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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council

DNR Forest Habitat Enhancement
Laws of Minnesota 2020 Final Report

General Information

Date: 04/30/2026

Project Title: DNR Forest Habitat Enhancement

Funds Recommended: $1,773,000

Legislative Citation: ML 2020, Ch. 104, Art. 1, Sec. 2, subd 3(d)

Appropriation Language: $1,773,000 the second year is to the commissioner of natural resources to restore and
enhance wildlife habitat in the northern forest region in wildlife management areas, scientific and natural areas,
aquatic management areas, and state forests. A list of proposed land restorations and enhancements must be
provided as part of the required accomplishment plan.

Manager Information

Manager's Name: Greg Hoch
Title: Prairie Habitat Supervisor
Organization: DNR

Address: 500 Lafayette Rd, Box 20
City: St. Paul, MN 55155

Email: greg.hoch@state.mn.us
Office Number: 651-259-5230
Mobile Number: 651-259-2530
Fax Number:

Website:

Location Information

County Location(s): Koochiching, Morrison, St. Louis, Itasca, Aitkin, Crow Wing, Carlton, Pine, Cass, Todd, Wadena
and Mille Lacs.

Eco regions in which work will take place:

Northern Forest

Activity types:

Restore

Enhance
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Priority resources addressed by activity:

Wetlands
Forest

Habitat

Narrative

Summary of Accomplishments

This was the initial grant to start the Forest, or Northeast, Roving Crew. Despite multiple delays related to Covid,
they were able to enhance over 4000 acres of forest and brushland habitat for wildlife.

Process & Methods

This was the first time the DNR developed a Roving Crew primarily focused on forestry work. As such, there was a
steep learning curve among ourselves and partners. We had to have numerous discussions internally and with
partners on what constituted a habitat enhancement project for wildlife with relatively long-term benefits and
what was part of a standard timber harvest or timber management activities. (To add to the confusion, these are
not always mutually exclusive.) We work to make sure that these projects are focused on forest wildlife habitat
benefits and not part of larger timber production activities, such as site prep or clean-up/replanting after a harvest.
Timber production and harvest is critical, but not the purpose of these funds.

The Roving Crew solicited projects from DNR Area staff and some partners. They then prioritized these projects
based on a range of criteria. Some of these projects included forest thinning to release mast or berry/fruit/nut
producing species. The Crew also conducted a number of brushland mowing projects to regenerate cover for
species like ruffed grouse and woodcock, as well as browse for deer and moose. Prescribed fire is a commonly
used habitat enhancement tool in the prairie and conservationists are starting to use it more in forests. Prescribed
fire has numerous benefits for forest habitats and wildlife and we hope to increase the use of this tool in the future.

We did not meet our acreage target for a couple of reasons. The first is that the initial target was an estimate at
best. Without having done this type of proposal the DNR wasn’t sure what was a good target acreage. Forest work
is generally more intensive with higher cost per acre than grassland and wetland work. Second, Covid, hiring
delays, and delays in getting equipment slowed down the Crew. Once we had the Crew hired, there were still long
delays in getting heavy equipment and trailers to haul the equipment, so much of the early work was done by hand.
Good work, but hard to tally up large acreages. This Crew is now fully staffed and equipped, and we expect future
acre accomplishments to increase.

How did the program address habitats of significant value for wildlife species of greatest
conservation need, threatened or endangered species, and/or list targeted species?

There are numerous forest wildlife species that prefer mast-producing trees such as oaks for the acorns they
produce or the fruits and berries produced by species such as blueberries, choke cherries, and similar. The
thinning and mowing projects were focused on encouraging these tree and shrub species. Many wildlife species
are dependent on brushland and young forest habitat either for the young leaves at browse height, deer, moose,
and elk, or the dense structure of these areas, which provide habitat for ruffed grouse, woodcock, golden-winged
warblers, and numerous other songbird species. The USFWS estimates that large percentage of forest songbirds
depend on young forest habitat for all or part of their lives. In other projects, the Crew conducted grassland burns
within the forest matrix. This both increases habitat diversity as well as different types of edge habitat than some
wildlife species prefer. These openings provide flowers for pollinators, are often dominated by fruit-producing
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plants such as raspberries, and these sunny openings are warmer than the forest interior, attracting large numbers
of insects that fast-growing young birds rely on for protein. These openings can also be used by species such as
woodcock for their spring displays. We did have some "grassland” work in this appropriation. However, it was
done in the context of a forested landscape. Many species of forest wildlife needs these openings, of different sizes,
in the forest matrix. The sunny environment stimulate growth of food plants such as raspberries and fruiting
shrubs. The warmth in these areas stimulates insect production, a crucial high-protein food source for egg-laying
females and fast-growing young birds.

How did the program use science-based targeting that leveraged or expanded corridors and
complexes, reduced fragmentation, or protected areas in the MN County Biological Survey.

In the forested regions of the state there are fewer concerns (not no concerns) about corridors, complexes, and
fragmentation relative to the prairie/farmland region of the state simply because there is so much forest cover.
Therefore, the decisions often come down to determining what specific forest or brushland habitat type is missing
in a particular area or region, and trying to increase the quantity or quality of that habitat type in the area.

The idea of fragmentation has gone through several changes over the decades. In the 1930s, fragmentation and
edge were a focus of habitat management. In Leopold’s 1931 Game Management book, he called it interspersion.
In the 1980s, edge was seen as an issue and the focus was on large blocks of habitat. This was illustrated by a lot of
John Terborgh’s research and publications. In more recent years, researchers are finding that many wildlife
species need different forest types, young, old, deciduous, coniferous over the course of their lifetime. There is
more interest in determining what the scale and arrangement of habitat patches is best for wildlife.

There are also a range of habitat needs by species. Woodcock, ruffed grouse, golden-winged warblers, and other
species need young forest, so shearing and clear-cutting are beneficial, at certain scales. Fisher and marten are
more dependent on mature forest. They can benefit from thinning, but still need large mature trees. Determining
the “correct” ratio of hardwood and softwood, maple and oak, young and mature forest, is part of a larger
conversation. The Roving Crew and OHF dollars are then what allow us to implement some of these ideas.

The Roving Crew and partners must take all these considerations into the planning process when making decisions
on what projects to work on and where within the region.

Explain Partners, Supporters, & Opposition

There were some questions from internal and external partners at the beginning of what projects the Crew could
and couldn’t work on. That has all been worked out and everyone is in agreement as to the intent and purpose of
the Crew, habitat work.

Exceptional challenges, expectations, failures, opportunities, or unique aspects of program

As stated at the beginning, this was our first Forest-focused Roving Crew and then started in the immediate post-
Covid era. Therefore, there was a learning curve. However, everyone now has a clear understanding of their
purpose and the Crew is fully staffed and equipped. There will be no shortage of wildlife-focused projects into the
future.

What is the plan to sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are
expended?

The Roving Crew will continue these and similar projects into the future. DNR Wildlife will continue to work on
developing partnership with DNR Forestry, the US Forest Service, US Fish and Wildlife Service, counties, NGO
partners such as The Ruffed Grouse Society and American Bird Conservancy, Tribal Nations, and those interested
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in elk and moose habitat. In the long term, we would like to develop relationships with university partners such as
NRRI to monitor some of the specific wildlife responses and outcomes from these projects.

Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes

Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
2026-2030 Multiple fed, state, and | continue to enhance monitor when -
local sources habitat possible
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Totals

Budget

Item

Requested

AP Amount

Spent

Leverage

Received

Leverage
Source

Original
Total

Final Total

Personnel

Leverage

Contracts

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$909,700

$1,000,000

$909,700

Fee Acquisition w/
PILT

Fee Acquisition
w/o PILT

Easement
Acquisition

Easement
Stewardship

Travel

Professional
Services

$293,100

$293,100

$199,300

$293,100

$199,300

Direct Support
Services

$89,100

$89,100

$61,800

$89,100

$61,800

DNR Land
Acquisition Costs

Capital Equipment

Other
Equipment/Tools

$61,000

$61,000

$8,300

$61,000

$8,300

Supplies/Materials

$329,800

$329,800

$72,000

$6,500

$336,300

$72,000

DNR IDP

Grand Total

$1,773,000

$1,773,000

$1,251,100

$6,500

$1,779,500

$1,251,100

Personnel

Position

Annual FTE

Years
Working

Amount Spent

Leverage

Leverage
Source

Total

4 Roving
Habitat Crew
Members

4.0

3.0

$909,700

$909,700

Direct Support Services

How did you determine which portions of the Direct Support Services of your shared support services is
direct to this program?
The DNR's Direct and Necessary (D&N) calculator was used. It was created for LSOHC/OHF and LCCMR/ENTRF

proposals.

Explain any budget challenges or successes:
Nothing unusual or notable wit this appropriation.

Total Revenue: $0

Revenue Spent: $0

Revenue Balance: $0

Of the money disclosed above, what are the appropriate uses of the money:

What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this program?

Other : Ruffed Grouse Society
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How were the funds used to advance the program?

Due to multiple turnovers of the program lead/coordinator, we were not able to adequately track these dollars and
acres as planned. As such, we do not report any partner acres in this Report.
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Acres by Resource Type (Table 1)

Output Tables

Type

Wetland
(AP)

Wetland
(Final)

Prairie
(AP)

Prairie
(Final)

Forest
(AP)

Forest
(Final)

Habitat
(AP)

Habitat
(Final)

Total
Acres
(AP)

Total
Acres
(Final)

Restore

0 112

0 112

Protectin
Fee with
State
PILT
Liability

Protectin
Feew/o
State
PILT
Liability

Protectin
Easement

Enhance

31

7

0 2,683

4,092

0 2,683

4,409

Total

317

0 2,795

4,092

0 2,795

4,409

Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2)

Type

Wetland
(AP)

Wetland
(Final)

Prairie
(AP)

Prairie
(Final)

Forest (AP)

Forest
(Final)

Habitat
(AP)

Habitat
(Final)

Total
Funding
(AP)

Total
Funding
(Final)

Restore

$69,900

$69,900

Protect in
Fee with
State
PILT
Liability

Protect in
Feew/o
State
PILT
Liability

Protect in
Easement

Enhance

$63,000

$1,703,100

$1,188,100

$1,703,100

$1,251,100

Total

$63,000

$1,773,000

$1,188,100

$1,773,000

$1,251,100

Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3)

Type

Metro /
Urban
(AP)

Metro /
Urban
(Final)

Forest /
Prairie
(AP)

Forest /
Prairie
(Final)

SE

Forest

(AP)

SE
Forest
(Final)

Prairie
(AP)

Prairie
(Final)

Forest
(AP)

N.
Forest
(Final)

Total
(AP)

Total
(Final)

Restore

0

0

0

0 0

112

0 112 0

Protect in
Fee with
State
PILT
Liability

0

0

0

0 0

0

Protectin
Feew/o
State
PILT
Liability

Protectin
Easement

Enhance

2,683

4,409

2,683

4,409

Total

2,795

4,409

2,795

4,409
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Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4)

Type

Metro
/
Urban
(AP)

Metro
/
Urban
(Final)

Forest

/

Prairi
e (AP)

Forest
/
Prairi
e
(Final
)

SE
Fores
t (AP)

SE
Forest
(Final
)

Prairi
e (AP)

Prairi
e
(Final
)

N. Forest
(AP)

N. Forest
(Final)

Total (AP)

Total
(Final)

Restore

$69,900

$69,900

Protect
in Fee
with
State
PILT
Liability

Protect
in Fee
w/o
State
PILT
Liability

Protect
in
Easemen
t

Enhance

$1,703,100

$1,251,100

$1,703,100

$1,251,100

Total

$1,773,00
0

$1,251,10
0

$1,773,00
0

$1,251,10
0

Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles

Explain the success/shortage of acre goals

See narrative section for full explanation.

Programs in the northern forest region:

Outcomes

Healthy populations of endangered, threatened, and special concern species as well as more common species ~

While we do not have a mechanism to monitor these specific acres, they will be incorporated into larger

monitoring efforts such as ruffed grouse drumming surveys each spring, Breeding Bird Survey transects in the
summer, as well as the research on bear, deer, moose, and other wildlife by the DNR, federal partners, and

universities such as University of Minnesota - Duluth.
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Sign-up Criteria?
No

Restore / Enhance Parcels

Parcels

Name County TRDS Acres | Est Cost | Existing Description
Protection

Cedar Lake WMA Aitkin 04627207 4 $1,136 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Grayling Marsh WMA Aitkin 04823213 4 $1,136 | Yes grassland woody removal

Grayling Marsh WMA Aitkin 04823213 57 $16,188 | Yes grassland Rx burns

Gun Lake WMA: East Aitkin 04825204 43 $12,212 | Yes grassland woody removal

Gun Lake WMA: East Aitkin 04825204 312 $88,608 | Yes grassland Rx burns

Gun Lake WMA: West Aitkin 04825205 243 $69,012 | Yes grassland Rx burns

Gun Lake WMA: West Aitkin 04825205 20 $5,680 | Yes grassland woody removal

Kimberly WMA Aitkin 04724218 14 $3,976 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Ripple River WMA Aitkin 04527203 10 $2,840 | Yes wetland invasive control

Savanna State Forest: Remote Aitkin 05023213 118 $33,512 | Yes forest/brush Rx burns

Lake Ridges

Weathwood State Forest: Aitkin 04526210 44 $12,496 | Yes forest/brush Rx burns

Ecklund

Woross WMA Aitkin 04623219 20 $5,680 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Carlton County Memorial Forest: | Carlton 04920229 881 | $250,204 | Yes forest/brush Rx burns

Cross Lake

Firebird WMA Carlton 04720230 22 $6,248 | Yes grassland diversity
enhancement

Firebird WMA Carlton 04721225 187 $53,108 | Yes grassland Rx burns

Fond Du Lac State Forest: Cross Carlton 04920222 376 | $106,784 | Yes forest/brush Rx burns

Lake East

Fond Du Lac State Forest: Kettle Carlton 04819217 47 $13,348 | Yes wetland mechanical

Lake enhancement

Fond Du Lac State Forest: Rogers | Carlton 04919216 71 $20,164 | Yes forest/brush Rx burns

Lake

Kettle Lake WMA: Burnt Island Carlton 04819217 254 $72,136 | Yes forest/brush Rx burns

Big Rice WMA Cass 14126225 9 $2,556 | Yes grassland woody removal

Meadow Brook WMA Cass 13531222 15 $4,260 | Yes forest wildlife openings

Meadow Brook WMA Cass 13531227 2 $568 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Meadow Brook WMA Cass 13531222 22 $6,248 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Duck Lake WMA Crow Wing 13825219 362 | $102,808 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Harold and Marie Deutsch WMA | Crow Wing | 04328212 14 $3,976 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Hesitation Lake WMA Crow Wing | 04528233 15 $4,260 | Yes grassland woody removal

Indian Jack Lake WMA Crow Wing | 13626234 5 $1,420 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Loerch WMA Crow Wing | 04530201 10 $2,840 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Mille Lacs Morraine SNA Crow Wing | 04428223 20 $5,680 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Mission WMA Crow Wing 13527209 44 $12,496 | Yes wetland invasive control

Ray Cook WMA Crow Wing | 04431224 1 $284 | Yes wetland woody removal

Ray Cook WMA Crow Wing | 04431224 9 $2,556 | Yes grassland woody removal

Big Fork State Forest: Cloverleaf | Itasca 15027219 7 $1,988 | Yes forest wildlife openings
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Bowstring Deer Yard WMA [tasca 14625207 12 $3,408 | Yes brushland treatment

Chippewa National Forest: [tasca 14825201 13 $3,692 | Yes forest wildlife openings

Wildlife Openings

Dishpan WMA Itasca 15027232 5 $1,420 | Yes forest wildlife openings

Figure Eight Itasca County Forest | Itasca 05527236 9 $2,556 | Yes forest wildlife openings

Prairie Lake Deer Yard WMA Itasca 05625215 1 $284 | Yes forest wildlife openings

Littlefork River WMA Koochiching | 06725201 22 $6,248 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Littlefork River WMA Koochiching | 06724207 15 $4,260 | Yes grassland invasive control

Littlefork River WMA Koochiching | 06724206 43 $12,212 | Yes grassland invasive control

Mille Lacs WMA: Korsness Mille Lacs 04126222 300 $85,200 | Yes forest/brush Rx burns

Cranberry

Ereaux WMA Morrison 04131230 6 $1,704 | Yes grassland Rx burns

Rice Area Sportsman's Club WMA | Morrison 03931213 74 $21,016 | Yes grassland woody removal

Rice Area Sportsman's Club WMA | Morrison 03931213 16 $4,544 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Kettle River SNA Pine 04120223 66 $18,744 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Sandstone WMA Pine 04220223 159 $45,156 | Yes grassland Rx burns

Sandstone WMA Pine 04220235 44 $12,496 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Anchor Lake WMA St. Louis 05617222 14 $3,976 | Yes forest wildlife openings

Big Rice Lake St. Louis 06017209 69 $19,596 | Yes wetland mechanical
enhancement

Big Rice Lake St. Louis 06017211 156 $44,304 | Yes wetland mechanical
enhancement

Great Scott WMA St. Louis 05819233 14 $3,976 | Yes grassland woody removal

Minnesota Point SNA St. Louis 04913219 3 $852 | Yes forest diversity
enhancement

Sax WMA St. Louis 05518234 50 $14,200 | Yes brushland treatment

Ruff Nik WMA Todd 13132224 9 $2,556 | Yes wetland woody removal

Dry Sands WMA Wadena 13533201 47 $13,348 | Yes forest diversity

enhancement
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