in 2010. The Minnesota Board of Water and Soil 

Resources cooperates with DNR on extensive materials related 

to using and restoring native vegetation. 

6.9.b  If exotic species are used, their 

provenance and the location of their 

use are documented, and their 

ecological effects are actively 

monitored. 

C Site specific planting/seeding plans are used and required, even 

for seed mixes. 

6.9.c The forest owner or manager 

shall take timely action to curtail or 

significantly reduce any adverse 

impacts resulting from their use of 

C There were no observed occurrences of using exotic species. 

http://www.mda.state.mn.us/plants/pestmanagement/biocontrol.aspx
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/environment/erosion/pdf/native-seed-mix-dm.pdf
http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/native_vegetation/
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exotic species 

6.10. Forest conversion to plantations 

or non-forest land uses shall not 

occur, except in  

circumstances where conversion:  

a) Entails a very limited portion of the 

forest management unit; and b) Does 

not occur on High Conservation Value 

Forest areas; and c) Will enable clear, 

substantial, additional, secure, long-

term conservation benefits across the 

forest management unit. 

C  

6.10.a Forest conversion to non-forest 

land uses does not occur, except in 

circumstances where conversion 

entails a very limited portion of the 

forest management unit (note that 

Indicators 6.10.a, b, and c are related 

and all need to be conformed with for 

conversion to be allowed).  

C The DNR issued Operational Order 121 (Op Order 121) in 

February 2012 and in so doing created a process to modify 

DNR’s management of school trust lands.  Prior to any 

management modifications however, DNR understood the 

need to catalogue its portfolio of school trust land assets.  Op 

Order 121 required DNR to complete a hybrid highest and best 

use inventory (HBU inventory).  The sole purpose of the school 

trust inventory was to collect school trust asset information so 

as to inform future management decisions.  As trustee the DNR 

must secure long-term maximum revenues consistent with its 

fiduciary duties while employing sound natural resource and 

conservation principles.1  The HBU inventory, thus, sought to 

capture potential revenue sources from school trust lands in its 

ongoing effort not to waste school trust resources, and in turn 

breach its fiduciary duty. 

 

The HBU inventory did classify thousands of acres with a 

highest and best use as real estate development lands.  

However, the DNR offers a very limited acreage at public 

auction annually (typically 200-300 acres per year).  More 

importantly, DNR’s public sale offerings have not been located 

within candidate high conservation value forest areas with 

most parcels being remnant platted parcels on Minnesota’s 

many northern lakes. 

 

The use of Native Plant Community ECS to classify sites and 

guide silvicultural decisions supports the avoidance of any such 

conversions. 

                                                           
1 Minn. Stat. sec. 127A.31. 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/lands_minerals/landsale/index.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/lands_minerals/landsale/index.html
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6.10.b Forest conversion to non-forest 

land uses does not occur on high 

conservation value forest areas (note 

that Indicators 6.10.a, b, and c are 

related and all need to be conformed 

with for conversion to be allowed). 

C DNR’s limited land sales and analysis of HCVF significance for 

candidate sales appears to minimize risk of nonconformances 

with the FSC indicators. DNR described candidate sites that 

were considered for sale in 2015 but not sold to safeguard high 

conservation values. 

 

6.10.c Forest conversion to non-forest 

land uses does not occur, except in 

circumstances where conversion will 

enable clear, substantial, additional, 

secure, long term conservation 

benefits across the forest 

management unit (note that 

Indicators 6.10.a, b, and c are related 

and all need to be conformed with for 

conversion to be allowed).  

C Op Order 121 does not call for divestment of school trust lands.  

However, Minnesota law does require that DNR hold frequent 

public auctions of school trust lands.2  As trustee DNR must 

ensure that any parcels identified for possible divestiture will 

maximize long-term revenues and not mere boost short-term 

gains.  DNR therefore undertakes an intensive review process 

prior to offering school trust land at public auction.  The review 

process makes a determination that it is in the best interest of 

the school trust to offer a parcel at auction, that natural 

resource would not be adversely impacted by the offering, and 

more importantly that the parcels offered no longer fit DNR 

management plans. 

 

At nearly 2.5 million acres, school trust land makes up half of 

the five million under this certificate. If forest certification were 

to prohibit the limited Trust Lands sales that do occur, then 

participation of the entire 2.5 million acres in FSC responsible 

forestry would come under question. Because of state statutes 

that define the purpose of School Trust Lands, conducting 

minor land sales enables clear, substantial, additional, secure, 

long term conservation benefits across the forest management 

unit by keeping the remainder under responsible management. 

6.10.d Natural or semi-natural stands 

are not converted to plantations. 

Degraded, semi-natural stands may be 

converted to restoration plantations. 

C No plantation forestry occurs on Minnesota state lands. 

6.10.e Justification for land-use and 

stand-type conversions is fully 

described in the long-term 

management plan, and meets the 

biodiversity conservation 

requirements of Criterion 6.3 (see also 

Criterion 7.1.l) 

C SRMFP addresses the concerns in this indicator. 

6.10.f Areas converted to non-forest C Leasing nonferrous metallic mineral interests on School Trust 

                                                           
2 Minn. Stat. sec. 92.12, subd. 4. 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/aboutdnr/school_lands/index.html
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use for facilities associated with 

subsurface mineral and gas rights 

transferred by prior owners, or other 

conversion outside the control of the 

certificate holder, are identified on 

maps. The forest owner or manager 

consults with the CB to determine if 

removal of these areas from the scope 

of the certificate is warranted. To the 

extent allowed by these transferred 

rights, the forest owner or manager 

exercises control over the location of 

surface disturbances in a manner that 

minimizes adverse environmental and 

social impacts. If the certificate holder 

at one point held these rights, and 

then sold them, then subsequent 

conversion of forest to non-forest use 

would be subject to Indicator 6.10.a-d. 

Lands is one process used to generate revenue for the 

Permanent School Fund. As of May of 2012, active nonferrous 

metallic minerals leases on School Trust Lands makes up 30% of 

all active nonferrous metallic minerals leases. A number of 

these leases are located on known metallic mineral deposits; 

Maturi deposit, Birch Lake deposit, and Mesaba deposit. The 

potential future revenue for the Permanent School Fund from 

these three deposits is in the range of $2-3 billion. Active leases 

are excluded from the FSC certified land base.  

 

Environmental review  

Even with a state or private nonferrous metallic mineral lease a 

mine cannot be built until a Permit to Mine is obtained. 

Environmental Assessment Worksheets and/or Environmental 

Impact Statements are required for new mining proposals and 

are often required for expansions or substantial changes to 

existing operations as stated in Minnesota Rules, 

part 4410.4300, subparts 11-12 & Minnesota Rules, 

part4410.4400, subparts 8-9. These rules were adopted under 

the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act, MN Statute 116D. 

DNR’s responsibilities include providing technical assistance in 

the environmental review process to local units of government, 

other DNR Divisions, other state and federal agencies, and 

private industry. The Department of Natural Resources acts as 

RGU (Responsible Governmental Unit) when needed for 

ferrous, non-ferrous, and peat operations. 

Principle 7: A management plan -- appropriate to the scale and intensity of the operations -- shall be written, 

implemented, and kept up to date. The long-term objectives of management, and the means of achieving 

them, shall be clearly stated. 

7.1. The management plan and 

supporting documents shall provide:  

a) Management objectives.  

b) description of the forest 

resources to be managed, 

environmental limitations, 

land use and ownership 

status, socio-economic 

conditions, and a profile of 

adjacent lands.  

c) Description of silvicultural 

and/or other management 

NE  

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/aboutdnr/school_lands/index.html
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=4410.4300
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=4410.4400
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=116D
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system, based on the ecology 

of the forest in question and 

information gathered through 

resource inventories.  

d) Rationale for rate of annual 

harvest and species selection.   

e) Provisions for monitoring of 

forest growth and dynamics.  

f)  Environmental safeguards 

based on environmental 

assessments.   

g) Plans for the identification 

and protection of rare, 

threatened and endangered 

species.  

h) Maps describing the forest 

resource base including 

protected areas, planned 

management activities and 

land ownership.  

i) Description and justification 

of harvesting techniques and 

equipment to be used. 

7.2 The management plan shall be 

periodically revised to incorporate 

the results of monitoring or new 

scientific and technical information, 

as well as to respond to changing 

environmental, social and economic 

circumstances. 

C  

7.2.a The management plan is kept up 

to date. It is reviewed on an ongoing 

basis and is updated whenever 

necessary to incorporate the results of 

monitoring or new scientific and 

technical information, as well as to 

respond to changing environmental, 

social and economic circumstances. At 

a minimum, a full revision occurs 

every 10 years. 

C For findings under this indicator see Section 4.1 of this report, 

Existing Corrective Action Requests and Observations, in the 

details of closing OBS 2015.8. 

7.3 Forest workers shall receive NE  
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adequate training and supervision to 

ensure proper implementation of the 

management plans. 

7.4 While respecting the 

confidentiality of information, forest 

managers shall make publicly 

available a summary of the primary 

elements of the management plan, 

including those listed in Criterion 7.1. 

NE  

Principle 8: Monitoring shall be conducted -- appropriate to the scale and intensity of forest management -- to 

assess the condition of the forest, yields of forest products, chain of custody, management activities and their 

social and environmental impacts. 

8.1 The frequency and intensity of 

monitoring should be determined by 

the scale and intensity of forest 

management operations, as well as, 

the relative complexity and fragility 

of the affected environment. 

Monitoring procedures should be 

consistent and replicable over time to 

allow comparison of results and 

assessment of change. 

NE  

8.2. Forest management should 

include the research and data 

collection needed to monitor,  at a 

minimum, the following indicators: a) 

yield of all forest products harvested, 

b) growth rates, regeneration, and 

condition of the forest, c) 

composition and observed changes in 

the flora and fauna, d) environmental 

and social impacts of harvesting and 

other operations, and e) cost, 

productivity, and efficiency of forest 

management. 

C  

8.2.a.1  For all commercially harvested 

products, an inventory system is 

maintained.  The inventory system 

includes at a minimum: a) species, b) 

volumes, c) stocking, d) regeneration, 

and e) stand and forest composition 

C MN DNR has a robust inventory system available through 

Forest View.  

 

Monitoring activities related to resource assessments: 

 FIA (Forest Inventory and Analysis). It is a federal 

program, but DNR pays for and performs work 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/maps/forestview/index.html
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and structure; and f) timber quality.  associated with it.  This results in a tool that can be 

used to assess growth rates, etc. 

 Wetland monitoring (status & trends) All lands under 

PCA contract, not just forest lands. 

 CSA (by contractors) 

 Change Detection (BMP) A precursor to MFRC Site Level 

Program implementation monitoring mentioned above. 

 Sketchmapping (forest health)  

 Lowland Conifer Old Growth Designation 

 Oak Wilt aerial photography and interpretation 

 Buckthorn aerial photography and interpretation 

 Regeneration survey photography and interpretation 

 

Regeneration surveys are scheduled as deemed necessary but 

generally, upland sites (pines, spruce, hardwoods) are surveyed 

at one, five and eight years after planting or three and 10 years 

after sowing. Aspen, black spruce and tamarack are surveyed 

aerially three, seven and five years after harvest or sowing, 

respectively. Survey results are entered in SRM.  Aerial surveys 

are new and ongoing; the process is under review. Overall, over 

45,000 acres were surveyed in FY13. 

 

In FY16 the forestry division accomplished 210,000 acres of 

monitoring activities occurred for regeneration success, 

inventory updates, and other surveys as described in previous 

sections of this report. 

 

Regeneration surveys are scheduled as deemed necessary but 

generally, upland sites (pines, spruce, hardwoods) are surveyed 

at one, five and eight years after planting or three and 10 years 

after sowing. Aspen, black spruce and tamarack are surveyed 

aerially three, seven and five years after harvest or sowing, 

respectively. Survey results are entered in SRM.   

8.2.a.2 Significant, unanticipated 

removal or loss or increased 

vulnerability of forest resources is 

monitored and recorded. Recorded 

information shall include date and 

location of occurrence, description of 

disturbance, extent and severity of 

loss, and may be both quantitative 

C Catastrophic losses from wind, fire, pest outbreaks and other 

events are recorded in GIS from field, aerial, and survey 

observations annually. 
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and qualitative. 

8.2.b The forest owner or manager 

maintains records of harvested timber 

and NTFPs (volume and product 

and/or grade). Records must 

adequately ensure that the 

requirements under Criterion 5.6 are 

met. 

C 2016 DNR - All products harvested converted to cords and 

includes 727,200 total cord equivalents harvested in FY16. 

Review of documents and employee interviews confirm 

requirements of 5.6 are met. Complete harvest records are 

publically available (accessed 9/30/2016). 

8.2.c The forest owner or manager 

periodically obtains data needed to 

monitor presence on the FMU of:  

1) Rare, threatened and endangered 

species and/or their habitats; 

2) Common and rare plant 

communities and/or habitat;  

3) Location, presence and 

abundance of invasive species; 

4) Condition of protected areas, 

set-asides and buffer zones; 

5) High Conservation Value Forests 

(see Criterion 9.4). 

C Annual wildlife population surveys are conducted.  See   

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/wildlife/populationst

atus2015.html (accessed 9/30/2016).for the most recent 

reports (e.g., elk, moose, furbearers, waterfowl, upland game 

birds, deer). 2015 research findings will be posted in October.  

2014 are available online: 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/wildlife/research201

4.html (accessed 9/30/2016). 

Additional, active forest wildlife research of interest includes 

sharp-tailed grouse response to fall management practices, 

forest wildlife habitat metrics monitoring, assessment of 

wildlife opening for woodcock, changes in forest composition in 

relation to food abundance/bear habitat& reproduction, trail 

cameras to monitor carnivore occupancy, and broad-scale 

characterization of moose habitat in NE MN. 

 

Also see response for 6.2.1 

8.2.d.1 Monitoring is conducted to 

ensure that site specific plans and 

operations are properly implemented, 

environmental impacts of site 

disturbing operations are minimized, 

and that harvest prescriptions and 

guidelines are effective. 

C MFRC and MN DNR cooperate in an exceptional operational 

monitoring program. A monitoring report including 

implementation and effectiveness is submitted annually to the 

Governor, as required by law. Area and Regional forestry staff 

also monitor a sample of timber harvests annually. 

8.2.d.2  A monitoring program is in 

place to assess the condition and 

environmental impacts of the forest-

road system.  

C The state does site level guidelines monitoring  and the 2014-

2015 report may be found here, 

http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/forestry/2014-2015-

monitoring-implementations-report.pdf. (Accessed 9/30/2016). 

8.2.d.3  The landowner or manager 

monitors relevant socio-economic 

issues (see Indicator 4.4.a), including 

the social impacts of harvesting, 

participation in local economic 

C Public input was is available on DNR SFRMP processes and the 

annual stand exam list (prospective harvest areas).  

DNR holds meetings with a variety of stakeholder (see OBS 

2015.1 and OBS 2015.2 for more detail). The 2010 Statewide 

Forest Resource Assessment and Strategies thoroughly 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/index.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/wildlife/populationstatus2015.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/wildlife/populationstatus2015.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/wildlife/research2014.html
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/wildlife/research2014.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/forestry/2014-2015-monitoring-implementations-report.pdf
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/forestry/2014-2015-monitoring-implementations-report.pdf
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opportunities (see Indicator 4.1.g), the 

creation and/or maintenance of 

quality job opportunities (see 

Indicator 4.1.b), and local purchasing 

opportunities (see Indicator 4.1.e). 

examined the issues noted in the indicator and is still relevant. 

Marketing and utilization studies are regularly conducted. 

 

Minnesota's Forest Resources is an annual publication with 

information on Minnesota's forest resources and forest 

industry and trends impacting them. 

o 2014 Report is one of the most recent reports 

(accessed 9/30/16). 

 
See also Indicator 4.4.1 

8.2.d.4 Stakeholder responses to 

management activities are monitored 

and recorded as necessary. 

C SFRMP plan appendices list feedback from stakeholders. Public 

input survey forms are available on the DNR website. 

 

DNR provides reports such as: 

 Responses to Public Comments on DNR Proposed High 

Conservation Value Forests - May 2015 

Responses to Public Comments on the Draft North 4 SFRMP 

8.2.d.5 Where sites of cultural 

significance exist, the opportunity to 

jointly monitor sites of cultural 

significance is offered to tribal 

representatives (see Principle 3). 

C MN DNR provides tribes with the annual stand exam list. The 

department works with the 1854 Treaty Authority and the 

Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Council. Indian Affairs Council of 

the State of Minnesota, established in 1963, serves as a liaison 

of the Indian tribes and the state of Minnesota. It promotes 

inter-governmental cooperation on fish and game regulations, 

forestry, mining and other natural resources and cultural issues. 

Working with the Minnesota Indian Affairs Council, the State 

Historical Society and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, 

special sites of tribal significance are mapped, protected and 

monitored. 

 

See also closings of OBS 2015.1 and OBS 2015.2 for more 

detail. 

8.2.e The forest owner or manager 

monitors the costs and revenues of 

management in order to assess 

productivity and efficiency. 

C In August 2014 the Office of the Legislative Auditor released an 

evaluation report on DNR forest management.  The report has 

detailed information on state statue responsibilities and ability 

to meet those responsibilities. 

http://www.auditor.leg.state.mn.us/ped/2014/forestmgmt.ht

m (accessed 9/30/2016). 

  

Summary Report (PDF)  (accessed 9/30/2016). 

 Full Report (PDF)  (accessed 9/30/2016). 

8.3  Documentation shall be provided NE  

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/index.html
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/forestry/um/forestresourcesreport_14.pdf
http://www.auditor.leg.state.mn.us/ped/2014/forestmgmt.htm
http://www.auditor.leg.state.mn.us/ped/2014/forestmgmt.htm
http://www.auditor.leg.state.mn.us/ped/pedrep/forestmgmtsum.pdf
http://www.auditor.leg.state.mn.us/ped/pedrep/forestmgmtsum.pdf
http://www.auditor.leg.state.mn.us/ped/pedrep/forestmgmt.pdf
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by the forest manager to enable 

monitoring and certifying 

organizations to trace each forest 

product from its origin, a process 

known as the "chain of custody." 

8.4 The results of monitoring shall be 

incorporated into the 

implementation and revision of the 

management plan. 

C  

8.4.a  The forest owner or manager 

monitors and documents the degree 

to which the objectives stated in the 

management plan are being fulfilled, 

as well as significant deviations from 

the plan. 

C For findings of this Indicator see Section 4.1 of this report, 

Existing Corrective Action Requests and Observations, in the 

details of closing OBS 2015.9. 

8.4.b  Where monitoring indicates 

that management objectives and 

guidelines, including those necessary 

for conformance with this Standard, 

are not being met or if changing 

conditions indicate that a change in 

management strategy is necessary, 

the management plan, operational 

plans, and/or other plan 

implementation measures are revised 

to ensure the objectives and 

guidelines will be met.  If monitoring 

shows that the management 

objectives and guidelines themselves 

are not sufficient to ensure 

conformance with this Standard, then 

the objectives and guidelines are 

modified. 

C Minnesota DNR employs a Forest Certification Coordinator and 

has a Forest Certification Implementation Team, both charged 

with regular review of certification requirements and progress 

toward meeting them.  These efforts have focused on issues 

identified by third-party audits (both SFI and FSC) including 

non-conformances and opportunities for improvement. Harvest 

supervision records, harvest closeout forms, and area and 

regional sampling of harvest closeouts provide information that 

FCIT and others use to evaluate effectiveness.  Another key 

aspect of the system is the program for internal audits.  MN 

DNR has set up subsection goals to be tracked, and they 

monitor them. MN DNR carefully analyzes their alignment with 

the FSC Standard and revisions. Their analysis of HCVF issues 

allows for expansion of registered sites to meet monitored 

objectives.  

 

The Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor Evaluation 

Report on DNR Forest Management was published in August 

2014.  

 

For additional detail see Section 4.1 of this report, Existing 

Corrective Action Requests and Observations, in the details of 

closing OBS 2015.10. 

8.5 While respecting the 

confidentiality of information, forest 

managers shall make publicly 

NE  
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available a summary of the results of 

monitoring indicators, including those 

listed in Criterion 8.2. 

Principle 9: Management activities in high conservation value forests shall maintain or enhance the attributes 

which define such forests. Decisions regarding high conservation value forests shall always be considered in 

the context of a precautionary approach. 

9.1 Assessment to determine the 

presence of the attributes consistent 

with High Conservation Value Forests 

will be completed, appropriate to 

scale and intensity of forest 

management. 

C  

9.1.a The forest owner or manager 

identifies and maps the presence of 

High Conservation Value Forests 

(HCVF) within the FMU and, to the 

extent that data are available, 

adjacent to their FMU, in a manner 

consistent with the assessment 

process, definitions, data sources, and 

other guidance described in Appendix 

F.  

 

Given the relative rarity of old growth 

forests in the contiguous United 

States, these areas are normally 

designated as HCVF, and all old 

growth must be managed in 

conformance with Indicator 6.3.a.3 

and requirements for legacy trees in 

Indicator 6.3.f. 

C The DNR is in conformance with this indicator.  

Closing of OBS 2015.11 includes additional information for this 

finding, see Section 4.1 of this report, Existing Corrective Action 

Requests and Observations. 

 

2016: 

During a HCVF site visit, the boundaries of the generally 

mapped HCVF area near Leech Lake (Gould 22) were not clearly 

delineated on maps and harvest plans. There were 

inconsistencies as to whether a planned harvest area included 

portions of the HCVF area or only bordered it.  This is graded as 

an observation because the harvest prescription between the 

two areas would not have changed significantly, although a 

potential risk exists for other cases. 

See OBS 2016.2. 

9.1.b In developing the assessment, 

the forest owner or manager consults 

with qualified specialists, independent 

experts, and local community 

members who may have knowledge of 

areas that meet the definition of 

HCVs. 

NE  

9.1.c A summary of the assessment 

results and management strategies 

(see Criterion 9.3) is included in the 

NE  
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management plan summary that is 

made available to the public. 

9.2 The consultative portion of the 

certification process must place 

emphasis on the identified 

conservation attributes, and options 

for the maintenance thereof.  

NE  

9.3 The management plan shall 

include and implement specific 

measures that ensure the 

maintenance and/or enhancement of 

the applicable conservation 

attributes consistent with the 

precautionary approach. These 

measures shall be specifically 

included in the publicly available 

management plan summary. 

C  

9.3.a The management plan and 

relevant operational plans describe 

the measures necessary to ensure the 

maintenance and/or enhancement of 

all high conservation values present in 

all identified HCVF areas, including the 

precautions required to avoid risks or 

impacts to such values (see Principle 

7).  These measures are implemented.  

C The Minnesota DNR’s protection measures related to identified 

high conservation values could be improved. Protection 

measures presented were usually written in broad terms, 

making it challenging for field foresters to identify specific 

management strategies that would be taken due to the HCVF 

attribute, as opposed to standard protection measures (as an 

example, rare species protection). Existing HCVF management 

planning documents are currently undergoing a revision, which 

provides an opportunity to strengthen strategies with more 

specific protection information. See OBS 2016.3. 

9.3.b All management activities in 

HCVFs must maintain or enhance the 

high conservation values and the 

extent of the HCVF. 

NE  

9.3.c If HCVF attributes cross 

ownership boundaries and where 

maintenance of the HCV attributes 

would be improved by coordinated 

management, then the forest owner 

or manager attempts to coordinate 

conservation efforts with adjacent 

landowners. 

NE  

9.4 Annual monitoring shall be 

conducted to assess the effectiveness 

C  
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of the measures employed to 

maintain or enhance the applicable 

conservation attributes. 

9.4.a The forest owner or manager 

monitors, or participates in a program 

to annually monitor, the status of the 

specific HCV attributes, including the 

effectiveness of the measures 

employed for their maintenance or 

enhancement. The monitoring 

program is designed and implemented 

consistent with the requirements of 

Principle 8. 

C MBIOS plant ecologists/botanists continued monitoring of rare 

plants in HCVF sites in southeast Minnesota, completing the 

first step of updating the survey and documentation of rare 

plants in nine HCVF sites on Forestry and Wildlife lands.   

 

Forestry staff does monitor the regeneration success of harvest 

units in HCVF’s.  

 

A variety of monitoring methods are used on HCVF areas, 

including post-harvest surveys, rare plant community surveys, 

bird counts, etc. These efforts would be improved by more 

clearly identifying how the monitoring undertaken is evaluating 

the status of the HCV attributes and effectiveness of protection 

measures.  See OBS 2016.4. 

9.4.b  When monitoring results 

indicate increasing risk to a specific 

HCV attribute, the forest 

owner/manager re-evaluates the 

measures taken to maintain or 

enhance that attribute, and adjusts 

the management measures in an 

effort to reverse the trend. 

NE  

 

 

 
 

Appendix 6 – Chain of Custody Indicators for FMEs  

 Chain of Custody indicators were not evaluated during this annual audit. 
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