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SFI Inc. is an independent, nonprofit organization that is solely responsible for 
maintaining, overseeing and improving the internationally recognized Sustainable 
Forestry Initiative® (SFI) program. Across the United States and Canada, more than a 
quarter billion acres are certified to the SFI® Forest Management Standard, including 
over five million acres of forestland in Michigan. In addition, the SFI Fiber Sourcing 
Standard directs how SFI Program Participants procure fiber from non-certified land, 
encouraging the use of responsible forestry practices.  The SFI Chain of Custody 
Standard tracks the percentage of fiber from certified forests, certified sourcing and 
recycled content through production and manufacturing to the end product.  SFI on-
product labels help consumers make responsible purchasing decisions.  SFI Inc. is 
governed by a three-chamber board of directors representing environmental, social and 
economic sectors equally. Learn more about SFI at www.sfiprogram.org and 
www.sfiprogram.org/Buy-SFI.   

It is the mission of the Michigan SFI Implementation Committee (SFI IC) to 
promote and foster an understanding of the SFI, and to promote sustainable forestry 
practices on all forestlands, regardless of ownership. The SFI Implementation 
Committee includes representation from non-industrial private landowners, corporate 
landowners, Qualified Logging Professionals, Michigan Technological University, the 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Michigan Association of Timbermen, 
Greening of Detroit, and most major forest products industry companies. For more 
information on the SFI IC, go to: http://www.sfimi.org/ 
 
The Michigan Forest Products Council (MFPC) provides general management functions 
and services for operations of the Michigan SFI IC.  The MFPC is a trade association 
representing the state's forest products industry which includes landowners, foresters, 
sawmills and manufacturers of cabinets, furniture, flooring, pulp, paper, paperboard, 
lumber, panel board, plywood, oriented strand board, utility poles veneer, and many 
other wood products.  For more information regarding the MFPC or Michigan forest 
products companies, go to: http://www.michiganforest.com/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dr. Pedersen received his Ph.D. from Michigan State University in 1990 after which he began 

work for the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Forest Management Division.  In his 

capacity as Planning and Operations Supervisor, in 2009 he coordinated completion of 

Michiganôs Sustainable Soil and Water Quality Practices on Forest Land.  He retired from the 

Division in July, 2011.  The SFI IC and Dr. Pedersen wish to thank the SFI IC BMP 

subcommittee; Howard Lindberg (Chair), Jessica Kernohan, Scott Robbins, Andrew Hayhoe, 

Warren Suchovsky, Jennifer Burnham, George Madison, Amy Amman, David Price and Mitch 

Koetje .  A special thanks to Warren Suchovsky and Amy Amman who supplied photographs 

used in this report. 
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Executive Summary 

Fall, 2011 statewide BMP audits of twenty-nine logging sites indicated overall 
compliance with Michiganôs Best Management Practices (BMPs) had improved 
significantly during the previous two decades. The audit results were consistent with 
peopleôs perceptions of improvement in public and private forestry operations since 
audits had been conducted in 1996 and 1997.  Individual forest product firm monitoring 
also affirmed the performance improvements.  Now, recently completed 2014 BMP 
audits on thirty-six recently harvested timber sites in northern Michigan indicate that a 
high level of BMP compliance has been maintained.  

The audit process was designed and coordinated by a BMP subcommittee of the 
Michigan SFI Implementation Committee (SFI IC).  Candidate sites were nominated by 
SFI IC Participants and the U.S. Forest Service.  The audit teams consisted of public 
and private forestry experts and Michigan DEQ staff.  Implementations of seventy-seven 
different BMPs were considered for each site along with seven supplemental questions 
and an overall water quality impact rating. The BMPs cover equipment operation and 
maintenance, road systems, stream crossings, skidding, landings, riparian management 
zones, wetlands, and other dimensions and possible impacts of timber harvesting.  

Overall, where BMPs were deemed needed, 89% were rated as ñapplied correctlyò and 
another 5% were rated as having an ñacceptable variation.ò  These estimates are very 
comparable to, but slightly lower than, the 93% and 6% rates found in 2011.  In 
contrast, overall compliance results were 75% in 1996 and 82% in 1997.  Sustainable 
forestry certification standards and practices implemented since the earlier audits are 
likely the most important factors behind this improvement.  The continued high level of 
compliance provides evidence that Forestry BMPs and their statewide implementation 
in Michigan is successful and the goals of soil and water quality protection are being 
met.  Continued investment in BMP education and auditing is necessary to maintain this 
success and strengthen these results. 

Fall 2014 BMP Results by Category 

Category 

-------------- BMP Needed --------------   

applied 
correctly 

acceptable 
variation 

applied 
incorrectly 

not 
applied 

Total of 
BMP 

Needed 

1   Equipment Operation 97.1% 
  

0.0% 
  

0.0% 
  

2.9% 
100.0% 

       and Maintenance            

2   Roads (& road retirement) 85.63% 3.44% 7.81% 3.13% 100.00% 

3   Stream Crossings 82.74% 5.36% 7.74% 4.17% 100.00% 

4   Skidding & Skid Trails 82.14% 7.14% 1.43% 9.29% 100.00% 

5   Landings 94.23% 5.77% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 

6  Riparian Management Zones 91.52% 6.97% 1.21% 0.30% 100.00% 

7  Wetlands 92.00% 0.00% 4.00% 4.00% 100.00% 

8   Other Considerations 95.35% 4.65% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 

Overall 88.56% 5.12% 3.60% 2.72% 100.00% 
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Introduction 

What are BMPs? 
The term 'Best Management Practices', or BMPs, was coined years ago as a way to 
describe acceptable practices that could be implemented to protect water quality and 
promote soil conservation during forestry activities. BMPs are often combinations of 
practices that have been determined to be effective and practicable (with respect to 
technological, economic, and institutional considerations) in preventing or reducing the 
amount of nonpoint pollution to a level compatible with water quality goals. A BMP can 
be a structural "thing" that you actually install on-the-ground. Examples of these include 
runoff diversions, silt fence, stream buffers and ground cover vegetation over bare soil 
areas. A BMP can also be part of the "process" that you use to plan, conduct and close-
out your forestry operation. Examples of these include pre-harvest planning, laying out 
roads in advance of construction, marking stream buffers with paint or flagging, and 
locating streams on the site before you begin work. 
 
Nonpoint source pollution is a term to describe undesirable runoff that flows across the 
ground surface. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency defines the term this way 
(cited from National Management Measures to Control Nonpoint Source Pollution from 
Forestry, April 2005): 

Nonpoint source pollution usually results from precipitation, atmospheric 
deposition, land runoff, infiltration, drainage, seepage or hydrologic 
modification. As runoff from rainfall or snowmelt moves, it picks up and 
carries natural pollutants and pollutants resulting from human activity, 
ultimately dumping them into rivers, lakes, wetlands, coastal waters and 
groundwater. Technically, the term nonpoint source is defined to mean any 
source of water pollution that does not meet the legal definition of point 
source in section 502(14) of the Clean Water Act of 1987. Nonpoint sources 
include return flow from irrigated agriculture, or other agriculture runoff and 
infiltration; urban runoff from small or non-sewered urban areas; flow from 
abandoned mines; hydrologic modification; and runoff from forestry 
activities. 

By effectively using BMPs, you have a very high likelihood of preventing and controlling 
polluted runoff, before it can reach a stream, pond, or wetland. And if you prevent or 
control nonpoint source pollution, you will most likely stay in compliance with the various 
water quality regulations for Michigan. 

Michiganôs Forestry BMPs 
For forestry activities in Michigan, best management practices are defined by the 
publication ñSustainable Soil and Water Quality Practices on Forest landò developed by 
the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MI DNR) and Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality. The publication is also commonly referred to as the Soil and 
Water Quality Manual or Michiganôs BMP Manual. The Manual describes a set of 
voluntary Forestry Best Management Practices (BMPs) which protect our soil and water 
resources while allowing appropriate use of our forest resources. The current 2009 
version is an update of the 1994 publication, Water Quality Practices on Forest Land. 
BMPs described in previous editions are incorporated into the 2009 manual and their 
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specifications have not changed much, nor have the statutes governing them. However, 
the scope and use of the term "Best Management Practices" has expanded. The 
manual describes BMPs in the context of those practices that not only protect surface 
water quality, but soil quality too.  All Michigan forest landowners, managers and 
loggers are strongly encouraged to implement BMPs whenever forestry activities are 
conducted. The BMP manual may be found online through the MI DNR at: 
http://www.mi.gov/documents/dnr/IC4011_SustainableSoilAndWaterQualityPracticesOn
ForestLand_268417_7.pdf 

The full set of Michigan forestry BMPs are voluntary guidelines and most are not 
required by law, although some are such as ones applying to wetlands and fuel spills.   
(The applicable laws and legal dimensions of BMPs are clearly delineated within the 
BMP Manual.)  However, market-demand driven forest certification programs have 
developed and maintained the awareness and implementation of forestry BMPs to an 
increased level of importance. SFI certification requires that participants meet or exceed 
the recommended BMPs for each state in which they own timberland, harvest timber or 
purchase timber for manufacturing operations. Part of this requirement is monitoring to 
assess the degree to which BMPs are used in Michigan.  The Michigan SFI IC in 
conjunction with the Michigan DNR and DEQ will periodically conduct statewide 
implementation surveys such as the Fall 2014 audit to achieve this goal.    

SFI has generated strong support for BMP auditing.  The third objective under the 

2010-2014 Standard of SFI is protection and maintenance of water resources.  

Indicators of this objective include:  

¶  Programs to implement state or provincial best management practices during all 

phases of management activities. 

¶  Monitoring of overall best management practices implementation. 

Most major Michigan wood products companies and large corporate landowners are 

certified under SFI and have been conducting ongoing or annual internal BMP 

audits.  Several of these firms have been recognized for their water quality protective 

and enhancement practices during their third party SFI forest certification audits. As 

evidence of their intent to maintain and support a high standard of BMP practices, 

some companies have even stopped purchasing wood fiber from firms who have not 

lived up to BMP standards. 

http://www.mi.gov/documents/dnr/IC4011_SustainableSoilAndWaterQualityPracticesOnForestLand_268417_7.pdf
http://www.mi.gov/documents/dnr/IC4011_SustainableSoilAndWaterQualityPracticesOnForestLand_268417_7.pdf
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The 2014 BMP Audit Process 

 

Over the summer of 2014, a subcommittee of the Michigan Sustainable Forestry 

Initiative Implementation Committee (SFI IC) developed a plan and procedures for 

conducting BMP audits (see Appendix A).  The plan was largely built around updating 

and using a process similar to the one established for the 2011 audit, including a Forest 

and Soil Water Quality Review Field Worksheet (see Appendix B). This worksheet was 

based on and tied to recommended practices from the 2009 Michigan DNR/DEQ BMP 

Manual guidelines.   

 

Candidate audit sites were solicited by the BMP subcommittee from SFI IC participant 

companies, the DNR, and the U.S. Forest Service.  More than 140 sites in total were 

submitted.  Criteria used for site selection included (see Appendix C): 

1. Timber sales harvested (and completed or nearly complete) between May, 

2013 and September, 2014 

2. A body of water is located in or very near the sale 

3. Minimum sale size of 5 acres 

4. Site located no more than one-half mile from a road or trail accessible with a 

two wheel drive vehicle. 

5. Sale with unlevel or steep terrain, wetlands, riparian zones, road construction, 

and other types of buffer zones are preferred (see BMP audit site selection 

worksheet for more detail).  

6. Location related to other sites 

 

The state was divided into 3 regions for teams to select candidate timber sales audit 

sites. Lead auditors were appointed by the subcommittee chair for the Western Upper 

Peninsula (WUP), Eastern Upper Peninsula (EUP), and the Northern Lower Peninsula 

(NLP).  Audit team members were selected from forest industry, the U.S. Forest 

Service, the MI DNR forest resources division and MI DEQ (see Appendix E). 

Approximately half the audit team members had participated in the 2011 audits. Lead 

auditors collectively evaluated the submitted candidate sites and selected 12 for each 

region based on site characteristics and logistics.  Sites with the greatest potential 

impact to water quality were selected based upon a system of risk rating and the six 

criteria listed above (see Site Selection Spreadsheet, Appendix C).  As the Audit Sites 

map on the next page indicates, consideration was also given to distributing the sites.  

Overall, the sites were better distributed throughout the three northern Michigan regions 

than they were in 2011, in part because there were seven more sites audited in 2014. 

 

Plans were developed to conduct the audits in 4-day time periods.  A two-hour training 

session was held for audit team members to review forms and discuss audit protocols.  

Participants on the audit teams individually appraised the audit sites and the audit team 

developed a consensus audit report for each site.  The audits were conducted in 
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September and October of 2014.  Following the audits, each audit participant was 

mailed a copy of their individual site results along with a letter of thanks. 

 

 
                                                                                                   by Ed Meddaugh, Plum Creek Analyst & Kate Miller, Plum Creek Intern                                

                 

Sites were rated on eight areas of focus (categories) based upon the BMP Manual, 

including: 

¶ Equipment Operations and Maintenance 

¶ Roads (including road closure and retirement which was split out in 2014, but not 

in 2011; it is combined throughout this report for ease of comparisons with 2011) 

¶ Stream Crossings  

¶ Skidding and Skid Trails 

¶ Landings 

¶ Riparian Management Zones 

¶ Wetlands 

¶ Other Considerations such as threatened and endangered (T&E) species, 

archeological sites, and regeneration. 

Within these eight categories, there were seventy-seven individual BMP practices 

coded according to the rating system followed in 2011:    
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¶ BMP needed,  applied correctly 

¶ BMP needed, acceptable variation 

¶ BMP needed, applied incorrectly 

¶ BMP needed, not applied 

¶ BMP not applicable 

¶ Insufficient information to rate 
 

   

The meanings of most of these codings are straightforward. ñAcceptable variationò is 

where a practice is different than what is presented in the BMP Manual, but the 

outcome was acceptable and in the spirit of the guidelines.  

 

Four types of ownerships were included in the audit:  federal, state, family or individual 

owners (often referred to as ñnon-industrial private forestsò or ñNIPFò), and corporate 

ownerships.  All federal sites were on National Forests (also referred to in this report as 

ñU.S. Forest Serviceò) while all state sites were on State Forests.  

 

Consideration was given to approximately matching the number of audit sites on each 

ownership to the proportion of total Michigan timberland and timber harvesting which 

occurs on that ownership.   The USDA Forest Serviceôs Forest Inventory and Analysis 

(FIA) 2010 timberland and 2008-2012 timber harvest data was used.  For NIPF, the 

share of timber harvest operations is quite close to their percent of Michigan timberland.  

Corporate and state ownerships have a higher percent of harvest operations than 

timberland and the US Forest Service has a lower harvest percent than timberland.    

 

The audit  

team 

discussing 

the needs of 

a skid road 

for  

stabilization 

and closure. 
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Figure 1 displays each ownershipôs percent of total timberland, harvests, and audit 

sites.  Overall, the number of sites audited by ownership was in line with the order and 

magnitudes of timber harvests by ownership.  The state and corporate percent of audit 

sites are close to, but exceed their proportional percentages of total timberland and 

timber harvest.  The U.S. Forest Service share of audit sites is appreciably above their 

harvest percent, but close to their timberland percent.  If the U.S. Forest Service percent 

of audit sites was equal to its harvest percent, there would have only been two audit 

sites for that ownership, an untenable sample size.   The Forest Service was dropped 

from the ownership analysis in 2011 due to too few audit sites.  For 2014, by having 

more Forest Service sites, it was more legitimate to include the federal ownership in a 

BMP performance comparison across ownerships (see ñDifferences by Ownership 

Categoryò section and Table 10 later in this report.) 

 

Figure 1. Ownership Percent of Michigan Timberland, Recent Timber Harvests, 

and Fall 2014 BMP Audit Sites 

 

 
 

The NIPF percent of audit sites is appreciably below their percentage of total timberland 

and timber harvests.  An increased number of U.S. Forest Service sites accounts for 

some of the reason NIPF audit sites are proportionately lower than the NIPF shares of 

timber land and harvests.  However, past Michigan BMP audits and audits in other 

states indicate NIPF audit participation is also typically more difficult to achieve than the 

other three ownerships.  Several reasons for this exist, including the dispersed nature of 

the NIPF ownership, more ongoing communications between the other three 

ownerships, including with regards to BMP audit preparations, heightened sustainable 

forest management concerns by the other three ownerships, and NIPF regulatory or 

enforcement concerns.                       
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RESULTS 
Introduction  

 

The many different dimensions of the audit results are presented below.  The primary 

focus is on statewide results.  These will be reviewed in terms of summary statistics, 

performance by broad BMP category, highest and lowest performance items, and 

information from supplemental questions.  Strengths and opportunities will also be 

examined.  

 

An emphasis throughout the review of results is on comparisons with the 2011 audit.  

Consistency across the 2011 and 2014 results lends veracity to both audits.  Possible 

causes for differences between the audit results are also discussed.   

 

Additional observations and comparisons of the results are made across Michigan 

regions and ownerships, to other past Michigan audits, and to audit results from other 

states.   

 

Statewide Results 

 

Table 1 presents the summary statewide results from the thirty-six sites audited.  

Overall, 1107 of the 1250 BMPs (88.6%) assessed as needed were rated as being 

applied correctly.  An additional 64 audited BMP circumstances were deemed to be 

acceptable variations.  Combining these 64 acceptable variations with the 1107 BMPs 

applied correctly leaves only 79 BMPs or just over 6% applied incorrectly or not applied 

when needed.  Only 34 cases of ñneeded and not appliedò were coded out of 1250 

cases (2.7%) where it was assessed that a BMP was needed (see Table 1). 

 

Table 1.  Fall 2011 BMP Summary Results (all ownerships) 

 

 

# of 
obser-
vations 

% of 
BMPs 

Needed 

   BMPs applied correctly  1107 88.6% 

   BMP acceptable variations 64 5.1% 

   BMPs applied incorrectly  45 3.6% 

   BMPs needed & not applied 34 2.7% 

Sum of BMP applications needed 1250 100% 

BMP applications not needed 1490   

Insufficient information 32   

Total BMP Applications Assessed 2772   
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This is a high level of compliance with the BMPs and well above the level of 1996 and 

1997 audits, but it is a slight decline from the 2011 results.  Overall compliance results 

were 75% in 1996 and 82% in 1997.  In 2011, the audit found 92.6% of needed BMPs 

were applied correctly while an additional 6.1% had acceptable variations. A slight 

decline from 2011 was not unexpected as the 2011 results were exceptionally high 

relative to BMP performances in other states and earlier Michigan audits.  Also part of 

the decline may be attributable to one-third more total BMP applications being assessed 

in 2014 due to more specifications being added (the 2011 audit had 67 and the 2014 

audit had 77) and more sites being audited (29 in 2011 versus 36 in 2014).   

 

A common coding used in the BMP audits was ñBMP applications not needed.ò  As 

Table 1 indicates, a slight majority (1490) of possible BMP applications (2772) were 

assessed to be not needed.  The maximum number of coded values for 36 sites and 77 

BMP specifications is 2772; in contrast, in 2011 there were 979 ñnot neededò codings of 

a total of 1943 values for 29 sites and 67 BMP specifications.  A majority of BMP 

specifications typically do not apply to individual audit sites as standards are developed 

to apply to the full range of possibilities which may be encountered in the field but often 

are not.  As an illustration of this, a Wisconsin audit report (Shy and Wagner, 2007) 

states the condition ñBMP not applicable to the siteò applied more than 70% of the time 

to their audited sites in 2006. The percent of ñnot applicableò BMPs was of a similar 

magnitude in previous Michigan audits.  In this regard, the large percent of ñnot 

applicableò BMPs is not an issue overall, but it may apply to individual BMP 

specifications where there are few instances of the need for the BMP or evidence of its 

application.  Even where the sample size is somewhat limited, a pervasive lack of 

applicability may indicate that it is not a statewide problem.  This issue will be returned 

to below with respect to sample size issues and with more specific 2011 and 2014 audit 

result examples. 

 

 ñInsufficient informationò was a coding used in those circumstances where a definitive 

rating otherwise could not be given by the audit team.  The number of times this coding 

was used fell from 62 (3.2%) in 2011 to only 32 (1.15%) instances in the 2014 audit 

despite one-third more BMP assessments in 2014.  At the minimal level used in 2014 it 

does not affect the results.   

 

A relatively high level of BMP performance was also reflected in the auditors' qualitative 

findings for the supplemental questions.  However, while the findings were generally 

good, they were not as high as they were in 2011 and point to the need for some 

additional monitoring and education. Four questions addressing the BMP performance 

on the audit sites required simple 1-word responses (see the ñSupplemental Questionsò 

at the end of Appendix B).  In 2011, two sites were assessed to have slight soil and 

water quality impacts, but all 29 sites were deemed to meet or exceed expectations with 

regards to overall ratings considering BMP applications.  In 2014, eight sites were found 

to have slight impacts and one was found with a moderate impact.  With one site 
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exception, in 2011 there were affirmative assessments to the questions:  "Did they 

implement all appropriate BMPs to control erosion (a system of BMPs)?" and "Did the 

system of BMPs control erosion and sedimentation?ò For 2014, there were three 

negative responses to the question on implementation and six negative answers to the 

question about BMPs controlling erosion and sedimentation.    

 

 
Temporary crossing; bridge was placed and removed twice for winter logging with no 

damage to bank; approach was then seeded and mulched. 

 

 

The 2014 BMP Audit presented an opportunity to improve resource protection and to build on the 
partnership between DEQ and the forest products industry.  DEQ appreciates the opportunity to be 

involved!  -  Steve Casey, UP District Supervisor, Water Resources Div., Dept. of Env. Quality 

 

 

Four supplemental questions called for more elaborate auditor responses.  They were: 

1. What things went right on this site?   
2. What things went wrong on this site?   
3. Have other activities occurred on this site that potentially impact water quality?  

(ie ATV use, hunting traffic, grazing, etc.)   
4. Are there mitigating activities that should take place on this site or is there 

corrective action already being taken? 
 


