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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
Rum River Wildlife and Fish Habitat Enhancement using Bioengineered Bank Stabilization 

Laws of Minnesota 2020 Final Report 

General Information 

Date: 08/04/2025 

Project Title: Rum River Wildlife and Fish Habitat Enhancement using Bioengineered Bank Stabilization 

Funds Recommended: $816,000 

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

Appropriation Language: $816,000 the second year is to the commissioner of natural resources for an agreement 
with the Anoka County Soil and Water Conservation District to restore and enhance riverine habitat in the Rum 
River using eco-sensitive, habitat-building, and bioengineering approaches. A list of proposed enhancements must 
be provided as part of the required accomplishment plan.  

Manager Information 

Manager's Name: Chris Lord 
Title: District Manager 
Organization: Anoka Conservation District 
Address: 1318 McKay Dr. NE, Suite 300   
City: Ham Lake, MN 55304 
Email: Chris.Lord@anokaswcd.org 
Office Number: 763-434-2030 
Mobile Number:   
Fax Number:   
Website: www.anokaswcd.org 

Location Information 

County Location(s): Anoka. 

Eco regions in which work will take place: 

Metro / Urban 

Activity types: 

Enhance 

Priority resources addressed by activity: 

Habitat 
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Narrative 

Summary of Accomplishments 

Through this grant, seven Rum Riverbank stabilization projects were completed, enhancing three acres of riparian 
and in-stream habitat while preventing an estimated 765 tons of sediment from entering the river annually. 
Projects were prioritized using a comprehensive erosion inventory, targeting cost-effective and ecologically 
valuable sites. Habitat-friendly construction techniques, such as rootwads, flow redirection, and minimal riprap, 
were used to restore stability and ecological function. ACD piloted voluntary freshwater mussel relocation 
techniques to protect sensitive species. These efforts improved water quality, reconnected habitats, and 
strengthened the Rum River corridor as a vital refuge for wildlife and species of conservation concern. 

Process & Methods 

A structured, science-based process combining detailed site assessment, targeted site selection, and habitat-
sensitive stabilization approaches guided the seven Rum Riverbank stabilization projects. This work enhanced 
three acres of riparian and in-stream habitat and is preventing an estimated 765 tons of sediment from entering 
the river each year. These figures exceeded our anticipated outcomes by 0.5 acres of habitat, and 135 tons of 
sediment respectively. 
Site assessment was based on a streambank erosion inventory conducted by ACD using a boat-mounted 360° 
camera. This approach provided comprehensive imagery and location data for each bank segment across seven 
miles of river in Anoka County. Using GIS, 80 actively eroding sites were mapped and assessed using criteria such 
as bank height, bank length, vegetative condition, and erosion severity. We calculated sediment loss estimates, 
allowing us to quantify annual sediment contributions and prioritize sites for stabilization based on cost-
effectiveness and ecological value. Results were compiled into a Rum River Erosion Inventory Report, which was 
shared with project partners. 
Sites with the greatest potential for sediment reduction and habitat improvement, with consideration feasibility of 
access, cost, and partnership, were selected for design and construction. ACD staff conducted topographic surveys 
and developed concept plans for collaboration with partnering professional engineers, which led to finalization of 
construction plans. Through this process, we ensured designs focused on natural and bioengineering techniques to 
enhance habitat. To that end, design elements included: 
• Incorporation of woody habitat using rootwads and cedar tree revetments; 
• Flow redirection features in lieu of clearing and grading; 
• Limiting riprap to elevations with frequent, high-flow energy where vegetation cannot establish; 
• Extensive use of live staking and native vegetation; and 
• Minimization of grading extents to preserve existing habitat. 
ACD managed bidding, contracts, and construction oversight. Project construction timing targeted low river flows 
to enable safe, efficient construction. Active engagement throughout construction by ACD staff ensured adherence 
to design intent, allowed adaptive decisions based on field conditions, and guaranteed effective coordination with 
contractors and landowners. 
A unique element of this project was testing of non-contact techniques for relocation of freshwater mussels from 
active work zones. While not required by regulation, this proactive measure can help avoid mortality of sensitive 
species and creates a foundation for improved conservation practices in future projects. 
Through this grant, ACD staff bolstered their already extensive riverbank stabilization expertise, thereby 
positioning us to continue delivering high-quality, habitat-enhancing riverbank stabilization projects in the future. 
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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 Rum River Corridor is a region of exceptional ecological value, supporting a high diversity of species and 
habitats. It is designated as part of the Wildlife Action Network in Minnesota’s Wildlife Action Plan and includes 17 
areas of moderate to outstanding biodiversity significance, as identified by the Minnesota County Biological Survey. 
The corridor contains 19 native plant communities and serves as critical habitat for a wide range of aquatic and 
terrestrial species, including multiple species of greatest conservation need (SGCN), and species listed as 
threatened or of special concern. Key species with documented presence in or near the project areas include: 
• Blanding’s turtle (Emydoidea blandingii) – State threatened 
• Wood turtle (Glyptemys insculpta) – State threatened 
• Black sandshell mussel (Ligumia recta) and Creek heelsplitter mussel (Lasmigona compressa) – Special 
concern 
• Louisiana waterthrush (Parkesia motacilla) – Special concern 
• Gophersnake (Pituophis catenifer) and Red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus) – Special concern 
The streambank stabilization work directly improved riparian and aquatic habitats by reducing erosion, 
reconnecting floodplains, and restoring native vegetation. Stabilized banks now include gradual slopes and 
transitional zones critical for reptiles, amphibians, and ground-nesting birds. In-stream habitat was enhanced 
through the addition of rootwads, cedar tree revetments, and flow diversity, benefiting aquatic invertebrates, 
mussels, and fish. 
The associated sediment reduction, estimated at 765 tons per year, reduces turbidity and protects spawning 
habitat, feeding areas, and mussel beds from being smothered by sediment. Clean, stable substrate is essential for 
mussel reproduction and survival, and the clearer water benefits predatory fish species and aquatic plants. 
Additionally, we piloted methods of non-contact relocation of live mussels from active construction zones, a 
precautionary approach not required by regulation but intended to prevent direct mortality of sensitive species. 
This innovative effort contributes to the protection of at-risk aquatic life and sets a precedent for future stream 
projects. 
In sum, these outcomes enhance habitat quality, restore ecological function, and support long-term recovery of 
species of conservation concern within the Rum River Corridor. 

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. 

This program used a data-driven, science-based approach to identify, prioritize, and implement streambank 
stabilization projects that would yield the greatest ecological and water quality benefits while supporting long-
term habitat connectivity within the Rum River corridor. 
To guide project selection, ACD conducted a full streambank condition inventory across a seven-mile stretch of the 
Rum River in Anoka County using a boat-mounted 360° camera. The effort identified 80 actively eroding bank 
segments, which were documented and quantified through GIS analysis. Each segment was categorized by erosion 
severity and suitable stabilization approach. 
Sediment loading was estimated for each site using an accepted NRCS Field Office Technical Guide approach. Sites 
were then ranked for cost-effectiveness based on sediment reduction potential per dollar spent. This targeted 
analysis allowed us to select projects that addressed both water quality and habitat goals. 
The Rum River Corridor is a narrow but critical habitat connection linking both aquatic and terrestrial high-value 
ecological areas. It is under constant threat from fragmentation, riverbank degradation from erosion, and water 
quality decline. Eroding riverbanks degrade in-stream habitat, particularly for fish and mussels, by contributing 
excessive sediment and severing transitions between aquatic and terrestrial environments with vertical, 
unvegetated faces. 
The seven completed projects in this program stabilized 2,250 feet of riverbank and prioritized bioengineering 
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methods that restored gradual slopes, established native vegetation, and incorporated habitat structures such as 
rootwads and flow deflectors. In many cases, vertical banks that previously disconnected riparian and in-stream 
habitats were reshaped to restore connectivity. 
Restoring stability and ecological function to the degraded banks improved continuity, reduced fragmentation, and 
enhanced the Rum River’s value as a corridor for wildlife movement and species dispersal. The work supports both 
site-specific and system-wide habitat resilience in a watershed of statewide conservation importance. 

Explain Partners, Supporters, & Opposition 

This program was supported by a strong coalition of partners, including Anoka County, multiple municipalities, 
watershed management organizations, and private landowners. Anoka County provided $133K in local match 
funding, which helped secure additional match support from other local entities ($31K landowner, $46K city, $10K 
Lower Rum River Watershed Management Organization, and $9K ACD). Landowners played a key role by granting 
site access, signing easement and maintenance agreements, and participating in project coordination. 
Project successes and milestones were shared through ACD’s website, interactive project map, blog posts, social 
media platforms, and e-newsletter and snapshot articles targeting colleagues, partners, and civic leaders to 
maintain transparency and public engagement. 
Support from local government units and landowners remained strong throughout the program’s duration. No 
organized or individual direct opposition to the program was encountered. Collaboration across jurisdictions and 
stakeholder groups was instrumental in delivering effective, habitat-enhancing outcomes along the Rum River. 

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

One of the most significant challenges during the grant period was extreme variability in Rum River water levels. 
The river experienced its highest flows in 21 and then 51 years consecutively, delaying access to sites, damaging 
recently completed work, and compressing construction timelines. Despite these setbacks, all projects were 
completed, and repairs were made within scope and budget. 
A key opportunity emerged through ACD’s collaboration with professional engineers. By contributing to design 
development, ACD integrated habitat-friendly elements, such as rootwads, minimal grading, and native vegetation, 
into traditional stabilization approaches. This partnership model improved ecological outcomes without 
compromising stability, laying the groundwork and standard for more balanced, habitat-focused design in future 
projects. 
ACD piloted voluntary, non-contact relocation of freshwater mussels from construction zones. Though not 
required, this effort has the potential to prevent mortality of sensitive species and set a precedent for future stream 
restorations. 

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

Clean Water Fund 

How were the funds used to advance the program? 

A total of $122,391.86 from a BWSR Clean Water Fund (CWF) grant and associated local match were utilized on the 
Martz and Rum River Bad Medicine projects within this program. These funds directly supported the purchase and 
installation of structural stabilization elements, including riprap armoring, a rock barb, and related construction 
materials. Due to cost efficiencies realized through concurrent construction on adjacent project sites, the CWF 
pollutant reduction goals were met under budget, allowing surplus funds to be reallocated toward eligible 
expenses on the overlapping Outdoor Heritage Fund (OHF) project sites. Utilizing a single contractor to construct 
contiguous riverbank segments enabled economies of scale, reduced mobilization costs, and increased the total 
linear footage stabilized under both grant programs. This coordinated implementation approach maximized cost-
effectiveness. Stabilization of this entire river reach, identified as the highest single contributor of direct sediment 
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loading to the Rum River in Anoka County, would not have been technically or financially feasible without the 
simultaneous usage of both funding sources. The integration of CWF and OHF dollars at this critical site 
significantly enhanced sediment reduction outcomes, habitat restoration, and long-term channel stability. 

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

Long-term sustainability of completed projects is supported through formal easements and maintenance 
agreements with landowners, which outline responsibilities for vegetation management, erosion repair, and site 
access. These agreements, typically 10-25 years in duration, are executed as part of each project contract. Where 
appropriate, additional protections such as easements or deed restrictions were recorded to the property to 
ensure continued stewardship. 
ACD maintains a structured inspection program to monitor project sites, enforce maintenance obligations, and 
provide ongoing technical support. Inspections are conducted on a rotating basis, with follow-up as needed to 
address maintenance issues early and cost-effectively. 
Beyond site-level commitments, ACD and its partners are dedicated to the long-term health of the Rum River as a 
natural resource. ACD has a well-established record of pursuing and managing additional funding to extend 
stabilization and restoration efforts. Future projects will continue to build upon the knowledge, capacity, and 
community relationships developed during this grant. 
In 2022, ACD joined with 13 local governments and the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe to form the Rum River 
Watershed Partnership under Minnesota’s One Watershed, One Plan framework. This collaborative body is 
implementing a comprehensive, science-based management plan for the watershed, ensuring that future efforts 
remain coordinated, strategic, and impactful. 
Together, these approaches provide the structure and momentum needed to ensure the habitat and water quality 
improvements achieved through this program will be protected and expanded well into the future. 

Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes  
Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Years 1,3,5,9 after 
install 

SWCD Aid or ACD 
operational funds 

Site inspections by 
ACD 

Work with project 
owner/manager to 
bring maintenance 
into compliance with 
maintenance 
agreement. 

- 
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Budget 

Totals 

Item Requested AP Amount Spent Leverage Received 
Leverage 

Leverage 
Source 

Original 
Total 

Final Total 

Personnel $183,600 $183,600 $196,300 - $500 City of Anoka, 
ACD 

$183,600 $196,800 

Contracts $571,200 $571,200 $569,400 $144,000 $288,100 Clean Water 
Grant, Anoka 
County, Rum 

WMOs, 
Landowners, 

Cities 

$715,200 $857,500 

Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 

- - - - - - - - 

Fee Acquisition 
w/o PILT 

- - - - - - - - 

Easement 
Acquisition 

- - - - - - - - 

Easement 
Stewardship 

- - - - - - - - 

Travel - - - - - - - - 
Professional 
Services 

$40,800 $40,800 $30,300 $10,300 $3,100 Anoka 
County, Rum 

WMOs, 
Landowner 

$51,100 $33,400 

Direct Support 
Services 

- - - $46,300 $58,100 Anoka 
County, ACD 

$46,300 $58,100 

DNR Land 
Acquisition Costs 

- - - - - - - - 

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

- - - - - - - - 

Supplies/Materials $20,400 $20,400 $20,000 $5,100 $4,600 Anoka 
County, Rum 

WMOs, 
Landowner 

$25,500 $24,600 

DNR IDP - - - - - - - - 
Grand Total $816,000 $816,000 $816,000 $205,700 $354,400 - $1,021,700 $1,170,400 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 

Working 
Amount Spent Leverage Leverage 

Source 
Total 

ACD District 
Manager 

0.05 5.0 $8,400 - - $8,400 

ACD 
Administrator 

0.01 5.0 $1,600 - - $1,600 

ACD Specialist 0.235 5.0 $160,800 $500 City of Anoka, 
ACD 

$161,300 

ACD Principal 0.186 5.0 $25,500 - - $25,500 
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Explain any budget challenges or successes:   
Increased construction and staff costs were a challenge. Timelines got pushed by very high water and longer than 
expected permitting processes. However, we were able to source more leverage than anticipated from direct 
sources (landowners, cities, and WMOs). We were also able to utilize $122,400 from a Clean Water Fund grant and 
associated match to leverage the OHF portions of the stabilization of the most significantly eroding reach 
documented on the Rum River. 

Total Revenue:  - 

Revenue Spent:  - 

Revenue Balance:  - 

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 3 3 3 3 
Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 3 
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 - - - - - - $816,000 $816,000 $816,000 $816,000 
Total - - - - - - $816,000 $816,000 $816,000 $816,000 
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 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 
Total 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 
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Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 

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

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

Protect in 
Fee w/o 
State 
PILT 
Liability 

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

Protect in 
Easement 

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

Enhance $816,000 $816,000 - - - - - - - - $816,000 $816,000 
Total $816,000 $816,000 - - - - - - - - $816,000 $816,000 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 

2,250 river feet, and 3.05 acres 

Explain the success/shortage of acre goals 

We achieved our goal for linear feet, and due to the scale of a couple of the projects and habitat elements 
protruding into the river, the width we counted towards acreage was increased. Thus, we were able to impact an 
additional half-acre of habitat over what was anticipated. 

Outcomes 

Programs in metropolitan urbanizing region:  

A network of natural land and riparian habitats will connect corridors for wildlife and species in greatest 
conservation need ~ We measured our acreage and square footage by the actual footprint of our projects on the 
ground. We also quantified the sediment load reduction to the river with well established calculations. The actual 
benefit of that reduced sediment and increased water quality extends well beyond the footprint of our projects 
themselves, but is difficult to quantify or measure. Ultimately, we enhanced a vital habitat corridor and improved 
water quality in one of the highest quality metro rivers in the state that is at high risk of degradation. 
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Parcels 

Sign-up Criteria?   
No 

Restore / Enhance Parcels 

Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 

Description 

Anoka Nature Preserve - Phase 1 Anoka 03225225 0 $5,000 Yes 200-ft. Riverbank (separate 
from Phase 2 portion). 

Anoka Riverfront Easement Anoka 03225236 1 $175,000 Yes 400-ft. Riverbank 
Dellwood Anoka 03324205 1 $250,000 Yes 630-ft. Riverbank 
Martz Anoka 03324205 1 $250,000 Yes 330-ft. Riverbank 
Miller Anoka 03324230 0 $200,000 Yes 400-ft. Riverbank 
Rum Central - near canoe launch Anoka 03224206 0 $45,000 Yes 90-ft. Riverbank 
Rum River Bad Medicine Anoka 03324205 0 $250,000 Yes 200-ft. Riverbank 
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Parcel Map 
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