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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council

Little Devil Track River Restoration
Laws of Minnesota 2024 Final Report

General Information

Date: 07/24/2026

Project Title: Little Devil Track River Restoration

Funds Recommended: $3,000,000

Legislative Citation: ML 2024, Ch. 106, Art. 1, Sec. 2, Subd. 5(y)

Appropriation Language: $3,000,000 the second year is to the commissioner of natural resources for an
agreement with Cook County to restore and enhance stream habitat in the Little Devil Track River.
Manager Information

Manager's Name: Robert Hass

Title: County Engineer

Organization: Cook County

Address: 609 4th Ave E

City: Grand Marais, MN 55604

Email: roberthass@co.cook.mn.us
Office Number: 2183873014

Mobile Number:

Fax Number:

Website: https://www.co.cook.mn.us/

Location Information

County Location(s): Cook.

Eco regions in which work will take place:

Northern Forest

Activity types:

Restore

Priority resources addressed by activity:

Habitat
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Narrative

Summary of Accomplishments

The project accomplished exactly what was stated as its goals; to remove a barrier for fish habitat and restore the
Little Devil Track River back to a more natural state.

Process & Methods

The project removed an undersized box culvert that was creating a barrier for aquatic organism passage (AOP) and
causing erosion downstream. The undersized structure was replaced with a bridge that allowed the river to be
restored back to its natural state. Almost immediately after the undersize culvert was removed, fish could be seen
swimming upstream and even an otter was present. Aspects that were difficult were addressing the stream
restoration itself and making sure any improvements stayed in place. There was a significant rain during snow
melt that moved some of the rock vains slightly out of alignment but overall the project was a success.

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 river is a trout stream, home to native brook trout. This opens up portions of the river previously inaccessible

to them. It also will reduce sediment loading into the river.

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.

Based on geomorphic design guidelines for determining properly sized structures for streams and pebble counts
for stream restoration we were able to design a project that met both traffic and habitat needs.

Explain Partners, Supporters, & Opposition

Cook SWCD and the local DNR Fisheries office were partners on the project. There was broad support from the
community to restore fish habitat.

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

Biggest challenge was fixing some erosion that happened during a rain event and spring melt. Opportunities
presented were working with different disciplines to deliver a project that met everyone's needs.

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

In coordination with Cook SWCD we will monitor the restored stream to ensure the restoration takes root.

Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes

Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
2026 and beyond local levy monitor stream determine if changes address as needed
restoration needed

Provide an assessment of how your program celebrates cultural diversity or reaches diverse
communities in Minnesota, including reaching low- and moderate-income households:

The project resides in 1854 treaty territory. By restoring the river back to a natural state we are protecting water
quality and protecting the fishing rights of the Grand Portage, Bois Forte, and Fond du Lac Bands of Lake Superior
Chippewa.
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Totals

Budget

Item

Requested

AP Amount

Spent

Leverage

Received
Leverage

Leverage
Source

Original
Total

Final Total

Personnel

$9,800

$9,800

$31,600

$41,400

Contracts

$2,990,200

$2,990,200

$2,884,900

$2,259,800

$2,259,800

state and
federal

$5,250,000

$5,144,700

Fee Acquisition w/
PILT

Fee Acquisition
w/o PILT

Easement
Acquisition

Easement
Stewardship

Travel

Professional
Services

Direct Support
Services

DNR Land
Acquisition Costs

Capital Equipment

Other
Equipment/Tools

Supplies/Materials

DNR IDP

Grand Total

$3,000,000

$3,000,000

$2,884,900

$2,291,400

$2,259,800

$5,291,400

$5,144,700

Explain any budget challenges or successes:
Successfully utilized several different funding sources and spent within approximately 5% of our initial ask
without having a set contracted amount upon application.

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.

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

N/A
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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
(Amend)

Total
Acres
(Final)

Restore

1 1

Protectin
Fee with
State
PILT
Liability

Protectin
Feew/o
State
PILT
Liability

Protectin
Easement

Enhance

Total

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

$3,000,000

$2,884,900

$3,000,000

$2,884,900

Protect in
Fee with
State
PILT
Liability

Protect in
Feew/o
State
PILT
Liability

Protect in
Easement

Enhance

Total

$3,000,000

$2,884,900

$3,000,000

$2,884,900

Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3)

Type

Metro
/
Urban
(AP)

Metro

Urban
(Final)

Forest
/ /
Prairie
(AP)

/

Forest

Prairie
(Final)

SE

(AP)

Forest

SE
Forest
(Final)

Prairie
(AP)

Prairie | N.
(Final)
(AP)

Forest

N.
Forest
(Final)

Total
(AP)

Total

(Amend)

Total
(Final)

Restore

1 1

Protect in
Fee with
State
PILT
Liability

Protect in
Feew/o
State
PILT
Liability

Protectin
Easement

Enhance

Total
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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

$3,000,000

$2,884,900

$3,000,000

$2,884,900

Protect
in Fee
with
State
PILT
Liability

Protect
in Fee
w/o
State
PILT
Liability

Protect
in
Easemen
t

Enhance

Total

$3,000,00
0

$2,884,90
0

$3,000,00
0

$2,884,90
0

Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles

4.25

Explain the success/shortage of acre goals

Success was measured by the removal of the barrier and installation of a new structure that does not inhibit AOP
or cause downstream erosion.

Programs in the northern forest region:

Outcomes

Improved aquatic habitat indicators ~ The river was restored to a more natural state and immediately saw fish

and other aquatic animals in the river once the stream was restored.
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Sign-up Criteria?
No

Restore / Enhance Parcels

Parcels

Name County TRDS Acres | Est Cost Existing Description
Protection
Remove fish barrier Cook 06101209 1 | $4,435,800 | Yes Remove fish barrier
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@ Protect in Easement
A Protect in Fee with PILT
M Protect in Fee W/O PILT
¥ Restore
2 Enhance

Other

cOGk

Parcel Map
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