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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
Minnesota Trout Unlimited Coldwater Fish Habitat Enhancement and Restoration, Phase 12 

Laws of Minnesota 2020 Final Report 

General Information 

Date: 12/16/2025 

Project Title: Minnesota Trout Unlimited Coldwater Fish Habitat Enhancement and Restoration, Phase 12 

Funds Recommended: $1,474,000 

Legislative Citation: ML 2020, Ch. 104, Art. 1, Sec. 2, subd 5(i) 

Appropriation Language: $1,474,000 the second year is to the commissioner of natural resources for an 
agreement with Trout Unlimited to restore and enhance habitat for trout and other species in and along coldwater 
rivers, lakes, and streams in Minnesota. A list of proposed land acquisitions, restorations, and enhancements must 
be provided as part of the required accomplishment plan.  

Manager Information 

Manager's Name: John Lenczewski 
Title:   
Organization: Minnesota Trout Unlimited 
Address: P O Box 845   
City: Chanhassen, MN 55317 
Email: jlenczewski@comcast.net 
Office Number:   
Mobile Number: 612-670-1629 
Fax Number:   
Website:   

Location Information 

County Location(s): Fillmore, Lake, Winona, Olmsted, Wabasha, St. Louis and Cook. 

Eco regions in which work will take place: 

Northern Forest 

Southeast Forest 

Activity types: 

Enhance 
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Priority resources addressed by activity: 

Forest 

Habitat 

Narrative 

Summary of Accomplishments 

Minnesota Trout Unlimited far exceeded its acreage goals, including opening access to more than 16 miles of brook 
trout habitat in the Baptism and Manitou River watersheds.  In southeast Minnesota, we added habitat 
enhancements along reaches of ten streams, totaling nearly 8 miles.  And we did new, large-scale work on an 
eleventh southeast stream.  Collaboration with good partners was the key to enhancing and reconnecting 50% 
more miles of trout stream than anticipated. 

Process & Methods 

In northeast Minnesota, we worked closely with the MNDNR to identify and prioritize fish passage barriers using a 
systematic, data-driven process. This approach combined on-the-ground verification of culvert conditions with 
analysis of stream temperature data to pinpoint high-quality coldwater habitats that were previously inaccessible 
to native brook trout. By pooling resources with partners, including Lake County SWCD, So. St. Louis County SWCD, 
Cook County SWCD and MNDNR, we collectively removed ten key barriers to brook trout movement in the 
Baptism, Manitou, and Two Island Rivers, as well as Tischer Creek in Duluth.  This restored access to 16 miles of 
stream with colder water and good habitat.  These areas are key cold water refuge and spawning sites for native 
brook trout.  Nearly the entire Hockamin Creek subwatershed is once again accessible to native brook trout. 
Accessibility to this part of the watershed is critical as climate change increases water temperatures.  
 
Two hundred miles to the south we were busy adding habitat enhancements to old project sites in southeast 
Minnesota. Additional habitat improvements were made on the Middle Branch of the Whitewater River, Trout Run 
Creek, West Indian Creek, Pine Creek, Willow Creek, Ducshee Creek, and Rush Creek.  We also managed riparian 
vegetation to enhance habitat on Gribben Creek, Little Pickwick Creek and the So Fork of the Root River.  Habitat 
enhancements were added along nearly 8 miles of trout streams.   
 
One new, full-scale stream habitat improvement project was completed on one half mile of Rice Creek near 
Fountain, MN. 

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? 

The projects enhanced degraded habitat for fish and wildlife in and along many miles of coldwater streams and 
rivers which historically supported naturally reproducing trout populations that are highly valued by anglers.  
While trout are the apex predator and key indicator species in coldwater systems, a host of rare aquatic and 
riparian species uniquely associated with these systems also benefited from the habitat work.  Trout streams make 
up less than 6% of Minnesota streams, and much of it is degraded.  Our habitat enhancement work improved the 
function of this aquatic ecosystem and improved the conditions for numerous rare aquatic and riparian species. 

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 selecting project sites, MNTU reviewed MNDNR watershed specific fisheries management plans and other 
conservation planning efforts, consulted with MNDNR professionals, and applied ranking criteria developed by the 
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MNDNR.  Improving the connectivity of good aquatic and riparian habitat was the key consideration in selecting 
which fish passage barriers to remove.  The projects were selected to restore access for native brook trout to the 
greatest amount of good habitat with cold water temperatures.  This reduced habitat and population 
fragmentation. Over sixteen miles were reconnected and enhanced. Minnesota Trout Unlimited is increasingly 
targeting stream segments which build off earlier habitat or protection work in the same stream or watershed. 

Explain Partners, Supporters, & Opposition 

The MNDNR provided valuable input and support on every project. In the northeast, fish passage projects were 
completed in partnership with Lake County Soil and Water Conservation District, St. Louis Soil and Water 
Conservation District, Cook County Soil and Water Conservation District, MNDNR Fisheries, MNDNR Forestry, and 
the City of Duluth. Landowners along the eased corridors were very cooperative and big supporters of the habitat 
work.  The farmers living and working along the streams in southeast Minnesota, including Rice Creek, Pine Creek, 
and Middle Branch of the Whitewater River and elsewhere have become trusted partners. 
   
We encountered no opposition to these projects. 
   
We frequently encountered anglers and neighboring landowners who were very happy with the habitat outcomes 
and our effective use of tax dollars. 

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

Collaboration with several great partners, including the Lake County, So.St. Louis County, and Cook County SWCD, 
as well as the DNR enabled us to leverage significant effort and substantial dollars.  This enabled us to reconnect 
far more trout habitat than originally estimated.  As a result essentially all brook trout habitat within the Hockamin 
Creek subwatershed of the Baptism River watershed is now connected! 

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

N/A 

What is the plan to sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are 
expended?  
Construction contracts included maintenance/warranty provisions to ensure habitat work is well established. 
After this period and once riparian vegetation well established, major maintenance work is not typically required 
to sustain the habitat outcomes for many years.  However, we anticipate that long-term monitoring of the integrity 
of the improvements will be done every three years in conjunction with routine inspections and biological 
monitoring conducted by local MNDNR staff and MNTU members as appropriate. 

Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes  
Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
1 to 3 years after the 
grant ends 

MNDNR base and 
MNTU volunteers 

Inspect structural 
elements and 
vegetation. 

If needed, develop 
action plan with DNR. 

Conduct maintenance 
with volunteers 
and/or DNR. 

Every 3 years 
thereafter 

MNDNR base and 
MNTU volunteers 

Inspect structural 
elements and 
vegetation. 

If needed, develop 
action plan with DNR. 

Perform or assist DNR 
with maintenance if 
needed. 
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Budget 

Totals 

Item Requested AP Amount Spent Leverage Received 
Leverage 

Leverage 
Source 

Original 
Total 

Final Total 

Personnel $90,000 $150,000 $165,000 - - - $90,000 $165,000 
Contracts $819,000 $821,000 $725,700 $100,000 $20,000 Cliffs 

Foundation 
$919,000 $745,700 

Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 

- - - - - - - - 

Fee Acquisition 
w/o PILT 

- - - - - - - - 

Easement 
Acquisition 

- - - - - - - - 

Easement 
Stewardship 

- - - - - - - - 

Travel $10,000 $10,000 $9,400 - - - $10,000 $9,400 
Professional 
Services 

$160,000 $160,000 $137,500 - - - $160,000 $137,500 

Direct Support 
Services 

$25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 Trout 
Unlimited 

$50,000 $50,000 

DNR Land 
Acquisition Costs 

- - - - - - - - 

Capital Equipment - - - - - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 

$3,000 $1,000 $500 - - - $3,000 $500 

Supplies/Materials $367,000 $307,000 $335,900 $100,000 - - $467,000 $335,900 
DNR IDP - - - - - - - - 
Grand Total $1,474,000 $1,474,000 $1,399,000 $225,000 $45,000 - $1,699,000 $1,444,000 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 

Working 
Amount Spent Leverage Leverage 

Source 
Total 

Habitat 
Enhancement 
staff 

0.4 5.0 $165,000 - - $165,000 

 

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 Direct Support Services requested represents a portion of Trout Unlimited's federal rate, which is approved 
annually. The requested amount likely represents approximately one third of what we would be eligible to claim 
based upon DNR approval under an earlier grant agreement. Trout Unlimited is donating the other portion. 

Explain any budget challenges or successes:   
The long distance from southeast Minnesota (where habitat enhancement staff reside) to the middle of the North 
Shore strained travel and personnel budgets severely.  Only essential travel was done, but this ended up being 
significantly more than originally planned.  We reconnected and enhanced habitat for native brook trout on nearly 
twice as many miles as originally estimated. 

Total Revenue:  $0 

Revenue Spent:  $0 

Revenue Balance:  $0 

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

E. This is not applicable as there was no revenue generated. 
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Output Tables 

Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 

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 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in 
Fee with 
State 
PILT 
Liability 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Protect in 
Fee w/o 
State 
PILT 
Liability 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Protect in 
Easement 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Enhance 0 0 0 0 0 0 188 294 188 294 
Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 188 294 188 294 
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 - - - - - - - - - - 
Protect in 
Fee with 
State 
PILT 
Liability 

- - - - - - - - - - 

Protect in 
Fee w/o 
State 
PILT 
Liability 

- - - - - - - - - - 

Protect in 
Easement 

- - - - - - - - - - 

Enhance - - - - - - $1,474,000 $1,405,200 $1,474,000 $1,405,200 
Total - - - - - - $1,474,000 $1,405,200 $1,474,000 $1,405,200 
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) 

N. 
Forest 
(AP) 

N. 
Forest 
(Final) 

Total 
(AP) 

Total 
(Final) 

Restore 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in 
Fee with 
State 
PILT 
Liability 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Protect in 
Fee w/o 
State 
PILT 
Liability 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Protect in 
Easement 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Enhance 0 0 0 0 90 98 0 0 98 196 188 294 
Total 0 0 0 0 90 98 0 0 98 196 188 294 
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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 Forest 
(AP) 

SE Forest 
(Final) 

Prairi
e (AP) 

Prairi
e 
(Final
) 

N. Forest 
(AP) 

N. Forest 
(Final) 

Total (AP) Total 
(Final) 

Restore - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Protect 
in Fee 
with 
State 
PILT 
Liability 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 

Protect 
in Fee 
w/o 
State 
PILT 
Liability 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 

Protect 
in 
Easeme
nt 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 

Enhance - - - - $468,00
0 

$709,50
0 

- - $1,006,00
0 

$695,70
0 

$1,474,00
0 

$1,405,20
0 

Total - - - - $468,00
0 

$709,50
0 

- - $1,006,00
0 

$695,70
0 

$1,474,00
0 

$1,405,20
0 

Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 

24 

Explain the success/shortage of acre goals 

Working with partners, including the Lake County SWCD, So.St. Louis County SWCD and MNDNR we were able to 
leverage significant effort and substantial dollars.  This enabled us to reconnect far more trout habitat than 
originally estimated.  As a result essentially all brook trout habitat within the Hockamin Creek subwatershed of the 
Baptism River watershed is now connected! 

Outcomes 

Programs in forest-prairie transition region:  
Other ~ No projects were undertaken in this region. 

Programs in the northern forest region:  
Improved aquatic habitat indicators ~ Outcomes in aquatic life are measured through surveys of fish, macro 
invertebrates and/or exposed substrates.  Abundance, size structure and species diversity are considered. 

Programs in southeast forest region:  
Rivers, streams, and surrounding vegetation provide corridors of habitat ~ Outcomes in aquatic life are 
measured through surveys of fish, macro invertebrates and/or exposed substrates.  Abundance, size structure and 
species diversity are considered. 

Parcels 

Sign-up Criteria?   
No 
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Restore / Enhance Parcels 

Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 

Description 

Fredenberg Creek Cook 05805203 24 $5,000 Yes Replace culverts which act 
as trout barriers. 

Duschee creek Fillmore 10310226 4 $96,100 Yes Maintnenance and 
additional enhancements on 
older projects to ensure 
contunued habitat benefits 
for years to come. 

Gribben Creek Fillmore 10309227 10 $4,300 Yes Enhance trout habitat via 
riparian vegetation 
management 

Rice Creek Fillmore 10411223 6 $402,600 Yes Enhance habitat on 
productive stream along 
Hwy 52 a short dirve from 
Rochester 

So Fork Root River Fillmore 10209226 8 $8,300 Yes Enhance trout habitat via 
riparian vegetation 
management 

Willow Creek Fillmore 10211213 4 $13,900 Yes Maintnenance and 
additional enhancements on 
older projects to ensure 
contunued habitat benefits 
for years to come. 

Baptism River Lake 05707219 53 $48,000 Yes Replace culverts which act 
as trout barriers. 

Baptism River Lake 05708226 79 $254,400 Yes Replace culverts which act 
as trout barriers. 

Baptism River tributary - 
Lindstrom Creek 

Lake 05707233 24 $47,000 Yes Replace culverts which act 
as trout barriers. 

Manitou River Lake 05807205 12 $306,300 Yes Replace culverts which act 
as trout barriers. 

M. Branch Whitewater River Olmsted 10711226 10 $66,600 Yes Maintnenance and 
additional enhancements on 
older projects to ensure 
contunued habitat benefits 
for years to come. 

Tischer Creek St. Louis 05014202 4 $35,000 Yes Replace barrier for native 
brook trout in Duluth 

West Indian Creek Wabasha 10911206 10 $11,600 Yes Maintenance and added 
habitat to increase 
productivity 

Little Pickwick Creek Winona 10605232 13 $5,000 Yes Enhance trout habitat via 
riparian vegetation 
management 

Pine Creek Winona 10508231 24 $47,700 Yes Maintenance and added 
habitat to increase 
productivity 

Rush Creek Winona 10508229 2 $38,400 Yes Maintenance and added 
habitat to increase 
productivity 

Trout Run Creek Winona 10510230 7 $15,000 Yes Maintenance and added 
habitat to increase 
productivity 

  



P a g e  8 | 8 

 

Parcel Map 
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