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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
A River of Birds in the Sky: Conserving Minnesota's Flyway 


ML 2026 Request for Funding 


General Information 


Date: 06/26/2025 


Proposal Title: A River of Birds in the Sky: Conserving Minnesota's Flyway 


Funds Requested: $1,443,000 


Confirmed Leverage Funds: $100,000 


Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes 


Manager Information 


Manager's Name: Dale Gentry 
Title: Director of Conservation 
Organization: Audubon Upper Mississippi River 
Address: 2355 Highway 36 West, Suite 400   
City: Roseville, MN 55113 
Email: dale.gentry@audubon.org 
Office Number:   
Mobile Number: 6512741073 
Fax Number:   
Website: https://www.audubon.org/umr 


Location Information 


County Location(s): Chisago, Ramsey and Washington. 


Eco regions in which work will take place: 


Metro / Urban 


Northern Forest 


Activity types: 


Enhance 


Restore 


Priority resources addressed by activity: 


Habitat 
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Narrative 


Abstract 


Audubon Upper Mississippi River is requesting $1,443,000 to restore 18 acres and enhance 450 acres of significant 
wildlife habitat on public and permanently protected private lands along the Saint Croix, Minnesota, and 
Mississippi River valleys. This landscape serves as part of the Mississippi River flyway, which hosts the largest 
numbers of migratory birds of all the four major flyways in North America. Our project prioritization criteria 
emphasize areas that fall within Important Bird Areas (IBA) and priority areas identified by the Minnesota Wildlife 
Action Plan in this region. 


Design and Scope of Work 


Audubon will advance conservation in Minnesota by enhancing Minnesota's Important Bird Areas (IBA) in the 
Saint Croix River watershed and nearby sections of the Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers across the 7-county 
Metro Area. Our work aligns with the Outdoor Heritage Funds' legacy of restoration and enhancement of 
Minnesota’s natural heritage, by emphasizing Minnesota’s Important Bird Areas (IBAs), which are essential to 
maintaining healthy and diverse bird populations in the state. The Saint Croix River watershed supports over 329 
bird species (170+ breeding species) including Henslow’s Sparrow (state-endangered list), Red-shouldered Hawk, 
and Louisiana Waterthrush (both species of special concern). The watershed also supports Audubon stewardship 
species defined as species with more than 5% of the global population breeding in Minnesota such as the Golden-
winged Warbler, American Woodcock, Veery, and Bobolink. Last but certainly not least, the area supports 
numerous waterfowl, raptors, and game birds like Ruffed Grouse and pheasants. Fisher, White-tailed Deer, and the 
American badger are among other wildlife found in the region which contains more than 150 non-avian species of 
greatest conservation need (SGCN) that will benefit from this project.  
 
While enhancing habitats within IBAs is a primary goal, we recognize that some of the greatest opportunities exist 
conserving critical habitat in areas where a high percentage of the habitat has been transformed by human use. For 
example, recent research reveals that hardwood forests, particularly those near developed areas, are 
disproportionally important to nocturnally migratory birds who are attracted to artificial light at night. This 
finding invites focused conservation of the remaining natural habitats found near human communities.  This 
project will enhance some of the best remaining habitats in a region where most of the historic habitats for 
breeding and migratory birds have been dramatically altered.   
 
We will expand the available habitat for priority bird species through native seed plantings, managing brush and 
tree species in grasslands, controlling invasive species, planting trees, and enhancing natural regeneration of trees 
in forests and savannas. Projects will be selected based on a prioritization model focused on habitat quality and 
connectivity. Enhancement projects will feature a site assessment, analysis of habitat suitability for priority species 
and habitat conditions, documentation of prescribed habitat management actions (photo points), and 
recommended follow-up actions for future management.  
 
We will work closely with local staff from the Belwin Conservancy, Ramsey County and Saint Paul Parks, Pine 
County, and MN State Parks to identify habitat needs on public and private lands in these key geographies. 
Audubon will write Habitat Management Action Plans, obtain necessary permits, and complete enhancement and 
restoration work to create improved habitats for species of concern.  
 
These partnership efforts will deliver effective means of enhancing and restoring ecologically significant land for 
the benefit of birds, wildlife, and people in Minnesota. 
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Explain how the proposal addresses habitat protection, restoration, and/or enhancement for fish, 
game & wildlife, including threatened or endangered species conservation  
Minnesota’s Wildlife Action Plan has identified a group of wildlife species labeled as Species of Greatest 
Conservation Need (SGCN). SGCN are rare, declining, or vulnerable to decline and are below levels desirable to 
ensure their long-term health and stability. In addition to population declines, many are dependent on vulnerable 
habitats, and/or have been recognized as priorities by various resource agencies and experts in the field. The 
purpose of identifying priority species is to be strategic about identifying a small number of species that should be 
the focus of conservation efforts in the short term to prevent further population declines. Based on our analysis, 
there are 49 avian Species of Greatest Conservation Need that will benefit from this grassland and woodland 
habitat restoration and enhancement program. A few examples include Grasshopper Sparrow, Veery, Eastern 
Whip-poor-will, Eastern Towhee, Brown Thrasher, six species of warbler, three species of flycatcher, and Yellow-
billed Cuckoo other non-avian wildlife and fish. In addition, this region contains nine bird species that are listed by 
the state as endangered, threatened, or special concern, and will benefit from our work: Henslow’s Sparrow, Red-
shouldered Hawk, Lark Sparrow, Peregrine Falcon, Louisiana Waterthrush, Acadian Flycatcher, Purple Martin, 
Cerulean Warbler, and Hooded Warbler.  
 
This project will specifically highlight opportunities to enhance habitat for the following SGCN: Henslow’s Sparrow, 
Bobolink, Grasshopper Sparrow, Red-headed Woodpecker, Red-shouldered Hawk, Golden-winged Warbler, 
Eastern Whip-poor-will, Brown Thrasher, Eastern Towhee, American Woodcock, and Wood Thrush.  
 
For example, habitat availability for shrubland species, such as the Eastern Towhee, Brown Thrasher, and Golden-
winged Warbler, is ever changing. As patches of young forests and shrubland mature into forests or are cleared for 
agriculture or development, these species have seen corresponding declines in populations. We can enhance 
shrubland bird habitat while maintaining a resilient balance of forest, savanna, and prairie habitats, through 
deliberate softening and feathering of appropriate forest edges. Irregular thinning of a forest edge, planting of 
native shrubs, and continued cyclical mowing of old shrubland habitat can help to maintain a buffer between open 
lands and forest that serves as functional habitat for shrubland birds. 


What are the elements of this proposal that are critical from a timing perspective?  
A landmark 2019 study showed North American bird populations have declined by nearly one-third; a loss of three 
billion birds since 1970. While many factors are driving these declines, the loss and degradation of habitat is the 
most significant cause. Grassland birds and forest birds that prefer young or old forests are among the bird 
populations with the steepest declines.   
 
Grassland habitats, even when protected, are in danger of becoming overgrown by woody species and invaded by 
non-native cool-season grasses (ie. smooth brome) when there is a lack of disturbance. The same is true for woody 
invasives in forests. Over time, enhancement and restoration of these lands in need of disturbance become more 
challenging. This project presents an opportunity to enhance critical habitats in areas crucial to Minnesota's 
biodiversity. 


Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  
In an effort to protect some of the most important wildlife habitat in Minnesota, our proposal focuses on the five 
state, and one global, Important Bird Areas found along the Saint Croix, Minnesota, and Mississippi Rivers as they 
pass through the Metro Area. Audubon and project partners have identified 57 Important Bird Areas (IBAs) in 
Minnesota through a Technical Committee, comprised of bird experts and conservationists from across the state 
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including the MN Biological Survey. IBAs have been identified in over 170 countries that provide essential habitats 
for one or more breeding, wintering, and/or migrating bird species. IBAs are a proactive, voluntary, science-based 
program that identifies, monitors, and conserves the most essential and connected habitats for birds. In short, 
these IBAs are among the most important areas to direct conservation resources in order to preserve Minnesota’s 
game and non-game avian legacy. Audubon additionally utilizes Minnesota’s Wildlife Action Plan, and the 
Minnesota Biological Survey biodiversity significance status to further refine the geographic scope of our efforts to 
yield the highest conservation return on investment. Minnesota County Biological Survey information, Natural 
Heritage Information System data, and recommendations in the Minnesota Wildlife Action Plan are crucial to 
prioritizing parcels where enhancement work is undertaken. 


Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this 
project?  


Minnesota's Wildlife Action Plan 2015-2025 


Upper Mississippi River and Great Lakes Region Projects Joint Ventures Plan 


Explain how this proposal will uniquely address habitat resilience to climate change and its 
anticipated effects on game, fish & wildlife species utilizing the protected or restored/enhanced 
habitat this proposal targets.  
Recommendations for climate smart forestry are similar to bird friendly forestry; therefore, management for birds 
creates and strengthens climate resilient landscapes. This project would support the removal of invasive species, 
improve forest diversity and structure, and address forest health concerns related to insect, disease, and climate-
driven stressors. This strategy improves the quality and resilience of a diversity of habitats that birds rely on. As 
Minnesota’s weather patterns continues to change, it is important to assess the species composition of the 
landscape and determine if climate adapted species may be a good fit for planting. Landscapes managed for birds, 
utilizing the most current avian and climate science, are generally healthier and more resilient to climate change. 


Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  


Metro / Urban 


Protect habitat corridors, with emphasis on the Minnesota, Mississippi, and St. Croix rivers (bluff to floodplain) 


Northern Forest 


Restore forest-based wildlife habitat that has experienced substantial decline in area in recent decades 


Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not permanent outcomes, 
why it is important to undertake at this time:  
Audubon will focus enhancement work on key habitats within the Saint Croix, Mississippi, and Minnesota river 
valleys in East Central Metro Area Watersheds, guided by the Minnesota Wildlife Action Plan, Audubon Important 
Bird Areas, Upper Mississippi/Great Lakes Joint Venture, and the Minnesota Blueprint for Bird Conservation. These 
management plans collectively highlight the land bordering the Saint Croix, Mississippi, and Minnesota Rivers as 
critical to the well-being of Minnesota’s birds and biodiversity. We collaborate with local, state, and federal 
governmental and non-profit conservation partners to ensure our activities are complementary to those 
undertaken by others in the program area and meet their program standards and best management practices. We 
focus on lands that are within IBAs and are part of the larger prairie/savanna/forest habitat complexes to 
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maximize the benefit to area-sensitive species. Audubon will prioritize properties that support species in greatest 
conservation need and contain sensitive habitat types as identified within the Minnesota Biological Survey. This 
work will build high-quality habitat complexes with better connectivity for birds. Along with Audubon Upper 
Mississippi River, the Belwin Conservancy, Ramsey County Parks and Recreation, Minnesota State Parks, and 
Minnesota State Forests are deeply committed to maximizing and building off these habitat investments over time. 


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 ~ Outcomes can be measured by the number of acres impacted and the number of projects 
Audubon and partners restore or enhance. Habitat Management Action Plans will detail specific restoration or 
enhancement prescriptions for each project on public lands and permanent conservation easements. The quality of 
work and level of success of projects on State Forest and State Park lands will be monitored through various DNR 
monitoring protocols. All of the project work undertaken can be assessed based on the Minnesota Wildlife Action 
Plan and the Upper Mississippi/Great Lakes Join Venture Landbird Conservation Plan. 


Programs in the northern forest region:  
Improved availability and improved condition of habitats that have experienced substantial decline ~ 
Outcomes can be measured by the number of acres impacted and the number of projects Audubon and partners 
restore or enhance. Habitat Management Action Plans will detail specific restoration or enhancement 
prescriptions for each project on public lands and permanent conservation easements. The quality of work and 
level of success of projects on State Forest and State Park lands will be monitored through various DNR 
monitoring protocols. All of the project work undertaken can be assessed based on the Minnesota Wildlife Action 
Plan and the Upper Mississippi/Great Lakes Join Venture Landbird Conservation Plan. 


What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this proposal?  
Environment and Natural Resource Trust Fund 


Per MS 97A.056, Subd. 24, Please explain whether the request is supplanting or is a substitution for 
any previous funding that was not from a legacy fund and was used for the same purpose.  
LSOHC funding is in addition to other funding sources, and does not supplant that work. Without LSOHC funding, 
Audubon Upper Mississippi River would not have resources to implement habitat enhancement projects and 
would have greater challenges in funding personnel salaries associated with this work. 


How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?  


Audubon is committed to working with our partners to ensure management recommendations are understood and 
implemented to the highest degree. In some cases, our enhancements (e.g. brush management) will facilitate the 
implementation of different and better management strategies (e.g. prescribed fire) that are not available under 
current vegetation conditions. Enhancement that occurs on public lands will expand and bolster the habitat work 
being done for the benefit of game and non-game bird species. Each public partner has successful stewardship 
programs that include annual property monitoring, effective records management, processes for investigating 
potential violations, and managing the land. Likewise, the Belwin Conservancy also monitors its landholdings 
closely through multiple site visits a year, habitat management prioritization models, and land management. Our 
enhancement work will improve habitat conditions for priority species and increase the efficiency of future actions 
with regard to invasive species and woody species encroachment. Any Outdoor Heritage Funds allocated will 
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expedite and expand the breadth of the enhancement activities on these conserved parcels. 
 
In addition, Audubon will prepare a habitat management action plan for each property, providing ecological 
management recommendations for the property over time to maintain and manage the land for focal grassland and 
forest species. 


Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes  
Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
2026-2029 LSOHC, Belwin, DNR, 


Ramsey Co. 
Site recon, 
prescription 
development, 
planning and bidding 


Conduct Site Management Maintenance 


2030-2035 Belwin, DNR, Ramsey 
Co. 


Site recon, 
prescription 
development, 
planning and bidding 


Implement 
Maintenance/Management 


Continued site recon 
and management 


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


In the past, indigenous cultures managed all the lands we now call Minnesota. We seek to recognize and celebrate 
their cultural heritage by managing the land with similar objectives (ie. holistic ecosystem health) and methods (ie. 
restoring natural disturbance regimes) to the best of our ability and understanding. Today, indigenous cultures are 
still connected to the land and manage livestock, use prescribed fire for habitat enhancement, and harvest many 
native plants such as wild rice, maple sap, and many wild fruits and medicines.  Our work will celebrate and 
complement those natural resource management activities and help to maximize the clean water and healthy land 
benefits, as well as preserve the cultural importance of the natural landscape, and native species, for indigenous 
communities.  
 
Furthermore, this work will directly benefit BIPOC communities in some of the counties where Audubon will 
restore and enhance lands. The proximity of the lower Saint Croix, Mississippi, and Minnesota Rivers to the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area means that improved habitats with healthier communities of wildlife will be accessible for 
outdoor recreation, hunting, and fishing by the members of the Twin Cities Metropolitan counties which have a 
higher density of BIPOC people. Further, birds are excellent indicators of environmental health and ecosystem 
integrity. Our forest and grassland enhancements designed to benefit birds will also improve the overall health of 
the surrounding ecosystem and create a more diverse habitat for both game and non-game wildlife species. 


Activity Details 


Requirements 


Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 Pollinator 
Habitat Program?   
Yes 


Is the restoration and enhancement activity on permanently protected land per 97A.056, Subd 13(f), tribal 
lands, and/or public waters per MS 103G.005, Subd. 15 or on lands to be acquired in this program?   
Yes 
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Where does the activity take place? 


State Forests 


Permanently Protected Conservation Easements 


Other : State Parks 


County/Municipal 


SNA 


Land Use 


Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
No 


Will insecticides or fungicides (including neonicotinoid and fungicide treated seed) be used within any 
activities of this proposal either in the process of restoration or use as food plots? 
No 


Other OHF Appropriation Awards 


Have you received OHF dollars through LSOHC in the past? 
Yes 


Are any of these past appropriations still OPEN? 
Yes 


Approp Year Funding Amount 
Received 


Amount Spent to 
Date 


Funding Remaining % Spent to Date 


2024 $2,102,400 $39,777 $2,062,623 1.89% 
2023 $1,156,900 $288,280 $868,620 24.92% 
2022 $2,347,600 $927,689 $1,419,911 39.52% 
2021 $1,426,200 $514,801 $911,399 36.1% 
Totals $7,033,100 $1,770,547 $5,262,553 25.17% 


Timeline 
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date 
Implement a portion of the Habitat Management Action 
Plans for restoration and enhancement recommendations 
on private land easements and public lands to benefit 
targeted bird species. 


June 2027 


Conduct habitat restoration and enhancement of both public 
and permanently protected private lands. 


June 2029 


Complete restoration and enhancement habitat projects. 
Post-management summary of habitat suitability for 
targeted species. 


June 2030 
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Budget 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $456,300 $100,000 USFS Bird Friendly 


Maple 
$556,300 


Contracts $855,000 - - $855,000 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel $8,000 - - $8,000 
Professional Services - - - - 
Direct Support 
Services 


$45,700 $115,000 Unrecovered ICR $160,700 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


$3,000 - - $3,000 


Supplies/Materials $75,000 - - $75,000 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $1,443,000 $215,000 - $1,658,000 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


St. Croix 
project 
ecologist 


0.65 4.0 $190,300 $65,000 USFS Bird 
Friendly Maple 


$255,300 


Grant 
Administrator 


0.05 4.0 $38,800 - - $38,800 


Conservation 
Director 


0.15 4.0 $93,300 $35,000 USFS Bird 
Friendly Maple 


$128,300 


Conservation 
Manager 


0.25 4.0 $133,900 - - $133,900 


 


Amount of Request: $1,443,000 
Amount of Leverage: $215,000 
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 14.9% 
DSS + Personnel: $502,000 
As a % of the total request: 34.79% 
Easement Stewardship: - 
As a % of the Easement Acquisition: - 


Total Leverage (from 
above) 


Amount Confirmed % of Total Leverage Amount Anticipated % of Total Leverage 


$215,000 $100,000 46.51% $115,000 53.49% 
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Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:  
Leverage is provided from Direct Source Service costs. Audubon is also leveraging state funds with private funds 
contributed to Audubon. These funds are used to offset un-recovered DSS. We are also leveraging a US Forest 
Service grant to implement the Bird Friendly Maple syrup program in Minnesota. 


Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?   
Yes 


If the project received 50% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
This project is scalable; the number of acres could be reduced proportionally. Acres of restoration and 
enhancement projects would be reduced if the project received 50% of requested funding. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
Based on our experiences with other LSOHC supported projects, personnel and dedicated support staff are 
important to project success and more difficult to scale down, though possible. 


If the project received 30% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
This project is scalable; the number of acres could be reduced proportionally. Acres of restoration and 
enhancement projects would be reduced if the project received 30% of requested funding. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
Based on our experiences with other LSOHC supported projects, personnel and dedicated support staff are 
important to project success and more difficult to scale down, though possible. 


Personnel 
Has funding for these positions been requested in the past?   
Yes 


Please explain the overlap of past and future staffing and position levels previously received and 
how that is coordinated over multiple years?  
We have requested funds for all four staff members in previous requests to LSOHC. 


Contracts 


What is included in the contracts line?   
The contract line item is directed to enhancement and restoration projects. We will use Minnesota-based 
contractors and CCMI for aspects of project work, including heavy equipment work, brush mowing, tree removal in 
prairies, selective herbicide use for invasive species and site preparation, and seedings. 


Travel 


Does the amount in the travel line include equipment/vehicle rental?   
Yes 


Explain the amount in the travel line outside of traditional travel costs of mileage, food, and lodging   
Audubon Minnesota staff may rent vehicles for grant-related purposes for longer trips as needed. 
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I understand and agree that lodging, meals, and mileage must comply with the current MMB Commissioner 
Plan:   
Yes 


Direct Support Services 


How did you determine which portions of the Direct Support Services of your shared support services is 
direct to this program?   
Our Direct Supoort Services is based on Audubon’s federally negotiated indirect rate of 24.66%. In this proposal, 
we are requesting reimbursement of 10% of eligible costs from LSOHC and matching 14.66%. The indirect cost 
rate only applies to the first $25,000 of the Contracts line item. Please see attachment for documentation. 


Other Equipment/Tools 


Give examples of the types of Equipment and Tools that will be purchased?   
Field gear, field guides, office supplies for fieldwork and file management, smartphone applications related to 
mapping or plant ID, and maps. 


Federal Funds 


Do you anticipate federal funds as a match for this program?   
Yes 


Are the funds confirmed?   
Yes 


Cash : $100,000 


Is Confirmation Document attached?   
Yes 


  



https://lsohcprojectmgmt.leg.mn/media/lsohc/proposal/federal_funds_confirmation_document/0ea1b054-42f.pdf
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Output Tables 


Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 18 18 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 0 450 450 
Total 0 0 0 468 468 
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2) 


 RESTORE  ENHANCE  
 Lands acquired 


with OHF 
Lands NOT 


acquired with 
OHF 


Lands acquired 
with OHF 


Lands NOT 
acquired with 


OHF 
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - 18 - 305 
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - - - 85 
Easements - 0 0 60 
Total - 18 0 450 
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding 
Restore - - - $75,000 $75,000 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - - $1,368,000 $1,368,000 
Total - - - $1,443,000 $1,443,000 
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres 
Restore 18 0 0 0 0 18 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 303 0 0 0 147 450 
Total 321 0 0 0 147 468 
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total 
Funding 


Restore $75,000 - - - - $75,000 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - - 
Enhance $709,500 - - - $658,500 $1,368,000 
Total $784,500 - - - $658,500 $1,443,000 
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat 
Restore - - - $4,166 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - 
Enhance - - - $3,040 
Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest 
Restore $4,166 - - - - 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance $2,341 - - - $4,479 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 
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Parcels 


Sign-up Criteria?   
No 


Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:   
Audubon collaborated with MN Department of Natural Resources divisions of forestry and parks and trails and the 
Belwin Conservancy to identify priority parcels for enhancement and restoration projects. Projects were targeted 
and selected based on a prioritization model that focuses on core habitat, geography, conservation estate, potential 
target species suitability, acres of remnant habitat, and current habitat condition. Additional parcels were added as 
specific prioritization mapping, site visits, and habitat assessments further narrow our focus. 


Restore / Enhance Parcels 


Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 


Description 


Carlos Avery Chisago 03421233 26 $50,000 Yes Woody invasive removal 
and chemical treatment, 
brush saw, hand removal 
and some mowing 


Wild River Forests Chisago 03519217 18 $30,000 Yes Fuels management of dead 
and down trees and brush.  
Site prep for fire and future 
tree planting. 


Battle Creek Bluffs Ramsey 02822210 65 $120,000 Yes Woody invasives 
cutting/treatment and 
follow up foliar application, 
majority handwork by 
contractor 


Afton Prairie Enhancement Washington 02820235 37 $75,000 Yes Woody invasives 
cutting/treatment and 
follow up foliar application, 
majority handwork by 
contractor 


Afton Prairie Restoration Washington 02820234 58 $100,000 Yes Cedar/brush removal.  
Foxglove treatment.  Boom 
spray.  Seed 


Belwin Ed Forest Washington 02820210 47 $90,000 Yes Woody invasives 
cutting/treatment and 
follow up foliar application, 
majority handwork by 
contractor 


William O'Brien State Park Washington 03220235 22 $25,000 Yes Woody invasives cutting 
and follow up foliar 
treatment. Initial work 
likely done by forestry 
mower. 
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Parcel Map 
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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
Bone Lake South Phase 2 


ML 2026 Request for Funding 


General Information 


Date: 06/26/2025 


Proposal Title: Bone Lake South Phase 2 


Funds Requested: $1,625,000 


Confirmed Leverage Funds: $162,500 


Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes 


Manager Information 


Manager's Name: Emily Heinz 
Title: Planning Coordinator 
Organization: Comfort Lake-Forest Lake Watershed District 
Address: 44 Lake Street South Suite A 
City: Forest Lake, MN 55025 
Email: emily.heinz@clflwd.org 
Office Number: 6513955856 
Mobile Number:   
Fax Number:   
Website: www.clflwd.org 


Location Information 


County Location(s): Washington. 


Eco regions in which work will take place: 


Northern Forest 


Activity types: 


Enhance 


Restore 


Priority resources addressed by activity: 


Wetlands 


Prairie 
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Forest 


Narrative 


Abstract 


Comfort Lake-Forest Lake Watershed District will implement a targeted habitat enhancement plan on a 236-acre 
property containing high priority wetland and upland habitat south of Bone Lake in northern Washington County. 
This proposal will enhance habitat for the Blanding’s turtle and other native species, keep water on the landscape, 
improve water quality, and protect groundwater. These multiple potential water resource benefits make this site a 
high priority in the District’s 10-Year Watershed Management Plan. The proposed project is the second phase of 
work on this site. The first phase is fee title acquisition using ML2023 Subdivision 4(i). 


Design and Scope of Work 


This project will restore 23 acres of wetland, restore 105 acres of prairie/oak savanna, enhance 18 acres of 
Tamarack Swamp wetland, and enhance 6 acres of hardwood forest in the high priority Bone Lake South Wetland 
area, as identified in the District’s Watershed Management Plan.  The 236-acre property includes an additional 84 
acres of open water, marshland, etc, that benefit from the proposed projects, but are not included in the proposed 
project acres. The District identified this area for protection/enhancement due to the site’s presence of the 
threatened Blanding’s turtle and Rusty-patched bumblebee; native plant communities, including wet 
meadow/shrub carr and forested wetland; wetland habitat; water storage potential; potential for upland habitat 
restoration; water quality impact on Bone Lake, which is impaired for eutrophication; and high pollution 
sensitivity of near-surface materials.  
 
Perpetual protection and enhancement of this land dovetails with and serves as a pilot project for the District’s 
Greenbelt and Open Space initiative. This initiative seeks to increase habitat quality and connectivity and protect 
key water resources within the Comfort Lake-Forest Lake Watershed District. The District will coordinate with the 
City of Scandia and Washington County with respect to the proposed restoration and enhancement projects. It will 
engage local stakeholders primarily through the Bone Lake Association. 
 
The District will acquire the fee title using ML2023 funds and proposes to restore the site using ML2026 funds. 


Explain how the proposal addresses habitat protection, restoration, and/or enhancement for fish, 
game & wildlife, including threatened or endangered species conservation  
The project will restore/enhance a variety of upland and wetland plant community types including an area of 
southern tamarack swamp (FPs63) which is rare in the State (S2/S3).  The existing matrix of wetland and upland 
plant communities contained within the project area are known to support Blanding's turtles which are listed as 
threatened in Minnesota.  This work will include a thorough ecological assessment and inventory of the property 
followed by the preparation of targeted and rigorous restoration and management plan. The District will then 
execute the management plan with an overarching goal of restoring high quality and diverse native species 
dominated plant communities.  This work will maximize the potential for biodiversity within the site and provide 
greater opportunity to support SGCN. Proposed work would maintain, enhance, or restore habitat for up to 35 
SGCN. 
 
About 1/3 of the site is mapped as MCBS of biodiversity significance polygons (tamarack swamp, rich fen, shrub 
swamp) with a ranking of "below". This indicates presence of native plant communities and habitats with high 
potential and great need for restoration and management.  
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The District believes that additional SGCN or additional state-listed species may be detected within the area as a 
result of planned protection and restoration activities. Based on similar restoration projects within similar habitats 
in and around Washington County, the area has the potential to support additional rare or unique species which 
depend on biodiverse native plant communities.  The following species could occur: Rubus fulleri (threatened), 
Rubus semisetosus (threatened), Rubus stipulatus (endangered), Gaylussacia baccata (threatened), Viola 
lanceolata (threatened), Red shouldered hawk (special concern).  A record of Epidemia epixanthe michiganensis, 
Bog Copper is associated with a nearby southern tamarack swamp; this butterfly species is Tracked in the MN 
heritage database and is included as a species of greatest conservation need in Tomorrow's Habitat for the Wild 
and Rare. Recent aquatic plant surveys of small, shallow lakes in northern Washington County have recently 
observed Potamogeton bicupulatus (endangered) and Najas gracillima (special concern), as well as county records 
and rarities including Nitella spp. and Ceratophyllum echinatum. 


What are the elements of this proposal that are critical from a timing perspective?  


It is critical to protect undeveloped natural spaces while they still exist. It is particularly urgent to protect, and 
ultimately enhance/restore, wetland systems which improve landscape resiliency to climate change. The City of 
Forest Lake and Interstate 35 corridor are expected to expand in terms of population and impervious surface 
development between now and 2040. 
 
Creation of floodplain storage is an urgent need in Minnesota as precipitation and storm severity increase with 
climate change. The proposed wetland restoration will add volume storage and mitigate flooding around Bone 
Lake and downstream. 


Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  
The restoration/enhancement area constitutes a major portion of a Regionally Significant Ecological Area (RSEA) 
corridor and area with the highest priority ranking (3). This RSEA connects Bone Lake to the larger Hardwood 
Creek Corridor to the southwest and Big Marine Lake Corridor to the south. The MCBS polygons proposed for 
acquisition constitute the center of this highest priority RSEA area. 
This property represents one of the last areas, especially within the Metro, with 200+ acres of contiguous habitat 
with a largely intact wetland habitat. The wetland resides almost entirely within the property and thus offers an 
excellent opportunity to enhance hydrology and impound additional water without affecting multiple adjacent 
landowners.   
NHIS identified the presence of the threatened Blanding’s turtle in the area. The District conducted a diagnostic 
study in 2015, collecting flow and water quality samples at the outflow of this wetland complex. Monitoring 
indicates this tributary contributes 75 lb/yr of phosphorus to Bone Lake. The District took wetland sediment cores, 
identifying areas with elevated phosphorus concentrations, likely due to historic cattle operations adjacent to the 
wetland. 
Wetland restoration will likely entail excavation of phosphorus-laden legacy sediments, water impoundment, and 
targeted habitat restoration. Approximately 105 acres of cropland exist on the property, which would be restored 
to either prairie or oak savanna, both of which are an underrepresented habitat type for the Metro area. There are 
approximately 18 acres of Tamarack Swamp and 6 acres of Hardwood Forest, which the District proposes to 
enhance. The primary outcome of restoration/enhancement activities will be habitat enhancement, particularly for 
the threatened Blanding’s turtle. Secondary benefits include added water storage and water quality improvement. 
Protection, restoration, and enhancement of the uplands directly affects the quality of the MCBS-mapped rich fens 
and minerotrophic tamarack swamps with regard to water quality, water temperature, and timing/frequency of 
water entering the wetland system via surface water runoff (rapidly) or groundwater infiltration (slowly over long 
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durations). This has direct implications on these groundwater-dependent wetland plant communities and habitat 
quality. 


Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this 
project?  


Other : Lower St. Croix 1W1P 2021-2030 Comprehensive Watershed Management Plan and Comfort Lake-
Forest Lake Watershed District 2022-2031 Watershed Management Plan 


Explain how this proposal will uniquely address habitat resilience to climate change and its 
anticipated effects on game, fish & wildlife species utilizing the protected or restored/enhanced 
habitat this proposal targets.  


This proposal will restore natural resources and habitat functions, making the site more resilient to climate 
change. The proposed wetland restoration will increase flood storage. Restoration of prairie/oak savanna will 
reduce erosion and sediment loss on the landscape. 
 
Additionally, this proposal will enhance southern rich tamarack/conifer swamp (FPs63) and northern rich fen 
(OPn92) from long term endangerment from invasive species (glossy buckthorn, reed canary grass, phragmites, 
etc.). 
 
Indicator species benefitting from restoration/enhancement activities include monarch butterfly, Blanding’s turtle, 
trumpeter swan, and mallards. 


Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  
Northern Forest 


Restore and enhance habitat on existing protected properties, with preference to habitat for rare, endangered, 
or threatened species identified by the Minnesota County Biological Survey 


Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not permanent outcomes, 
why it is important to undertake at this time:  


This site is located in northern Washington County, in the City of Scandia which does not impose hunting 
restrictions beyond Minnesota regulations. Once fully restored and open to the public, this site will be an excellent 
hunting resource for both upland bird and waterfowl.  
This proposal addresses priority actions and outcomes of the above-described ecological sections, and it will 
produce and demonstrate significant and permanent conservation legacy and habitat outcomes for game and 
wildlife. 
The habitat enhanced and restored for game and other wildlife through this project will be protected through 
public ownership by the Comfort Lake–Forest Lake Watershed District, creating a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy. Restoration and enhancement activities will provide benefits for the threatened Blanding’s 
turtle and other native species. This project includes a rare type of forested wetland system: southern rich conifer 
swamp (FPs63), conservation rank S2/S3, which is imperiled/vulnerable to extirpation and on the southern edge 
of its range in Minnesota. This proposal will protect FPs63 from long term endangerment from invasive species 
(glossy buckthorn, reed canary grass, phragmites, etc.). 
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Outcomes 


Programs in the northern forest region:  
Healthy populations of endangered, threatened, and special concern species as well as more common species ~ 
Performance measures: The District will report on acreage of wetland, prairie, and forest actually restored and 
enhanced, including habitat created for the monarch butterfly, Blanding's turtle, trumpeter swan, mallard, white-
tail deer, and Rusty-patched bumblebee. 


What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this proposal?  
Clean Water Fund 


Per MS 97A.056, Subd. 24, Please explain whether the request is supplanting or is a substitution for 
any previous funding that was not from a legacy fund and was used for the same purpose.  
This request does not supplant or substitute for any other funding. 


How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?  


Comfort Lake-Forest Lake Watershed District levies approximately $1.8 million annually in order to support 
ongoing operations including a full-time permanent staff of 10 employees and regular land management 
inspections and maintenance actions. As part of Phase 1 of the project, the District will develop a restoration and 
management plan for the site, which will include a schedule for inspection and maintenance activities. The 
restoration and management plan will be in compliance with MS 97A.056, Subd. 13., paragraph (c), including 
identification of sufficient funding for implementation. The District will erect signage according to Laws 2009, 
chapter 172, article 5, section 10. 


Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes  
Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Ongoing CLFLWD Tax Levy Annual inspection Necessary 


maintenance actions 
identified from 
inspection and in 
accordance with site 
Restoration & 
Management Plan 


- 


Provide an assessment of how your program may celebrate cultural diversity or reach diverse 
communities in Minnesota, including reaching low- and moderate-income households:  
The Comfort Lake-Forest Lake Watershed District values equity, & inclusion, and is committed to accessibility, 
diversity, and fairness in all actions. We seek to use diversity, equity, and inclusion as a lens in project, partner, and 
contractor selection. As part of its Floodplain Vulnerability Assessment, the District worked with Zan Associates to 
conduct an equity analysis, and equity was a major factor in the decision-making process of the Floodplain 
Vulnerability Assessment. The District created a custom social vulnerability layer as part of its Floodplain 
Vulnerability Assessment in order to prioritize projects in areas with individuals below the poverty line, renter 
households, lone parents, young children, people aged 75 years and older, population density, individuals without 
a high school diploma, and persons for whom English is a second language. Restored and enhanced lands as part of 
this proposal will be open to all members of the public for hiking, bird watching, hunting, and other outdoor 
recreational activities. The District will also implement access/information/educational signs in several languages 
so as to encourage use of the property by underserved/underrepresented populations. Target languages, based on 
communities present in the Twin Cities area, include Spanish, Hmong, and Somali. 
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Activity Details 


Requirements 


Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 Pollinator 
Habitat Program?   
Yes 


Is the restoration and enhancement activity on permanently protected land per 97A.056, Subd 13(f), tribal 
lands, and/or public waters per MS 103G.005, Subd. 15 or on lands to be acquired in this program?   
Yes 


Where does the activity take place? 


Other : Watershed District owned 


Land Use 


Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
No 


Will insecticides or fungicides (including neonicotinoid and fungicide treated seed) be used within any 
activities of this proposal either in the process of restoration or use as food plots? 
No 


Other OHF Appropriation Awards 


Have you received OHF dollars through LSOHC in the past? 
Yes 


Are any of these past appropriations still OPEN? 
Yes 


Approp Year Funding Amount 
Received 


Amount Spent to 
Date 


Funding Remaining % Spent to Date 


2023 $1,942,000 - - - 
Totals $1,942,000 - $1,942,000 0.0% 


Timeline 
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date 
Activity 1 - Complete project feasibility and order project March 2027 
Activity 2 - Wetland restoration/enhancement December 2030 
Activity 3 - Prairie/Forest restoration/enhancement December 2030 
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Budget 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel - $162,500 CLFLWD Tax Levy $162,500 
Contracts $1,287,400 - - $1,287,400 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel - - - - 
Professional Services $297,600 - - $297,600 
Direct Support 
Services 


- - - - 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


- - - - 


Supplies/Materials $40,000 - - $40,000 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $1,625,000 $162,500 - $1,787,500 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


CLFLWD Staff 
(Outreach, 
Project Mgmt, 
Planning, 
Coordination) 


0.21 5.0 - $162,500 CLFLWD Tax 
Levy 


$162,500 


 


Amount of Request: $1,625,000 
Amount of Leverage: $162,500 
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 10.0% 
DSS + Personnel: - 
As a % of the total request: 0.0% 
Easement Stewardship: - 
As a % of the Easement Acquisition: - 


Total Leverage (from 
above) 


Amount Confirmed % of Total Leverage Amount Anticipated % of Total Leverage 


$162,500 $162,500 100.0% - 0.0% 
Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:  
All CLFLWD staff time will be funded by local CLFLWD tax levy. 


Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?   
Yes 
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If the project received 50% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
We would prioritize the wetland restoration component of the project, meaning we would remove the 
Prairie Restoration, Wetland Enhancement, and Forest Enhancement components. We would need to scale 
back the wetland restoration component by 25%. Project outreach and signage would be scaled back by 
50%. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
Not applicable 


If the project received 30% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
30% funding would be under the minimum $500,000 LSOHC threshold. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
Not applicable 


Contracts 


What is included in the contracts line?   
Restoration and enhancement contracts. 


Professional Services 


What is included in the Professional Services line?   
 


Design/Engineering 


Surveys 


Federal Funds 


Do you anticipate federal funds as a match for this program?   
No 
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Output Tables 


Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres 
Restore 23 105 0 0 128 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 18 0 6 0 24 
Total 41 105 6 0 152 
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2) 


 RESTORE  ENHANCE  
 Lands acquired 


with OHF 
Lands NOT 


acquired with 
OHF 


Lands acquired 
with OHF 


Lands NOT 
acquired with 


OHF 
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - - - - 
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) 128 - 24 - 
Easements - - - - 
Total 128 - 24 - 
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding 
Restore $991,300 $495,400 - - $1,486,700 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance $76,500 - $61,800 - $138,300 
Total $1,067,800 $495,400 $61,800 - $1,625,000 
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 0 128 128 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 0 0 24 24 
Total 0 0 0 0 152 152 
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total 
Funding 


Restore - - - - $1,486,700 $1,486,700 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - - 
Enhance - - - - $138,300 $138,300 
Total - - - - $1,625,000 $1,625,000 
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat 
Restore $43,100 $4,718 - - 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - 
Enhance $4,250 - $10,300 - 
Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest 
Restore - - - - $11,614 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - - - $5,762 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 
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Parcels 


Sign-up Criteria?   
No 


Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:   
These parcels are located within the high priority Bone Lake South Wetland area, which is identified in the 
District’s 2022-2031 Watershed Management Plan. The District identified this high priority area for 
protection/enhancement due to the site’s presence of the threatened Blanding’s turtle; presence of native plant 
communities connected with groundwater, including wet meadow/shrub carr and forested wetland; presence of 
wetland habitat and water storage potential; potential for prairie habitat restoration; proximity to Bone Lake, 
which is impaired for aquatic recreation due to eutrophication; and high pollution sensitivity of near-surface 
materials. MCBS native plant communities include shrub swamp, rich fen (transition), and tamarack swamp 
minerotrophic subtype. The project will permanently protect and enhance a variety of upland and wetland plant 
community types including an area of southern tamarack swamp (FPs63) which is rare in the State (S2/S3). 


Restore / Enhance Parcels 


Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 


Description 


Bone Lake South Property Washington 03220208 24 $138,331 Yes Enhancement acres 
Bone Lake South Property Washington 03220208 128 $1,486,669 Yes Restoration acres 
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Parcel Map 


 


 







Bone Lake South Phase 2
Restoration & Enhancement


Total Area: 236 acres
Wetland Restoration: 23 acres
Prairie/Savanna Restoration: 105 
acres
Wetland Enhancement: 18 acres
Forest Enhancement: 6 acres
Non-Grant Area (e.g., existing 
open water): 84 acres
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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
City of Delano - Crow River Restoration and Enhancement 


ML 2026 Request for Funding 


General Information 


Date: 06/26/2025 


Proposal Title: City of Delano - Crow River Restoration and Enhancement 


Funds Requested: $2,050,000 


Confirmed Leverage Funds: $300,000 


Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes 


Manager Information 


Manager's Name: Shawn Louwagie 
Title: City Engineer 
Organization: City of Delano 
Address: 234 2nd Street N   
City: Delano, MN 55328 
Email: slouwagie@delanomn.gov 
Office Number: 763-972-0586 
Mobile Number: 7012199901 
Fax Number:   
Website: www.delanomn.gov 


Location Information 


County Location(s):  


Eco regions in which work will take place: 


Metro / Urban 


Activity types: 


Enhance 


Priority resources addressed by activity: 


Habitat 
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Narrative 


Abstract 


This project will provide a holistic approach to improving South Fork Crow River in the City of Delano, leading to 
enhanced habitat for aquatic and upland wildlife, better water quality and biotic integrity, and flood resilience, 
providing an overall amenity for the city. The project will improve recreational water use opportunities through 
new and enhanced canoe and fishing access. Approximately 4,500 linear feet of the urbanized stream corridor will 
be enhanced through geomorphic and natural channel design techniques to connect large riparian areas upstream 
and downstream of the city. 


Design and Scope of Work 


This project will finalize and implement a comprehensive plan to stabilize a 4,500-foot reach of South Fork Crow 
River that flows through downtown Delano. Upstream and downstream of this reach the river meanders through a 
wide floodplain that provides significant water quality and habitat functions. Through the city, the river is confined 
to a deep, eroding channel that provides few water quality and habitat benefits and minimal opportunities for 
visitors to access and enjoy this amenity. Rather than simply hard-armoring the banks of the river to contain the 
river in an artificial channel, this project will use principles of natural channel design to provide a more holistic 
stabilization approach. The end result will be enhanced habitat for aquatic and upland wildlife, better water quality 
and biotic integrity, and flood resilience, providing an overall amenity for the city. 
 
Over the last ten years the City has investigated options for improving this reach and has stabilized some key areas 
of degradation. A major project removed and remediated a former industrial site just north of downtown, 
eliminating a source of industrial contamination, and increasing the floodplain adjacent to the river. A pending 
project in 2025 will correct and stabilize a large bank washout adjacent to Riverway Park.  
 
This proposed project was initiated in a 2023 survey of the corridor using the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service’s (NRCS) Streambank Erosion method. Almost 25% of the streambank was classified as Severely Eroded 
and 23% was Moderately Eroded, contributing an estimated excess 497 tons of sediment and 99.5 pounds of 
phosphorus to the river each year. This reach of the South Fork is impaired for turbidity, nutrients, and both fish 
and macroinvertebrate biotic integrity. 
 
Following the 2023 analysis, the City moved forward with a 30% stabilization design that fit within their current 
budget and focused heavily on hard-armoring stabilization. The preliminary design approach consisted of: 
• Rock toe stabilization along moderate to very severely eroded stream banks. 
• Outcropping stones for bank stabilization and improved recreational fishing access at key locations. 
• Series of stone steps and rock toe for the existing canoe/kayak access ramp stabilization improvements. 
• Native vegetation seeding and coir blanket on the upper banks to improve soil holding capacity and 
stabilization during larger stream flows. 
Moving forward, this proposal would revisit that conceptual design using a geomorphic design approach. A 
fundamental tenet of geomorphic design is that it uses the channel’s horizontal, vertical, and cross-section 
geometry to move sediment and water in a way to reduce the shear stress acting directly against the channel bank 
surface. The forces created by the river itself can be used to reduce the pressure on the banks as much as possible. 
This approach typically enables more extensive use of the vegetation, soil bioengineering, and woody debris. The 
current design can then be enhanced with natural channel design elements, including cover boulders, root wads 
and log toe, rock riffles, and one or two cross vanes, adding habitat complexity to address the biotic impairments. 
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Explain how the proposal addresses habitat protection, restoration, and/or enhancement for fish, 
game & wildlife, including threatened or endangered species conservation  
The South Fork Crow River is impaired for benthic macroinvertebrates, fish, bacteria, nutrients and turbidity. 
Rivers balance sediment with available energy, but sediment aggradation disrupts channel equilibrium. This 
section of the river has poor in-channel habitat and bank erosion as a result of mid-channel bars and an over 
widened channel due to aggradation. As sediment accumulates, the channel becomes shallower, reducing its ability 
to transport sediment effectively, which worsens bank erosion problems. A 2023 NRCS bank erosion evaluation 
identified 1,513 linear feet of severely eroded bank, leading to an estimated 497 tons of soil eroding into the river 
annually, exacerbating downstream sediment issues.  
 
Aggraded sediments lead to a lack of bed form diversity in channels. Natural, stable channels feature diverse 
habitats such as riffles and pools, which provide critical spawning grounds for fish and shelter for 
macroinvertebrates. Organic materials like wood and vegetation offer additional shelter and food sources, while 
large boulders create microhabitats for fish to hide and rest. 
 
This project aims to use Natural Channel Design (NCD) methods to enhance in-channel habitat, incorporate woody 
elements, stabilize banks, improve riparian vegetation, and restore ecosystem functions. By stabilizing the banks 
with natural elements like toe wood instead of hard armoring, sediment input into the stream will be reduced, and 
in-channel habitat will be improved. Planting native vegetation along the riparian corridor will stabilize banks and 
provide habitat for pollinators, birds, and mammals. 
 
Restoring stream and riparian functions is crucial for protecting species. Although no federally listed species are 
present, the project area potentially hosts proposed threatened species like the monarch butterfly and western 
regal fritillary, as well as Blanding’s turtles in Wright County. Restoring the riparian corridor with native species 
will benefit these butterflies and provide a healthier passage for turtles and other semi-aquatic species to migrate 
between wetlands upstream and downstream of Delano. 


What are the elements of this proposal that are critical from a timing perspective?  


Bank erosion along this reach has come to the point where intervention is needed. The quickest and cheapest way 
to stabilize the banks would be to use hard armoring rip rap, for which a design has already been developed; 
however, this will not improve habitat. Delano has been purchasing lots along this corridor over the past few years 
in preparation for a bank stabilization project. A grant would allow this project to move forward with a design that 
incorporates NCD methods and restoration of riparian ecosystems. 


Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  


This section of the South Fork Crow River was identified in the MNDNR’s assessment identifying areas of ecological 
significance as a terrestrial and aquatic species route linking larger regional significant areas.  The proposed 
project seeks to improve habitat within and along the South Fork Crow River. Upstream and downstream of the 
project reach the South Fork Crow River has natural riparian vegetation; the width of this vegetation varies but 
severely decreases as it flows through Delano. Reducing bank erosion by using natural elements within the reach 
will reduce the loss of riparian vegetation and increase the riparian width. Planting native vegetation along the 
newly restored banks will improve the corridor ecosystem providing a continuous corridor along the stream 
channel. 
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Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this 
project?  


Minnesota Statewide Conservation & Preservation Plan 


Other : South Fork Crow River Watershed Comprehensive Watershed Management Plan 


Explain how this proposal will uniquely address habitat resilience to climate change and its 
anticipated effects on game, fish & wildlife species utilizing the protected or restored/enhanced 
habitat this proposal targets.  
Climate change is expected to increase the intensity and frequency of floods. Designing stream restoration projects 
using natural elements to create a stable channel will help minimize the effects of floods and establish resiliency. 
Stable stream channels can withstand flooding better than unstable systems. NCD methods will be used to address 
existing bank erosion, bed form diversity issues, and improve ecosystem health. These methods are designed to 
use features found in naturally stable streams to improve stability in degraded systems in order to efficiently 
transport water and sediment while providing ecological benefits and improving water quality. 


Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  


Metro / Urban 


Protect habitat corridors, with emphasis on the Minnesota, Mississippi, and St. Croix rivers (bluff to floodplain) 


Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not permanent outcomes, 
why it is important to undertake at this time:  


The upstream and downstream reaches of this river meander through a wide floodplain that provides significant 
water quality and habitat functions. Through the city, the river is confined to a deep, eroding channel that provides 
few water quality and habitat benefits and minimal opportunities for visitors to access and enjoy this amenity. 
 
Hard armoring techniques used to stabilized streams are often presented as a permanent fix but often fail to 
provide that solution. NCD techniques use natural river elements, instead of working against the river, to provide 
long lasting solutions. Re-establishing a healthy riparian ecosystem will provide long-term benefit to the river, 
wildlife, pollinators and the public.   
 
Additionally, this project proposes to improve access to the river to provide better public recreation opportunities. 
This section of river runs through the center of Delano and has multiple public access points, restoring the channel 
with natural elements and improving access points will create a destination for the public to enjoy the river. 


Outcomes 


Programs in metropolitan urbanizing region:  


Improved aquatic habitat indicators ~ Survey data will be used to quantify existing, proposed, and as-built 
stream functions using the MNWI Stream Quantification Tool. This tool is used for regulatory and non-regulatory 
stream restoration projects to evaluate stream function. The hydrology, hydraulics, and geomorphology functional 
categories will be measured to produce objective, verifiable, and repeatable results. 
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What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this proposal?  


N/A 


Per MS 97A.056, Subd. 24, Please explain whether the request is supplanting or is a substitution for 
any previous funding that was not from a legacy fund and was used for the same purpose.  
No other Legacy funds have been used on the Crow river within Delano. 


How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?  


To sustain and maintain this project for future years, we will develop smart, achievable goals for the project based 
on a comprehensive survey and assessment of the stream corridor condition. During the design process, we rely 
heavily on geomorphic design principles and the use of natural design techniques which are designed to create a 
self-sustaining stable stream channel. NCD uses the forces created by the river itself, instead of working against it, 
to reduce the pressure on the banks. The project will also include a three-year vegetative maintenance plan to 
ensure healthy riparian vegetation establishment which is vital to establishing bank stability. The city will continue 
to monitor and manage vegetation and invasive species, as needed, into the future. 
 
The city of Delano also has future plans to purchase additional property, directly upstream of this project area, and 
convert floodplain cropland to perennially vegetated floodplain. Converting and protecting this land will help 
reduce additional sediment inputs and allow for additional riparian improvements further enhancing and 
extending the habitat. 


Provide an assessment of how your program may celebrate cultural diversity or reach diverse 
communities in Minnesota, including reaching low- and moderate-income households:  
Clean water and fishing opportunities are hallmarks of life in Minnesota for individuals of all backgrounds. Many 
cultures of people who inhabit Minnesota value fishing, the proposed project will help improve instream habitat 
and access to the river allowing people to fish. Within Delano 17% of households have incomes less than the 200% 
federal poverty level. Improving the natural environment and river access in the center of Delano will provide 
outdoor opportunities for these individuals without the burden of long distance driving. 


Activity Details 


Requirements 


Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 Pollinator 
Habitat Program?   
Yes 


Is the restoration and enhancement activity on permanently protected land per 97A.056, Subd 13(f), tribal 
lands, and/or public waters per MS 103G.005, Subd. 15 or on lands to be acquired in this program?   
Yes 


Where does the activity take place? 


County/Municipal 


Public Waters 
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Land Use 


Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
No 


Will insecticides or fungicides (including neonicotinoid and fungicide treated seed) be used within any 
activities of this proposal either in the process of restoration or use as food plots? 
No 


Other OHF Appropriation Awards 


Have you received OHF dollars through LSOHC in the past? 
No 


Timeline 
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date 
Geomorphic stream assessment, bathymetric survey, and 
topographic survey 


September 2026 


Geomorphic stream restoration design December 2026 
Stream restoration construction complete March 2028 
Three-year vegetative maintenance plan December 2031 
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Budget 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel - - - - 
Contracts $1,800,000 $250,000 City CIP & Local TIF $2,050,000 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel - - - - 
Professional Services $250,000 $50,000 City CIP & Local TIF $300,000 
Direct Support 
Services 


- - - - 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


- - - - 


Supplies/Materials - - - - 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $2,050,000 $300,000 - $2,350,000 
 


Amount of Request: $2,050,000 
Amount of Leverage: $300,000 
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 14.63% 
DSS + Personnel: - 
As a % of the total request: 0.0% 
Easement Stewardship: - 
As a % of the Easement Acquisition: - 


Total Leverage (from 
above) 


Amount Confirmed % of Total Leverage Amount Anticipated % of Total Leverage 


$300,000 $300,000 100.0% - 0.0% 
Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:  
The City maintains a Capital Improvement fund which budgets and plans for major projects, which can be used for 
the proposed improvements. Additionally the City created a TIF district in 2020 to fund necessary infrastructure 
and adjacent improvements to the riverbank. These funds are also available. 


Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?   
Yes 


If the project received 50% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
If awarded less than requested, we will responsibly scale the project while preserving its core objectives. 
We will prioritize key components to ensure impact, while seeking additional support or phased 
implementation to uphold long-term goals without compromising quality or intent. 
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Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
No funding personnel or DSS expenses are being requested. 


If the project received 30% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
If awarded less than requested, we will responsibly scale the project while preserving its core objectives. 
We will prioritize key components to ensure impact, while seeking additional support or phased 
implementation to uphold long-term goals without compromising quality or intent. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
No funding personnel or DSS expenses are being requested. 


Contracts 


What is included in the contracts line?   
Hiring of a contractor to complete the proposed improvements. 


Professional Services 


What is included in the Professional Services line?   
 


Design/Engineering 


Surveys 


Federal Funds 


Do you anticipate federal funds as a match for this program?   
No 
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Output Tables 


Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 0 14 14 
Total 0 0 0 14 14 
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2) 


 RESTORE  ENHANCE  
 Lands acquired 


with OHF 
Lands NOT 


acquired with 
OHF 


Lands acquired 
with OHF 


Lands NOT 
acquired with 


OHF 
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - - - - 
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - - - 14 
Easements - - - - 
Total - - - 14 
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding 
Restore - - - - - 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - - $2,050,000 $2,050,000 
Total - - - $2,050,000 $2,050,000 
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 14 0 0 0 0 14 
Total 14 0 0 0 0 14 
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total 
Funding 


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


- - - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - - 
Enhance $2,050,000 - - - - $2,050,000 
Total $2,050,000 - - - - $2,050,000 
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat 
Restore - - - - 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - 
Enhance - - - $146,428 
Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest 
Restore - - - - - 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance $146,428 - - - - 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 


4,500 lineal feet 
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Parcels 


Sign-up Criteria?   
Yes - Sign up criteria is attached 


Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:   
The parcel listed is located near the center point of the project area and directly abuts the river corridor. 



https://lsohcprojectmgmt.leg.mn/media/lsohc/proposal/signup_criteria/836e03d9-dbf.xlsx
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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
DNR Aquatic Habitat Restoration and Enhancement, Phase 9 


ML 2026 Request for Funding 


General Information 


Date: 06/26/2025 


Proposal Title: DNR Aquatic Habitat Restoration and Enhancement, Phase 9 


Funds Requested: $16,558,200 


Confirmed Leverage Funds: $2,214,000 


Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes 


Manager Information 


Manager's Name: Dean Paron 
Title: Stream Habitat Supervisor 
Organization: Mn DNR Section of Fisheries 
Address: 525 Lake Ave South Suite 415   
City: Duluth, MN 55802 
Email: dean.paron@state.mn.us 
Office Number: 651-259-5205 
Mobile Number:   
Fax Number:   
Website:   


Location Information 


County Location(s): Cook, Pine, Rice, Wright, Becker, Swift, Hubbard, Olmsted, Stevens, Carver, Scott, Le Sueur, 
Freeborn, Blue Earth, Mower, Faribault, Kandiyohi, Fillmore, Wabasha, Redwood, Meeker, Douglas, Pope, Dakota, 
Washington, Clay, Marshall, Chisago, Kanabec, Itasca, Lake, St. Louis, Carlton, Crow Wing, Cass, Aitkin, Beltrami and 
Otter Tail. 


Eco regions in which work will take place: 


Northern Forest 


Forest / Prairie Transition 


Southeast Forest 


Metro / Urban 
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Prairie 


Activity types: 


Enhance 


Restore 


Priority resources addressed by activity: 


Habitat 


Narrative 


Abstract 


The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) will complete projects in seven different rivers 
including four fish-passage projects and three channel-restoration projects that restore habitat for fish and other 
aquatic life, creating over 5 miles of diverse habitat. The funds will also be used to enhance 2,226 acres of riparian 
and terrestrial habitat on Aquatic Management Areas. The footprint of fish passage projects is small, but projects 
will reconnect miles of lake and river habitat. Stream projects were selected from a statewide list, prioritized by 
factors such as ecological benefit, scale of impact, urgency of completion, and local support. 


Design and Scope of Work 


The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) annually updates a statewide list of stream habitat 
projects. Submissions come both from MNDNR staff and from partner organizations. Projects are prioritized based 
on scale-of-impact, urgency, local support, and critical habitat for rare species. Based on this list, MNDNR and our 
partners are proposing four fish passage projects and three channel restorations, leveraging $4,514,000.00. 
 
Access to different habitats is critical for fish and other aquatic organisms to complete various life stages. The 
habitats they use to spawn, live as juveniles, over-winter, and feed as adults may all be different. These habitats can 
be fairly unique, such as high-gradient riffles favored by many spawning fish and may be miles apart. When dams 
or other obstructions prevent aquatic life from reaching ideal habitat, they are forced to use less optimal locations 
that can reduce their success. In some cases, this leads to the complete loss of sensitive species upstream of a 
barrier. Modifying or removing the barriers through our four proposed fish passage projects would have a 
footprint of 4 acres but create upstream access to 3,821 acres of lake and river habitat and restore river ecological 
processes that have ecosystem wide benefits. This will benefit fish such as Walleye, Northern Pike, and Lake 
Sturgeon present in these rivers, as well as five mussel species classified as threatened or special concern. 
 
Streams naturally form habitat through the meandering of the river. Deeper, slower habitat is created by scour into 
the bed of the river around the outside of bends, while faster water and a rockier bottom is found in the straight 
sections in between. Wood, overhanging vegetation, and boulders serve as important habitat. In degraded sections 
of river, these natural processes are disrupted. Degraded habitat affects all life stages of river fishes. Working with 
partners, we will restore over 5 miles of habitat on three streams. These restored reaches also will connect reaches 
of quality habitat. 
 
We propose to enhance 2,226 acres and restore 25 acres of riparian habitat and associated uplands on 124 Aquatic 
Management Areas (AMA). The DNR manages these lands to protect critical shoreline habitat used by spawning 
fish, waterfowl, wading birds, reptiles and amphibians and species of special concern. Uplands in these parcels 
provide a buffer to protect water quality, and habitat for more terrestrial species. Our enhancement work includes 
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shoreline plantings, invasive species control, and prescribed burns. Projects are selected based on management 
guidance documents that have been written for each AMA. 
 
Department resources for stream habitat work falls short of the need; funding from the Outdoor Heritage Fund has 
been critical to an acceleration of stream habitat work by the department and partners. Funding for two stream 
habitat specialists, and three AMA staff are included in this proposal. These positions provide critical technical 
assistance, and construction oversight to partners working on Legacy-funded restoration and enhancement 
projects. These positions improve coordination efficiency by providing single points of contact and enhance 
outcomes of aquatic habitat. 


Explain how the proposal addresses habitat protection, restoration, and/or enhancement for fish, 
game & wildlife, including threatened or endangered species conservation  


The Necktie and Bucks Mills projects are key components to Lake Sturgeon restoration efforts in the Red River 
basin. Lake Sturgeon are an important game species and also listed as a species of Special Concern in Minnesota. 
Dams that blocked migrations to spawning habitat, overharvest, and poor water quality contributed to the 
extirpation of Lake Sturgeon from the Red River basin in the early 1900's. Lake Sturgeon reintroduction in the Red 
River basin has been ongoing for 20 years and mature fish are being captured during spring surveys now. 
However, barriers such as this project, block upstream migrations of mature Lake Sturgeon on the Otter Tail River. 
Removing these barriers to fish passage is key to restoring a naturally reproducing population of Lake Sturgeon in 
the Red River basin.  
 
Endangered and threatened species often rely on migratory corridors.  Or AMA riparian parcels serve as important 
habitat corridors for threatened and endangered species.  Restoring and enhancing these parcels provides the 
optimal habitat for these species to recover and reach other critical habitat.  In North America riparian habitat has 
the most diverse and rich array of bird, amphibian, and mammal species, maintaining this habitat is critical for 
biodiversity as well as threatened and endangered species.  
 
There are 68 species of greatest conservation need that utilize headwaters to large streams, including birds, 
turtles, frogs, fish, and insects. Stream habitat projects are not designed with one species in mind, but instead are 
intended to benefit multiple functions and habitats of the river both within the stream and in the riparian area, 
which will have benefits for rare species. 


What are the elements of this proposal that are critical from a timing perspective?  
The projects on our list have local support that may not be present in the future if public sentiment were given 
time to change, which can happen with dam removal or modification projects.  
 
Matching funds are currently available for $4,514,000 of our projects. Completing these projects would take 
advantage of those funds while they are available. 
 
There are multiple one-time federal funding opportunities for aquatic habitat restoration and enhancement. We 
have been aggressively pursuing these funding sources using Outdoor Heritage Fund appropriations as leverage. 
Working out the timing between federal funding and Outdoor Heritage Fund appropriations is always challenging 
so we only include federal funding that has already been committed as leverage. However, we will continue to 
aggressively pursue all federal funding opportunities with these appropriations. 
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Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  
Science-based targeting was used to identify, design, and prioritize restoration and enhancement projects included 
in this proposal. Projects were prioritized based on multiple criteria, including scale-of-impact, critical habitat, 
technical feasibility, and compatibility with other resource initiatives. Projects that benefit or reconnect areas of 
high or outstanding biological significance or lakes of biological significance are targeted and prioritized. 
 
Our proposal features projects intended to reduce fragmentation. Dams and other obstructions in rivers fragment 
areas of suitable habitat, similar to when pieces of prairie are separated by large areas of row-crop farmland. By 
removing or modifying barriers in streams, we will allow fish and other aquatic life to move between different 
patches of habitat that may be critical for their life-processes, such as spawning. Connectivity also expands fishing 
opportunities by acting as a conduit for recolonization after catastrophic events such as drought happen in one 
portion of a watershed. We have prioritized fish passage projects that connect large areas of high-quality habitat.  
 
Similarly, our stream channel restoration projects and AMA enhancement projects target reaches of river where 
habitat is poor due to past alterations. Lengths of poor habitat can themselves act as barriers to animal movement, 
where a fish may choose not to migrate through a reach without adequate depth or cover to reach more suitable 
habitat upstream. Restoring the stream channel removes that "barrier" of poor habitat that fragments the stream. 
In the process, we also create high-quality habitat within the formerly degraded reach. 


Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this 
project?  


Minnesota DNR Strategic Conservation Agenda 


Red River of the North Fisheries Management Plan 


Explain how this proposal will uniquely address habitat resilience to climate change and its 
anticipated effects on game, fish & wildlife species utilizing the protected or restored/enhanced 
habitat this proposal targets.  
Improving fish passage is one of the most effective ways to help conserve vulnerable species and improve climate 
resilience. Access to different habitats is critical for fish and other aquatic organisms to complete various life 
stages. The habitats they use to spawn, live as juveniles, over-winter, and feed as adults may all be different. These 
habitats can be fairly unique, such as high-gradient riffles favored by many spawning fish and may be miles apart. 
When dams or other obstructions prevent aquatic life from reaching ideal habitat, they are forced to use less 
optimal locations that can reduce their success.  These projects will also restore river processes that allow for 
rivers to adjust to changing hydrology associated with climate change and therefore remain more resilient in the 
future. 


Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  


Forest / Prairie Transition 


Protect, enhance, and restore wild rice wetlands, shallow lakes, wetland/grassland complexes, aspen 
parklands, and shoreland that provide critical habitat for game and nongame wildlife 


Metro / Urban 


Enhance and restore coldwater fisheries systems 
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Northern Forest 


Protect shoreland and restore or enhance critical habitat on wild rice lakes, shallow lakes, cold water lakes, 
streams and rivers, and spawning areas 


Prairie 


Protect, enhance, or restore existing wetland/upland complexes, or convert agricultural lands to new 
wetland/upland habitat complexes 


Southeast Forest 


Protect, enhance, and restore habitat for fish, game, and nongame wildlife in rivers, cold-water streams, and 
associated upland habitat 


Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not permanent outcomes, 
why it is important to undertake at this time:  
The fish passage and channel restoration projects included in this proposal represent opportunities to make major 
and lasting positive changes for those streams. Fish passage projects such as at the Swift Falls project, Bucks Mill 
Culvert project, Deer Lake Outlet, and Woolen Mills dam project have the potential to create access to high-quality 
upstream habitat for species that are currently blocked, which includes game fish and state-listed mussel species. A 
defined project done in one location can benefit several of miles of river upstream, and the benefit will last in 
perpetuity. Little to no follow-up maintenance is needed. Similarly, our stream channel restoration projects would 
restore previously-altered reaches of river back to high quality habitats. This not only creates habitat within the 
project area, but also makes it easier for fish and other aquatic life to move between upstream and downstream 
habitats. All of this enhanced connectivity makes for much healthier and resilient populations. 


Outcomes 


Programs in forest-prairie transition region:  
Rivers and streams provide corridors of habitat including intact areas of forest cover in the east and large 
wetland/upland complexes in the west ~ The Bucks Mills project aligns with “Reconnect the Red” efforts (Goal 
#3, Red River Fisheries Management plan; Phase 2 Lake Sturgeon Restoration Plan), and the Otter Tail River 
1W1P (“enhancing aquatic connectivity” goal). This multi-phase collaboration builds on 30 years of Red River 
connectivity progress to date, 47 of 79 major barriers on the Red River and Minnesota tributaries have been 
removed or modified to allow fish passage. For this project, we will compare warmwater fish communities before 
and after project completion. We will also compare catch rates for critical species before and after project 
completion as indicators of population. 


Programs in metropolitan urbanizing region:  


Improved aquatic habitat indicators ~ The Deer Lake Outlet on Mill Creek will evaluate instream habitat and use 
routine fish surveys to gauge changes to the fish community to compare to pre-project data. Our AMA 
enhancement program will monitor all projects to insure that outcome goals are being met by looking at the 
diversity and abundance of native plant species that are supported by project sites as compared to pre-project. 


Programs in the northern forest region:  
Improved aquatic habitat indicators ~ The Necktie project the coldwater and warmwater fish communities will 
be assessed before and after project completion. Our AMA enhancement program will monitor all projects to 
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insure that outcome goals are being met by looking at the diversity and abundance of native plant species that are 
supported by project sites as compared to pre-project. 


Programs in prairie region:  
Other ~ The Pomme de Terre River at Chrissy Dam channel restoration project will use metrics that evaluate 
instream and floodplain habitat to assess our success also monitoring the geomorphic stability of the channel 
restoration. For the Woolen Mills dam passage project, we will use routine fish surveys to gauge changes to the 
fish community, and compare with pre-project data. Our AMA enhancement program will monitor all projects to 
insure that outcome goals are being met by looking at the diversity and abundance of native plant species that are 
supported by project sites as compared to pre-project. 


Programs in southeast forest region:  


Rivers, streams, and surrounding vegetation provide corridors of habitat ~ In this region the Cascade Creek 
Phase II project  will improve in-channel and riparian habitat. We will use metrics that evaluate instream and 
floodplain habitat to assess our success.  Our AMA enhancement program will monitor all projects to insure that 
outcome goals are being met by looking at the diversity and abundance of native plant species that are supported 
by project sites as compared to pre-project. 


What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this proposal?  
Clean Water Fund 


Per MS 97A.056, Subd. 24, Please explain whether the request is supplanting or is a substitution for 
any previous funding that was not from a legacy fund and was used for the same purpose.  


This request is an acceleration of DNR aquatic habitat work to a level not attainable but for the appropriation. 


How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?  
MNDNR has multiple potential avenues that could be used for ongoing maintenance of projects, including the Game 
and Fish Fund which is supported by license sales, the Heritage Enhancement account funded by taxes on lottery 
tickets, funds raised through the sale of Trout Stamps, the General Fund, and people who volunteer to help the 
department with projects. 


Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes  
Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Annual Game and Fish Inspect Project Control Invasives Make instream 


adjustments as 
needed 


Provide an assessment of how your program may celebrate cultural diversity or reach diverse 
communities in Minnesota, including reaching low- and moderate-income households:  
The DNR Aquatic Habitat Restoration and Enhancement proposal has the following specific ties to BIPOC and 
diverse communities: 
• Projects included in this proposal provide benefits at the watershed scale. These benefits extend well 
beyond the footprint of each individual project and benefit all Minnesotans. 
• Tribal partners have been significant partners in efforts to restore Lake Sturgeon in the Red River basin. 
Multiple projects included in this proposal contribute to these efforts. 
 
DNR’s OHF projects aim to serve all Minnesotans. At the same time, we are bringing more focus in all our work to 
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BIPOC and diverse communities. The Minnesota DNR has adopted advancing diversity, equity and inclusion (DEI) 
as a key priority in its strategic plan. The plan focuses on increasing the cultural competence of our staff, creating a 
workforce that is reflective of Minnesota, continuing to strengthen tribal consultation and building partnerships 
with diverse communities.  
 
The OHF funds high quality habitat projects that provide ecosystem services like clean water and carbon 
sequestration that support environmental justice. OHF also supports public access and recreational opportunities 
on these lands. OHF projects and outcomes benefit BIPOC and diverse communities through recreational 
opportunities that are close-to-home, culturally responsive and accessible to Minnesotans with disabilities.   
 
The DNR has diversity, equity and inclusion strategies that benefit all OHF projects: 
• Multilingual and culturally specific hunting and fishing education programs take place on public lands.  
• All hiring is equal opportunity, affirmative action, and veteran friendly. Contracting seeks out Targeted 
Group, Economically Disadvantaged and Veteran-Owned businesses.  
• Public engagement seeks out BIPOC voices and involves diverse communities. Outreach and marketing of 
projects has this focus as well.  
• Partnerships are at the center of all projects. Tribes in particular are consulted in all pertinent areas of the 
DNR’s work, under EO 19-24. 


Activity Details 


Requirements 


Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 Pollinator 
Habitat Program?   
Yes 


Is the restoration and enhancement activity on permanently protected land per 97A.056, Subd 13(f), tribal 
lands, and/or public waters per MS 103G.005, Subd. 15 or on lands to be acquired in this program?   
Yes 


Where does the activity take place? 


WMA 


AMA 


County/Municipal 


Public Waters 


Land Use 


Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
No 


Will insecticides or fungicides (including neonicotinoid and fungicide treated seed) be used within any 
activities of this proposal either in the process of restoration or use as food plots? 
No 
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Other OHF Appropriation Awards 


Have you received OHF dollars through LSOHC in the past? 
Yes 


Are any of these past appropriations still OPEN? 
Yes 


Approp Year Funding Amount 
Received 


Amount Spent to 
Date 


Funding Remaining % Spent to Date 


2024 $4,206,000 $1,023,113 $3,182,887 24.33% 
2023 $4,122,000 $1,902,382 $2,219,618 46.15% 
2022 $5,177,000 $1,814,403 $3,362,597 35.05% 
2021 $2,790,000 $1,787,997 $1,002,003 64.09% 
2020 $3,790,000 $3,600,662 $189,338 95.0% 
Totals $20,085,000 $10,128,557 $9,956,443 50.43% 


Timeline 
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date 
Design of fish passage and channel restoration projects March 2027 
Permitting and environmental review of fish passage and 
channel restoration projects 


December 2027 


Construction of fish passage and channel restoration 
projects 


September 2029 


Vegetation maintenance on fish passage and channel 
restoration projects 


June 2029 
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Budget 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $2,563,400 - - $2,563,400 
Contracts $12,652,000 $4,514,000 EPA, City of Rochester, 


Federal Bridge fund 
$17,166,000 


Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel $100,000 - - $100,000 
Professional Services $30,000 - - $30,000 
Direct Support 
Services 


$411,800 - - $411,800 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


- - - - 


Supplies/Materials $801,000 - - $801,000 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $16,558,200 $4,514,000 - $21,072,200 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


Stream Habitat 
Specialist 


2.0 5.0 $1,154,400 - - $1,154,400 


AMA 
technician 


1.0 5.0 $384,000 - - $384,000 


AMA specialist 2.0 5.0 $1,025,000 - - $1,025,000 
 


Amount of Request: $16,558,200 
Amount of Leverage: $4,514,000 
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 27.26% 
DSS + Personnel: $2,975,200 
As a % of the total request: 17.97% 
Easement Stewardship: - 
As a % of the Easement Acquisition: - 


Total Leverage (from 
above) 


Amount Confirmed % of Total Leverage Amount Anticipated % of Total Leverage 


$4,514,000 $2,214,000 49.05% $2,300,000 50.95% 
Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:  
Cascade Creek Phase II $274,000 City of Rochester 
Necktie River $290,000 EPA 319 
Deer Lake Outlet $900,000 Federal Off-system bridge fund, $300 Local Option sales tax (1.2m tot)  
Woolen Mills $2.75 FEMA unsecured 
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Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?   
Yes 


If the project received 50% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
Projects come from a prioritized list. With partial funding, we would fund only the top projects from our list 
that fit within the amount allocated. At 50% funding, we estimate that we would still be able to achieve 
approximately 40-50% of enhancement and restoration acres. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
Personnel would reduce to 50 to 60% of the requested amount. Staff time would focus on project 
coordination, administration, and project development.  
 
Direct Support Services is determined by a standard DNR process taking into account the amount of 
funding and the number of allocations made with that funding. 


If the project received 30% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
Top ranked projects are watershed-scale connectivity projects; at 30% funding we will achieve 
approximate 30-40% of our initial proposed acres for enhancement and 11% of our initial restoration 
acres. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
Personnel would reduce to 30 to 40% of the requested amount. Staff time would focus on project 
coordination, administration, and project development.  
 
Direct Support Services is determined by a standard DNR process taking into account the amount of 
funding and the number of allocations made with that funding. 


Personnel 
Has funding for these positions been requested in the past?   
Yes 


Please explain the overlap of past and future staffing and position levels previously received and 
how that is coordinated over multiple years?  
Funding for the positions of Stream Habitat Specialists were funded in the ML22 and ML24 appropriations 
and AMA Specialists were funded in the and ML23 appropriations. Once the personnel funds from those 
appropriations are extinguished, we will shift to charging salary to this appropriation. 


Contracts 


What is included in the contracts line?   
100% of contracts are for Restoration and Enhancement work. 
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Professional Services 


What is included in the Professional Services line?   
 


Surveys 


Travel 


Does the amount in the travel line include equipment/vehicle rental?   
No 


Explain the amount in the travel line outside of traditional travel costs of mileage, food, and lodging   
All travel line costs will be used for mileage, food, and lodging. 


I understand and agree that lodging, meals, and mileage must comply with the current MMB Commissioner 
Plan:   
Yes 


Direct Support Services 


How did you determine which portions of the Direct Support Services of your shared support services is 
direct to this program?   
DNR calculates the program’s fair share to pay for support costs directly related to and necessary for the 
appropriation, and an internal Service Level Agreement (contract) guarantees each program will receive the 
services for the calculated amount. 


Federal Funds 


Do you anticipate federal funds as a match for this program?   
No 
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Output Tables 


Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 89 89 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 0 2,255 2,255 
Total 0 0 0 2,344 2,344 
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2) 


 RESTORE  ENHANCE  
 Lands acquired 


with OHF 
Lands NOT 


acquired with 
OHF 


Lands acquired 
with OHF 


Lands NOT 
acquired with 


OHF 
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) 20 61 369 1,886 
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) 0 0 0 5 
Easements 8 0 0 0 
Total 28 61 369 1,891 
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding 
Restore - - - $2,083,600 $2,083,600 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - - $14,474,600 $14,474,600 
Total - - - $16,558,200 $16,558,200 
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 8 34 47 89 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 154 337 97 714 953 2,255 
Total 154 337 105 748 1,000 2,344 
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total 
Funding 


Restore - - $1,034,700 $831,500 $217,400 $2,083,600 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - - 
Enhance $745,400 $1,333,700 $177,700 $5,170,400 $7,047,400 $14,474,600 
Total $745,400 $1,333,700 $1,212,400 $6,001,900 $7,264,800 $16,558,200 
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat 
Restore - - - $23,411 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - 
Enhance - - - $6,418 
Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest 
Restore - - $129,337 $24,455 $4,625 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance $4,840 $3,957 $1,831 $7,241 $7,394 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 


5 miles 
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Parcels 


Sign-up Criteria?   
No 


Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:   
MN DNR uses a prioritized list to select stream habitat projects for submission. Project submissions are solicited 
from MN DNR staff as well as partner organizations. Criteria used to rank projects includes the scale of impact, 
critical habitat for rare species, the urgency of completing the project, feasibility, and local support. From that list 
we select the highest-ranked projects that we feel could be completed during the life of the OHF appropriation. 


Restore / Enhance Parcels 


Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 


Description 


Spirit Lake Aitkin 04627224 1 $4,000 Yes Buckthorn control 
Big Cormorant Lk. - D 
Farnham/H. Bolley  AMA 


Becker 13843224 15 $16,000 Yes buckthorn 


Bucks Mill - Culvert Becker 13841231 1 $800,000 Yes Culvert Replacements 
Bucks Mill AMA Becker 13841231 10 $9,000 Yes buckthorn 
Detroit Lakes Headquarters 
AMA 


Becker 13842236 25 $16,000 Yes buckthorn 


Long Lake AMA Becker 13941211 5 $5,000 Yes wild parsnip 
Toad Lake AMA Becker 13938216 5 $9,000 Yes common tansy 
Bemidji Lake South AMA Beltrami 14633215 4 $8,000 Yes Invasive Spp. Control 
Preece Point Beltrami 14633230 10 $2,500 Yes Invasive Spp. Control 
Ida Lake AMA Blue Earth 10528212 5 $20,000 Yes homestead enhancement 
Ida Lake AMA Blue Earth 10528212 8 $7,000 Yes tree control 
Blackhoof River Carlton 04716230 10 $45,000 Yes Tree planting maintenance 
Lotus Lake AMA Carver 11623201 7 $7,000 Yes buckthorn/invasive control 
Agate Rearing Pond Cass 13529232 9 $50,000 Yes Invasives species control 
Sunrise Lake Chisago 03420217 10 $10,000 Yes Buckthorn Follow-up/Trash 


clean-up 
Silver Lake AMA Clay 13945225 30 $9,500 Yes Prescribed burn 
Silver Lake AMA Clay 13945225 20 $6,000 Yes invasives, birdsfoot 
Cascade River AMA Cook 06221204 5 $21,000 Yes Gap planting 
Devil Track River AMA Cook 06211201 5 $5,000 Yes Gap planting 
Swamp River AMA Cook 06304229 5 $10,000 Yes Gap planting 
Bertha Moody lake Crow Wing 13528232 100 $4,000 Yes Buckthorn follow-up 
Nokasissippi River Crow Wing 04529228 50 $8,000 Yes Ash Diversification 
North Long Lake Crow Wing 13428229 20 $8,000 Yes Oak TSI 
Roosevelt Crow Wing 13826204 30 $8,000 Yes Tree cage maintenance 
South Branch Vermillion River 
AMA 


Dakota 11418229 20 $15,000 Yes oak savanna maintenance 


South Branch Vermillion River 
AMA 


Dakota 11418229 30 $8,500 Yes prairie invasive control 


Vermillion River AMA Dakota 11418220 30 $10,000 Yes prairie invasive control 
Bliss AMA Douglas 13037221 10 $3,300 Yes buckthorn control 
Ida Lake AMA Douglas 12938226 12 $13,400 Yes buckthorn control 
Jessie Lake AMA Douglas 12837227 15 $5,000 Yes wild parsnip control 
Miltona Lake AMA Douglas 15750230 6 $8,000 Yes buckthorn control 
Miltona Lake AMA Douglas 15750230 30 $10,000 Yes caragana, thistles 
Tegel's Slough AMA Douglas 12838226 20 $8,000 Yes wild parsnip control 
Blue Earth River AMA Faribault 10428228 10 $9,000 Yes prescribed burn 
Blue Earth River AMA Faribault 10428228 50 $4,200 Yes tree control 
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Etna Creek AMA Fillmore 10212236 20 $8,000 Yes wild parsnip/vetch control 
and prescribed burn 


Lanesboro Hatchery AMA Fillmore 10310226 45 $32,000 Yes prescribed burn 
Juglans Woods AMA Freeborn 10221225 22 $15,000 Yes tree control 
Juglans Woods AMA Freeborn 10221225 40 $6,400 Yes buckthorn control follow up 
Lester Lake Hubbard 14232232 5 $10,000 Yes Tree planting maintenance 
Necktie River Hubbard 14532222 57 $4,000,000 Yes Channel Restoration 
Dixon Lake Itasca 14829225 5 $5,000 Yes Prescribed burn/ native 


seeding 
Little Knife Kanabec 04424228 27 $9,000 Yes Rx Burn 
Little Knife Kanabec 04424228 20 $9,000 Yes Invasives 
Games Lake AMA Kandiyohi 12235232 30 $7,000 Yes garlic mustard control 
Green Lake AMA Kandiyohi 12034203 5 $8,200 Yes invasive/buckthorn control 
Middle Lake AMA Kandiyohi 12135209 4 $1,750 Yes garlic mustard control 
New London Hatchery AMA Kandiyohi 12134209 8 $30,000 Yes buckthorn and herbaceous 


invasives 
Norway Lake AMA Kandiyohi 12136206 5 $9,400 Yes garlic mustard/buckthorn 


control 
East Beaver River Lake 05608209 30 $20,000 Yes Spruce Budworm Rx/Tree 


Planting 
East Beaver River Lake 05608209 15 $4,000 Yes Ash Diversification 
Manitou River Lake 05806233 30 $12,000 Yes Planting following 


harvest/burn and within 
riparian (Cramer Lake 
parcel) 


Split Rock River Lake 05509217 15 $2,000 Yes Spruce Budworm Rx/Tree 
Planting- Round 2 


Split Rock River Lake 05509217 80 $5,000 Yes Ash Stand Girdling/Planting 
Francis Lake AMA Le Sueur 10924235 15 $25,000 Yes buckthorn control 
Sakatah Lake AMA Le Sueur 10922217 25 $20,000 Yes prescribed burn and 


interseeding 
St Peter AMA Le Sueur 11026214 17 $12,800 Yes buckthorn control 
Waterville Hatchery AMA Le Sueur 10923228 10 $15,000 Yes prescribed burn 
Frank Rose Marshall 15750230 20 $10,000 Yes Prairie enhancement; woody 


control, invasives 
Frank Rose Marshall 15750230 40 $8,000 Yes Prescribed burn 
Hutchinson FMA Meeker 11730235 10 $5,000 Yes buckthorn control 
Minniebelle Lake AMA Meeker 11831212 15 $15,000 Yes prescribed burn and 


interseeding 
Minniebelle Lake AMA Meeker 11831212 3 $45,000 Yes buckthorn control 
North Fork Crow River AMA Meeker 12132224 12 $3,500 Yes prescribed burn and 


interseeding 
Cedar River AMA Mower 10218215 17 $15,000 Yes prescribed burn and 


interseeding 
Cascade Creek Phase II Olmsted 10614205 8 $952,000 Yes Channel Restoration 
Dead River Walker AMA Otter Tail 13440211 12 $20,000 Yes Prescribed burn and native 


seeding 
Dead River Walker AMA Otter Tail 13440211 20 $8,000 Yes thistles, invasives 
Eagle Lake AMA Otter Tail 13140215 7 $5,000 Yes buckthorn, honeysuckle 
East Lost Lake AMA Otter Tail 13341211 10 $8,000 Yes buckthorn 
Jewett Lake AMA Otter Tail 13443224 1 $2,000 Yes Prescribed burn 
North Turtle Lake AMA Otter Tail 13341223 3 $5,000 Yes buckthorn 
Toad River AMA Otter Tail 13738232 5 $5,000 Yes birds foot trefoil 
Barnes Springs Pine 04118212 30 $9,000 Yes Invasive Spp. 
Barnes Springs Pine 04118212 15 $15,000 Yes Rx Burn 
Barnes Springs Pine 04118212 15 $30,000 Yes Tree Planting and 


maintenance 
Big Pine Pine 04121224 40 $10,000 Yes Buckthorn/honeysuckle 
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Pelican Lake AMA Pope 12538209 15 $15,000 Yes buckthorn control; invasives 
Sanborn AMA Redwood 10936227 16 $9,400 Yes remnant woody control 
Whispering Ridge AMA Redwood 11436227 20 $20,000 Yes woody invasives on 


outcrops 
Whispering Ridge AMA Redwood 11436232 7 $9,000 Yes S. parking lot prairie 


reconstruction 
Whispering Ridge AMA Redwood 11436232 100 $19,000 Yes prescribed burn 
Cannon River (Dundas) AMA Rice 11120215 20 $8,900 Yes prescribed burn 
Cannon River (Morristown) 
AMA 


Rice 11120215 20 $4,500 Yes tree control 


Fairbault Dam - Woolen Mills Rice 11020230 1 $2,750,000 Yes Dam Modification 
Eagle Creek AMA Scott 11521218 15 $21,000 Yes buckthorn control and 


understory seeding 
Eagle Creek AMA Scott 11521218 30 $15,000 Yes garlic mustard control 
Eagle Creek AMA Scott 11521218 12 $7,400 Yes prescribed burn and prairie 


invasive control 
Lester River St. Louis 05214223 100 $25,000 Yes Buckthorn and exotic 


honeysuckle control 
Whiteface River St. Louis 05416208 20 $8,000 Yes Riparian Planting?  


Protect/Add Conifer in 
upland. 


Pomme de Terre River at 
Crissy Dam 


Stevens 12442212 9 $650,000 Yes Channel Restoration 


Swift Falls Swift 12238203 1 $1,500,000 Yes Dam Modification 
Miller Creek AMA Wabasha 11112209 44 $60,000 Yes buckthorn control follow up 
Miller Creek AMA Wabasha 11112209 26 $150,000 Yes tree control 
Brown's Creek AMA Washington 03020221 5 $15,000 Yes woody invasive control 
Deer Lake Outlet on Mill Creek Wright 11926201 1 $400,000 Yes Dam Modification 
Ramsey Lake AMA Wright 12026218 6 $20,000 Yes buckthorn control and 


understory seeding 
Silver Creek AMA Wright 12226215 4 $12,800 Yes buckthorn and garlic 


mustard control 
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Parcel Map 


 


 







 


 


 


 


 


Aquatic Habitat Restoration and Enhancement—Phase 9Aquatic Habitat Restoration and Enhancement—Phase 9


Requested Amount: $16,832,000 
Leverage Amount:    $4,514,000


Summary 
Diverse habitat is critical to sustaining quality fish 
populations in lakes and rivers. The Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) will 
complete four fish passage projects to restore habitat 
connectivity for fish and other aquatic life, and restore 
stream reaches of three different rivers, creating miles 
of diverse aquatic habitat. Though the actual footprint 
of fish passage projects is relatively small, these 
projects will reconnect thousands of acres of lake and 
river habitat. We will also enhance 2,226 acres and 
restore 25 acres of riparian habitat and associated 
uplands on 124 Aquatic Management Areas. The DNR 
manages these lands to protect critical shoreline 
habitat used by spawning fish, waterfowl, wading birds, 
reptiles and amphibians and species of special 
concern. Aquatic habitat projects were selected from a 
statewide list, prioritized by factors such as ecological 
benefit, scale of impact, urgency of completion, and 
local support. 


Project Partners 
• Pomme de Terre River Association
• Stevens SWCD
• Olmsted County
• City of Rochester
• Pelican River Watershed District
• Hubbard SWCD
• Swift County Wright County
• City of Faribault
• Hartley Nature Center
• Red Lake WD Stearns County
• Stearns SWCD
• East Otter Tail SWCD
• The Nature Conservancy


Projects in Progress 


Chrissy Lake Dam 


• Restores 3,850 feet of quality riverine habitat for 42
species of fish in conjunction with dam removal


• Partnership with Pomme de Terre River Association,
Stevens SWCD, City of Morris


Woolen Mills Dam Removal 


• The Woolen Mills dam partially failed in 2024
• Replacing the dam with a rock arch rapids will


reconnect 2 miles of habitat for 54 species of fish
• Partnership with the City of Faribault–continued on reverse
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Projects continued


Cascade Creek Phase II 
• Restores dimension, pattern and profiles to 3,423


ft of ditched channel
• Improves habitat for 18 species of fish
• Benefits turbidity and fish impairments
• Partnership with Olmsted County and the City of


Rochester


Necktie River 
• Restores dimension, pattern and profiles a


ditched channel in a targeted priority area for
WRAPS planning and will restore portions of the
historic channel


• Improves habitat for 18 species of fish and is a
designated trout stream upstream of the project


• Partnership with Hubbard County SWCD


Sanborn AMA perscribed burn Split Rock River AMA tree planting 


Questions? 
Dean Paron 
Stream Habitat Supervisor Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources 
dean.paron@state.mn.us 


Includes only removals with adequate data 
*Barrier removal utilized roch arch rapids


©2025, State of Minnesota, Department of Natural Resources
DNR is an equal opportunity provider. FAW_05_25 


• Enhancement of forests to include long lived conifers and
replace spruce bud worm infected forests


• Tree planting on AMA to protect cold water trout streams


• Example of Aquatic Management Area
enhancement work include prescribed burns


• Seeding to restore native vegetation
• Controlling invasive species
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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
Little Cannon River Stream Habitat Restoration 


ML 2026 Request for Funding 


General Information 


Date: 06/26/2025 


Proposal Title: Little Cannon River Stream Habitat Restoration 


Funds Requested: $5,174,800 


Confirmed Leverage Funds: $179,000 


Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes 


Manager Information 


Manager's Name: John Lenczewski 
Title: Executive Director 
Organization: Minnesota Trout Unlimited 
Address: PO Box 845   
City: Chanhassen, MN 55317 
Email: john.lenczewski@mntu.org 
Office Number: 612-670-1629 
Mobile Number: 612-670-1629 
Fax Number:   
Website:   


Location Information 


County Location(s): Goodhue. 


Eco regions in which work will take place: 


Southeast Forest 


Activity types: 


Enhance 


Priority resources addressed by activity: 


Habitat 
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Narrative 


Abstract 


This project will restore habitat on a badly degraded 3.3-mile section of the Little Cannon River, re-meandering it 
and adding 1.7 miles of new stream habitat. Five miles of high-quality habitat for fish and wildlife will be created 
on protected lands located where the majority of Minnesota’s population can easily access it. Minnesota Trout 
Unlimited will create 5.0 miles of stable stream channel filled with habitat for trout, as well as diverse fish, aquatic, 
and riparian wildlife. Great River Greening will restore upland native vegetation for birds and wildlife, protecting 
up to four federally threatened species. 


Design and Scope of Work 


This project will restore habitat in 5 miles of the Little Cannon River and its riparian corridor, creating lasting 
benefits for fish and wildlife in a region where coldwater streams are scarce and increasingly impaired.  


Minnesota Trout Unlimited (MNTU) will lead the in-stream habitat restoration, restoring a natural meandering 
pattern and creating 1.7 miles of new stream habitat in the process.  By raising the deeply incised stream channel, 
reconnecting the stream to its floodplain, and restoring a natural pattern the stream will become stable so that in-
stream habitat will endure large floods and remain productive.  Diverse trout habitats for all life stages will be 
created, including pool habitat, bank cover, riffles and runs for food production, and spawning habitat.  The 
drastically reduced erosion will decrease sedimentation of in-stream habitat both within the 5-mile-long project 
site and downstream. Stream channel improvement will also increase habitat for red-sided dace, a Minnesota 
Species of Greatest Conservation Need.  Off-channel oxbow habitat will be created, which will improve habitat for 
multiple game and wildlife species, including amphibians, reptiles, waterfowl, and mammals. 


Great River Greening (GRG) will restore riparian and upland vegetation on adjacent AMA lands and new 
conservation easements added upstream and downstream in 2025. Their work will include native plantings that 
stabilize soil, improve infiltration, and restore nesting habitat for waterfowl, migrating birds, amphibians, and 
reptiles. 


Clean River Partners (CRP) will lead outreach, connect the restoration with broader watershed initiatives, and 
coordinate the project partners. CRP has secured separate funding to support upstream conservation practices like 
cover crops and managed grazing, and is pending federal funds to support additional agricultural practices near 
the project site. 


Goodhue SWCD has decades-long relationships with the project area landowners and introduced the concept of 
habitat restoration and fishing easements in 2021. It has facilitated planning discussions and secured $30,000 in 
Watershed-Based Implementation Funding to support permitting and early-stage development. The SWCD is not 
seeking OHF funding, but will continue to serve as a key local facilitator and partner. The SWCD is providing 
$20,000 in leverage funds to cover personnel costs. 


Stream habitat and vegetation plans are being coordinated with the Minnesota DNR to ensure alignment with long-
term management goals. All project partners bring specific, complementary strengths and long-standing 
relationships to ensure that this work is completed efficiently and achieves permanent ecological benefits. 
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Explain how the proposal addresses habitat protection, restoration, and/or enhancement for fish, 
game & wildlife, including threatened or endangered species conservation  
Rewilding this coldwater stream will add 1.7 miles of new stream filled with good habitat for trout and other 
species that require functioning coldwater ecosystems for survival, including red-sided dace. Coldwater streams 
are exceptionally susceptible to climate change variables such as warming temperatures, increased flooding 
frequencies and durations, along with decreasing cold water inputs due to increased groundwater extraction from 
their replenishing aquifers.  
 
The restoration is needed to stabilize eroding stream banks and reduce erosion and sedimentation of in-stream 
habitat. The current high erosion rates cause unstable banks that collapse and bury habitat.  The turbidity and 
sedimentation created fill in pools and smother gravel and cobble essential for food production and for trout 
spawning.  High turbidity also decreases light penetration, which impacts species that rely on photosynthesis such 
as plants and phytoplankton, valuable food sources for other aquatic and waterfowl species.  
 
Although management practices have improved on surrounding agricultural acres, erosion and bank instability 
continue to increase the sediment load within the channel of the river. The stream has not been able to re-meander 
itself in the 70+ years since it was altered.  Intervention is needed to restore stable habitat and keep it from being 
smothered by sediment.   
 
While enhancement and restoration work has been ongoing at the Little Cannon River AMA, adjacent stretches of 
the riverbank have not been addressed. The new easements being added in 2025 not only allow a larger portion of 
the Little Cannon to be re-meandered and stabilized, it also allows for restoration on the streambanks and riparian 
corridor to native riparian and mesic prairie vegetation.  The reestablishment of these shorelines will increase 
nesting habitat for reptiles, waterfowl, and migrating avian species, while the creation of off-channel oxbows will 
create habitat for amphibians and breeding fish populations. 
 
There are potentially four federally threatened or endangered species in the area that could benefit from our 
restoration efforts: Northern Long-eared Bat, Rusty Patched Bumble Bee, Minnesota dwarf trout lily, and prairie 
bush clover. 


What are the elements of this proposal that are critical from a timing perspective?  


Partners currently have non-OHF funding available to kick start the survey and permitting processes and move up 
the timeline for construction. The DNR has dedicated most of its Trout Stream conservation easement funding for 
Region 3 (Metro and SE quarter of MN) to acquiring easements above and below its fee title Aquatic Management 
Area (AMA). Large, coordinated projects like this Little Cannon River Restoration are only possible when 
landowner interest, LGU capacity, and appreciation of habitat benefits and public use converge. The Council’s 
support now is critical to reward such collaboration to efficiently improve fish and wildlife habitat.  
 
Landowners are enthusiastic for this project, transferring easements to facilitate it. Moving forward without delay 
will encourage other landowners to consider protective easements. CRP and GRG have worked closely with the 
Trust for Public Land (TPL) and habitat restoration now will create opportunities to expand land protection along 
the Little Cannon. 
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Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  
The Little Cannon River project will create a 5.0 mile long corridor of restored habitat, stretching across two entire 
Sections of land.  Although the recently acquired fee title Aquatic Management Area (AMA) parcel sits in the center 
of the proposed project corridor, the habitat is currently too degraded to function well as a habitat corridor or 
complex.  The permanent conservation easements being added in 2025 upstream and downstream also contain 
very degraded habitat with reduced ecological function.  
 
By remeandering the stream, restoring in-stream habitat, and returning adjacent land to native riparian woodland 
and mesic prairie vegetation, the project will reconnect fragmented habitat and improve landscape-scale ecological 
function. These restored corridors will support species movement and dispersal, increase breeding and foraging 
opportunities, and provide critical nesting habitat for reptiles, waterfowl, and migratory birds. In-stream and off-
channel oxbow features will further diversify aquatic habitat, benefiting amphibians and breeding fish populations. 
 
This project will also enhance the hydrology and associated wildlife habitat of a rare calcareous fen located 
adjacent to the stream restoration site, within the AMA. These fens—some of the rarest wetland types in 
Minnesota—are groundwater-dependent and highly sensitive to changes in surface and subsurface hydrology. By 
increasing floodplain connectivity and water infiltration, the project will help stabilize water levels that sustain this 
unique plant community and its associated species of conservation concern. 
 
This work complements goals outlined in multiple regional plans, including the Cannon River Watershed 
Landscape Stewardship Plan and Cannon River Watershed Comprehensive Management Plan, and leverages 
existing protected lands to expand functional habitat corridors in southeastern Minnesota’s fragmented landscape. 


Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this 
project?  


Minnesota's Wildlife Action Plan 2015-2025 


Other : H3 – Improve connectivity and access to recreation – improving protected lands for wildlife watching 
and hunting 


Explain how this proposal will uniquely address habitat resilience to climate change and its 
anticipated effects on game, fish & wildlife species utilizing the protected or restored/enhanced 
habitat this proposal targets.  
The Little Cannon River is a coldwater stream in southern Minnesota. Through years of land use change and 
streambank erosion, the channel has become incised and impaired with sediment loads. In the stream’s current 
state, increased frequency and intensity of precipitation events create larger flood risk potential, nutrient runoff, 
and erosion. Recreating a meandering stream will increase the floodplain region which will increase water holding 
capacity. Stabilizing the eroding stream banks will decrease sediment load and nutrient runoff. Limiting sediment 
into the river will increase the quality of gravel spawning beds for multiple fish species including rainbow, brown, 
and brook trout. Using current precipitation climate models, intervention in stabilizing the river banks is necessary 
to ensure the health of not only the Little Cannon habitat, but downstream watershed water quality as well. 
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Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  


Southeast Forest 


Protect, enhance, and restore habitat for fish, game, and nongame wildlife in rivers, cold-water streams, and 
associated upland habitat 


Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not permanent outcomes, 
why it is important to undertake at this time:  


This project will deliver lasting habitat, ecological and recreational benefits by restoring a 5-mile stretch of the 
Little Cannon River to a natural stream pattern. The work will stabilize the channel, reducing erosion and 
preventing both sediment buildup and channel downcutting, so the stream maintains productive in-stream habitat 
for many decades.  
 
Diverse habitat features, including pools, cover habitat, rock riffles, oxbows, and spawning gravels, will support 
naturally reproducing fish populations and long-term population health. Native vegetation plantings along the 
banks will further improve wildlife habitat. 
 
Restored habitat where permanent protection and public fishing easements exit will ensure the public can enjoy a 
lasting legacy of productive fisheries  
 
By combining habitat restoration and public access, this project will create a permanent conservation legacy: a 
healthier river system, stronger fish and wildlife populations, and recreational access for current and future 
generations. 


Outcomes 


Programs in southeast forest region:  
Rivers, streams, and surrounding vegetation provide corridors of habitat ~ Enhancement of in-stream and 
riparian corridor habitat creates miles of connected 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. 


What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this proposal?  
Clean Water Fund 


Per MS 97A.056, Subd. 24, Please explain whether the request is supplanting or is a substitution for 
any previous funding that was not from a legacy fund and was used for the same purpose.  


This proposal does not substitute or supplant previous funding that was not from a Legacy fund. 


How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?  
In collaboration with the DNR. Information gathered will be used to develop site-specific scope of work plans for 
restoring ecologically desired habitats. Project management plans will detail the methods and practices to be used 
and a timeline for the successful completion of each site/project along with management guidelines and 
maintenance outline for the future. After funds are expended, sites will be in a condition that the landowner will be 
able to maintain. 







Proposal #: HA08 


P a g e  6 | 17 


 


Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes  
Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
- - - - - 
2032 Agency staff visits 


and/or MNTU 
volunteers 


Inspect structural 
elements and 
vegetation 


If needed, alert DNR 
and develop action 
plan 


Conduct maintenance 
with volunteers 
and/or contractors if 
DNR does not 


Every 3 years 
thereafter 


Agency staff visits 
and/or MNTU 
volunteers 


Inspect structural 
elements and 
vegetation 


If needed, develop 
action plan with DNR 


Perform or assist DNR 
with maintenance if 
needed 


Provide an assessment of how your program may celebrate cultural diversity or reach diverse 
communities in Minnesota, including reaching low- and moderate-income households:  
This project significantly increases equitable access to Minnesota’s outdoor heritage by restoring five miles of the 
Little Cannon River where permanent public angling access is being established. The site features easy-to-navigate 
streambanks, a parking area, and access bridges at both ends—allowing people to fish without the need for 
waders, watercraft, or specialized gear. There are no restrictions on angling equipment, which lowers the barriers 
to entry for beginners and for those from low- and moderate-income households. 
 
Located in a part of the state without natural lakes, the Little Cannon River provides one of the few local stream 
fishing opportunities for area residents. This project will make it easier for all Minnesotans—regardless of income, 
background, or ability—to experience the cultural tradition of stream fishing close to home. Based on past 
experience with nearby restoration projects, we anticipate that this work will draw more local visitors and 
increase community awareness of and connection to the river. 
 
Currently, most anglers at this site are visitors from the south metro on weekends, with local users more common 
during the week. We believe that restoring the river’s habitat and improving access will encourage more year-
round, local use and create a welcoming destination for diverse communities in the Cannon River region and 
beyond. 


Activity Details 


Requirements 


Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 Pollinator 
Habitat Program?   
Yes 


Is the restoration and enhancement activity on permanently protected land per 97A.056, Subd 13(f), tribal 
lands, and/or public waters per MS 103G.005, Subd. 15 or on lands to be acquired in this program?   
Yes 


Where does the activity take place? 


AMA 


Permanently Protected Conservation Easements 
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Land Use 


Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
No 


Will insecticides or fungicides (including neonicotinoid and fungicide treated seed) be used within any 
activities of this proposal either in the process of restoration or use as food plots? 
No 


Other OHF Appropriation Awards 


Have you received OHF dollars through LSOHC in the past? 
No 


Timeline 
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date 
Begin planning, design and implementation of habitat 
enhancements 


July 2026 


Complete implementation of habitat enhancements, 
including native vegetation work. 


June 2031 
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Budget 


 


Grand Totals Across All Partnerships 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $257,000 $87,000 -, federal, Clean Water 


Fund 
$344,000 


Contracts $4,214,000 $135,000 federal, Clean Water 
Fund 


$4,349,000 


Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel $14,000 $1,000 Private $15,000 
Professional Services $300,000 - - $300,000 
Direct Support 
Services 


$151,800 $60,000 -, Private $211,800 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


$6,000 - - $6,000 


Supplies/Materials $232,000 $1,000 -, Private $233,000 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $5,174,800 $284,000 - $5,458,800 
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Partner: Great River Greening 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $72,000 - - $72,000 
Contracts $250,000 - - $250,000 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel $4,000 - - $4,000 
Professional Services - - - - 
Direct Support 
Services 


$59,000 $60,000 Private $119,000 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


$4,000 - - $4,000 


Supplies/Materials $230,000 - - $230,000 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $619,000 $60,000 - $679,000 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


Personnel 0.19 5.0 $72,000 - - $72,000 
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Partner: Clean River Partners 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $85,000 $87,000 federal, Clean Water 


Fund 
$172,000 


Contracts $4,000 $135,000 federal, Clean Water 
Fund 


$139,000 


Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel - $1,000 Private $1,000 
Professional Services - - - - 
Direct Support 
Services 


$27,200 - - $27,200 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


- - - - 


Supplies/Materials - $1,000 Private $1,000 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $116,200 $224,000 - $340,200 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


Clean River 
Partners Staff 


0.2 5.0 $85,000 $87,000 federal, Clean 
Water Fund 


$172,000 
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Partner: Minnesota Trout Unlimited 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $100,000 - - $100,000 
Contracts $3,960,000 - - $3,960,000 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel $10,000 - - $10,000 
Professional Services $300,000 - - $300,000 
Direct Support 
Services 


$65,600 - - $65,600 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


$2,000 - - $2,000 


Supplies/Materials $2,000 - - $2,000 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $4,439,600 - - $4,439,600 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


Habitat 
Enhancement 
Staff 


1.0 4.0 $100,000 - - $100,000 


 


Amount of Request: $5,174,800 
Amount of Leverage: $284,000 
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 5.49% 
DSS + Personnel: $408,800 
As a % of the total request: 7.9% 
Easement Stewardship: - 
As a % of the Easement Acquisition: - 


Total Leverage (from 
above) 


Amount Confirmed % of Total Leverage Amount Anticipated % of Total Leverage 


$284,000 $179,000 63.03% $105,000 36.97% 
Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:  
CRP’s federal leverage is a Fishers & Farmers Partnership grant, slated to begin on July 1, 2025. CRP’s CWF 
leverage is from the BWSR. Goodhue SWCD's $20,000 local leverage is funding from their general fund for staff 
time; they also have $30,000 WBIF leverage. 


Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?   
Yes 
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If the project received 50% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
Because we would design and permit the entire project site and install as much as the reduced construction 
funding allows, the acre amount completed might be less than strictly proportional. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
MNTU & GRGs personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted downward but not strictly proportionally. 
Design and permitting would be frontloaded and personnel and DSS costs would track those efforts and 
project oversight will remain consistent. CRP’s administration is consistent to manage the program and 
maintain partner and community relationships. 


If the project received 30% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
Because we would design and permit the entire project site and install as much as the reduced construction 
funding allows, the acre amount completed might be less than strictly proportional. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
MNTU & GRGs personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted downward but not strictly proportionally. 
Design and permitting would be frontloaded and personnel and DSS costs would track those efforts and 
project oversight will remain consistent. CRP’s administration is consistent to manage the program and 
maintain partner and community relationships. 


Personnel 


Has funding for these positions been requested in the past?   
No 


Contracts 


What is included in the contracts line?   
MNTU’s includes earthwork contracts by service providers for contracted services to construct the project on the 
ground, and includes heavy equipment use (with operators), other labor, & materials that the contractor must 
incorporate into the project features. 
 
GRG's includes restoration/enhancement contracts by service providers.  
 
CRP’s includes accounting fees. 


Professional Services 


What is included in the Professional Services line?   
 


Design/Engineering 


Travel 


Does the amount in the travel line include equipment/vehicle rental?   
Yes 
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Explain the amount in the travel line outside of traditional travel costs of mileage, food, and lodging   
NA 


I understand and agree that lodging, meals, and mileage must comply with the current MMB Commissioner 
Plan:   
Yes 


Direct Support Services 


How did you determine which portions of the Direct Support Services of your shared support services is 
direct to this program?   
MNTU’s Direct Support Services parallels Trout Unlimited's federal rate, which is approved every two years.  It is 
based only upon the amount of personnel time, travel, and professional services actually expended on the habitat 
project. 
 
GRG – DSS rate approved by the DNR in 2024, GRG's DSS rate includes the allowable direct and necessary 
expenditures that are not captured in other line items in the budget. A portion not exceeding 50% of these costs 
are requested from the grant and the balance is contributed as leverage. 
 
CRP’s DSS rate was approved by the DNR in 2024. 


Other Equipment/Tools 


Give examples of the types of Equipment and Tools that will be purchased?   
Primarily hand tools and safety gear for cutting trees and brush, raking and seeding areas. Also saws, brush cutters, 
personal protective equipment, burn equipment, seed collection equipment, repairs and other necessary 
equipment to complete restoration and enhancement activities. 


Federal Funds 


Do you anticipate federal funds as a match for this program?   
Yes 


Are the funds confirmed?   
No 


What is the approximate date you anticipate receiving confirmation of the federal funds?  
7/1/2025 
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Output Tables 


Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 0 140 140 
Total 0 0 0 140 140 
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2) 


 RESTORE  ENHANCE  
 Lands acquired 


with OHF 
Lands NOT 


acquired with 
OHF 


Lands acquired 
with OHF 


Lands NOT 
acquired with 


OHF 
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - - 84 - 
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - - - - 
Easements - - 35 21 
Total - - 119 21 
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding 
Restore - - - - - 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - - $5,174,800 $5,174,800 
Total - - - $5,174,800 $5,174,800 
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 140 0 0 140 
Total 0 0 140 0 0 140 
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total 
Funding 


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


- - - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - - 
Enhance - - $5,174,800 - - $5,174,800 
Total - - $5,174,800 - - $5,174,800 
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat 
Restore - - - - 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - 
Enhance - - - $36,962 
Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest 
Restore - - - - - 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - $36,962 - - 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 


5 
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Parcels 


Sign-up Criteria?   
No 


Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:   
Great River Greening works with land owning entities (public and protected private) and interested stakeholders 
to identify parcels where there is a need for restoration or enhancement of lands and water resources. Parcels are 
selected using the following criteria: permanently protected status (WMA, AMA, SNA, Forestry, County 
Conservation, etc.), ecological and habitat value and potential (biodiversity, size and location), congruence with 
existing plans and priority areas, willing and committed landowners (demonstrated through leveraged match), and 
leveraging opportunities. 
 
MNTU focuses habitat enhancement and restoration efforts on those watersheds likely to continue to support 
viable, fishable populations of naturally reproducing trout fifty years and more from now.  Work is done only 
where degraded habitat is a limiting factor for a quality, sustainable fishery. Priority locations are determined 
through consultations with MNDNR professionals, MNDNR management plans and surveys, other habitat and 
conservation planning efforts, MNTU members’ knowledge of watersheds, and science-based criteria. 


Restore / Enhance Parcels 


Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 


Description 


Little Cannon River 1 (S.) Goodhue 11018201 25 $1,174,800 Yes Restore habitat in re-
meandered channel totaling 
5.0 miles at completion 


Little Cannon River 2 (N.) Goodhue 11118236 31 $2,000,000 Yes Restore habitat in re-
meandered channel totaling 
5.0 miles at completion 


Little Cannon River AMA Goodhue 11018201 84 $2,000,000 Yes Restore habitat in re-
meandered channel totaling 
5.0 miles at completion 
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Parcel Map 


 


 







      


Little Cannon River  


Stream Habitat Restoration 


 


Program Overview 


In a region where healthy coldwater 
streams are increasingly rare, this 
project will restore 5 miles of the Little 
Cannon River and its surrounding 
riparian corridor—delivering enduring 
habitat benefits for fish, wildlife, and 
people. Located in a high-priority 
conservation area, this work is tailored 
to stabilize the river, reduce erosion, 
and reconnect land and water. 


Aerial view of the Little Cannon River 


Aquatic Management Area 


Key Habitat Benefits 


Coldwater Fish Habitat 


 1.7 miles of new stream channel created through a 
meandering design 


 Deepened pools, riffles, and undercut banks improve 
habitat for brook and brown trout at all life stages 
 Spawning beds and food-producing riffles increase 
reproductive success and fish abundance 
 
Wildlife and Rare Species Protection 
 Restoration supports habitat for the red-sided dace, a 
Species of Greatest Conservation Need 


 New oxbow and floodplain features benefit 
amphibians, reptiles, waterfowl, and mammals 
 Native plantings boost pollinator and bird habitat 


Angler with a brook trout caught in the Little Cannon 







This project delivers permanent, one-time restoration benefits and strengthens ecological 
resilience in southeast Minnesota. 
 
All work is coordinated with the Minnesota DNR and grounded in long-term stewardship. 


This project would restore five miles of 


the Little Cannon River, left. 


Downstream easement secured in 2025 to 


expand public access and improve habitat. 


 


 


 


 


The central parcel on this map is the Little 


Cannon Aquatic Management Area. 


 


           


Upstream easement secured in 2025 to ex-


pand public access and improve habitat. 


Our Partnership 


 
Minnesota Trout Unlimited is leading in-stream restoration and stream channel reconstruction 


 
Great River Greening is restoring native upland and riparian vegetation 


 
 


Clean River Partners is connecting this work to watershed-wide conservation initiatives and farmer-led 
practices as well as project coordination 


 
Goodhue SWCD is supporting with funding, landowner relationships, and long-term planning 
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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
Mission Creek Watershed Connectivity 


ML 2026 Request for Funding 


General Information 


Date: 06/26/2025 


Proposal Title: Mission Creek Watershed Connectivity 


Funds Requested: $3,442,200 


Confirmed Leverage Funds: - 


Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes 


Manager Information 


Manager's Name: Jeramy Pinkerton 
Title: St. Louis River - Lake Superior Team Supervisor 
Organization: Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Address: 525 South Lake Ave #415   
City: Duluth, MN 55802 
Email: jeramy.pinkerton@state.mn.us 
Office Number: 2183023253 
Mobile Number:   
Fax Number:   
Website:   


Location Information 


County Location(s): St. Louis. 


Eco regions in which work will take place: 


Northern Forest 


Activity types: 


Enhance 


Restore 


Priority resources addressed by activity: 


Forest 


Habitat 
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Narrative 


Abstract 


MNDNR’s SLR-LS Team leads a collaborative program focused on important habitats in Minnesota’s Lake Superior 
watershed. Our vision includes strategic investments that protect, restore, and enhance diverse, productive, and 
resilient ecosystems across this region. The Mission Creek Watershed Connectivity Project will restore and 
enhance 202 acres of priority, cold water stream and forest habitat for important fish, game, and avian Species of 
Greatest Conservation Need by replacing barriers to fish passage and enhancing avian habitat. With this project, we 
intend to build on our prior success conserving 900+ acres and leveraging $25M+ in non-state funds. 


Design and Scope of Work 


The SLR-LS Team will restore and enhance priority habitats in the Mission Creek Watershed utilizing a 
collaborative approach that includes a network of resource managers, researchers, key stakeholders, and our 
partners at the Minnesota Land Trust (MLT). MNDNR and MLT have partnered for more than 15 years to 
successfully restore wetland, stream, and open water aquatic habitats while leveraging significant federal support. 
 
Mission Creek Stream Connectivity: DNR’s SLR-LS Team, in coordination with the MNDNR Division of Parks and 
Trails, will reconnect up to 6.6 miles of cold-water habitat above known barrier culverts to approximately 7.0 miles 
below these barriers to improve passage for cold-water species such as Brook Trout. This initiative will also 
enhance terrestrial habitat corridors, facilitate downstream sediment transport, and ameliorate the risk of 
catastrophic habitat degradation due to potential culvert failure. OHF funding will be used to develop a strategic 
plan that addresses aquatic organism passage barriers on Mission Creek and its tributaries at the Willard Munger 
State Trail (Trail), local roads, and an impoundment. The Trail causeway and culverts are approaching 100 years of 
age, and the tall trail embankment shows signs of sluffing and instability, with at least one crossing showing signs 
of imminent failure. Monitoring data indicates that many of the tributaries upstream of the Trail have excellent 
thermal conditions for Brook Trout, while thermal conditions are often less ideal downstream. Allowing access to 
these upstream reaches will make populations of cold-water species in this system more resilient to climate 
change. Terrestrial and semi-aquatic organisms in the Mission Creek watershed will also benefit from road/trail 
crossing designs that facilitate movement along riparian corridors in this forested watershed. OHF funding will 
allow us to scope, prioritize, and design and construct two crossings while we seek construction funding for the 
remaining crossings/barriers between Highway-23 and Interstate-35. This funding will be used to leverage 
recreational trail funds as there are important habitat and trail components to these projects. 
 
Mission Creek Forest Enhancement: This effort is led by MLT in coordination with the City of Duluth (City) and will 
be completed on City owned forested lands in the Mission Creek Watershed. These lands are important bird and 
wildlife habitat and provide connectivity to other forested areas within the region. The proposed project includes 
enhancing 200 acres of forested habitat. This work will support habitat for birds and wildlife, overall forest health, 
and integrity of the watershed to protect cold-water habitat for Brook Trout and other aquatic species. Restoration 
will diversify tree species and assist transition from the current aspen dominated overstory. Improvements will 
also enhance habitat conditions to be more suitable for migrating and breeding birds and other native wildlife 
communities. Proposed work in the forested areas may include gap creation, underplanting, seeding, and invasive 
species management. 
 
In addition to specific projects mentioned above, the team will continue coordinating with our partners to develop 
additional projects that improve fish and wildlife populations throughout Minnesota’s portion of the Lake Superior 
Watershed. 
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Explain how the proposal addresses habitat protection, restoration, and/or enhancement for fish, 
game & wildlife, including threatened or endangered species conservation  
Brook Trout are native to headwaters and small streams of northeastern and southeastern Minnesota. 
Reconnecting the upper reaches of Mission Creek and its tributaries will promote natural flows and open access to 
cold-water refugia to improve habitat conditions for all life stages of Brook Trout, increasing the resiliency of this 
population.   
 
Forest diversification in the upland areas of the Mission Creek watershed will increase overall forest resilience and 
enhance avian habitat. Three species that this project will support are the winter wren (SGCN species), chestnut-
sided warbler (MN stewardship species), and the Canada warbler (threated in Canada and included on the 
Partners in Flight yellow watchlist).  
 
The Mission Creek watershed is included in the MNDNR’s Wildlife Action Network and is designated as low 
medium to medium high priority for conservation. This site also has high biodiversity significance as mapped by 
the Minnesota Biological Survey. 


What are the elements of this proposal that are critical from a timing perspective?  
Aging infrastructure and sloughing trail embankments are a threat to both critical cold-water habitat in Mission 
Creek, as well as flooding that could impact both habitat and the Fond du Lac neighborhood in Duluth. One crossing 
is showing signs of imminent failure that could release up to 30,000 cubic yards on sediment into Mission Creek. 
 
The City of Duluth prioritized the Mission Creek watershed in their new forest management plan, allowing the 
allocation of limited City resources there over the next 5-10 years. The synergy of timing between our proposed 
stream connectivity and forest restoration work in the Mission Creek watershed provides an opportunity to create 
long-term benefits that enhance habitat resilience for aquatic and terrestrial species in the watershed. 


Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  


The Mission Creek Watershed and Forest is an approximately 4 square mile area of high biodiversity significance 
immediately adjacent to an approximately 25 square mile complex of outstanding and high biodiversity 
significance made up in part by Jay Cooke State Park. The lower portion of the watershed is located within the St. 
Louis River Estuary Important Bird Area, a globally important migratory corridor. Northeastern Minnesota is part 
of the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s Upper Mississippi/Great Lakes Joint Venture. 
 
This project addresses habitat fragmentation by re-connecting aquatic habitats within Mission Creek and its 
tributaries. It also supports terrestrial habitat connectivity for avian and wildlife species through forest 
enhancement. We will prioritize areas for habit conservation by coordinating with natural resources professionals 
to help determine which culverts to replace and forest tracts to enhance. Forest enhancement prioritization will be 
supported by recently completed Native Plant Community mapping that identifies target communities and their 
condition. 


Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this 
project?  


Minnesota's Wildlife Action Plan 2015-2025 


Upper Mississippi River and Great Lakes Region Projects Joint Ventures Plan 
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Explain how this proposal will uniquely address habitat resilience to climate change and its 
anticipated effects on game, fish & wildlife species utilizing the protected or restored/enhanced 
habitat this proposal targets.  
Our project directly addresses climate resilience by enhancing hydrologic connectivity to cold water habitats and 
implementing forest management actions that protect stream and habitat integrity. 
 
Climate change is expected to severely impact cold-water habitats in our region with deleterious ramifications for 
cold-water reliant species, such as Brook Trout. Currently, Brook Trout in Mission Creek are unable to access 
colder reaches upstream due to culverts severing hydrologic connectivity. Appropriately designed stream 
crossings will provide access to cold water refugia, thereby enhancing climate resilience for Brook Trout and other 
aquatic and terrestrial species. Stream crossings will be designed using aquatic organism passage guidelines and 
natural channel design that reconnects the creek and its tributaries to the floodplain and conveys higher volume 
flows without risk of structural failure resulting from intense precipitation events predicted by climate change 
models. Forest enhancement actions will provide resilience to climate threats through diversification of species 
and structure. 


Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  


Northern Forest 


Protect shoreland and restore or enhance critical habitat on wild rice lakes, shallow lakes, cold water lakes, 
streams and rivers, and spawning areas 


Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not permanent outcomes, 
why it is important to undertake at this time:  
The proposed project will allow Brook Trout and other cold-water aquatic organisms to reach the cold-water 
refugia upstream of the current barriers to aquatic organism passage (compromised culverts). By opening up and 
connecting miles of cold-water habitat, the project will permanently increase the resiliency of this native brook 
trout population to climate change. Utilizing aquatic organism passage and natural channel design techniques will 
also improve stream health and may allow terrestrial organism passage in some cases. 
 
Recent avian monitoring in the St. Louis River Important Bird area identified 169 species of migrating and nesting 
birds including more than 30 Species of Greatest Conservation Need. Surveys have also indicated the importance of 
stream corridors for forest birds in the area. The Upper Mississippi River/Great Lakes Joint Venture has identified 
retention and expansion of forests patches and corridors along waterways in the Great Lakes region and managing 
for high quality habitat as important management actions specific to forest birds in Minnesota.  
 
Diversifying the upland forest areas and moving beyond the current aspen dominated overstory will make the 
forest more resilient to multiple stressors, including climate change, and more attractive to migrating and breeding 
birds and other native wildlife communities. The restored areas will also be seed sources for other nearby areas in 
the future, aiding in diversification of the forest. 
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Outcomes 


Programs in the northern forest region:  
Healthy populations of endangered, threatened, and special concern species as well as more common species ~ 
Program monitoring conducted by others including DNR program monitoring, the City of Duluth and the South St. 
Louis County Soil and Water Conservation District will evaluate the response of indicator species at project sites. 


What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this proposal?  
N/A 


Per MS 97A.056, Subd. 24, Please explain whether the request is supplanting or is a substitution for 
any previous funding that was not from a legacy fund and was used for the same purpose.  


This request would not supplant previous funding that was not from a legacy fund. 


How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?  
SLR-LS habitat restoration projects are designed to be maintained by the natural processes that define these 
systems. Barring catastrophic events, these projects will not require future adjustment or maintenance.  In the case 
of stream crossings, we will complete an agreement with the entity that owns/manages a road or trail that states 
they own the crossing and have the responsibility to maintain it. 
  
MNDNR Duluth Area Fisheries manages Mission Creek and its tributaries through regular monitoring, assessment, 
and regulation. The City of Duluth manages its forests by engaging multiple natural resource partners, its Natural 
Resource Commission and City staff (natural resource coordinator and forester). 


Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes  
Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
All years DNR Fish & Wildlife 


Game and Fish Fund 
Regular 
Survey/monitoring of 
aquatic habitat 


- - 


All years City of Duluth Regular 
Survey/monitoring of 
terrestrial habitats 


- - 


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


Our team is leading the Lake Superior Headwaters Sustainability Partnership, an emerging initiative to continue 
existing coordination and collaboration into the future. This initiative seeks to align natural resource management 
efforts with community health and economic development. Goals and objectives related to diversity, equity, 
inclusion, and justice (DEIJ) have been established for the initiative.  
  
SLR-LS projects are completed in close coordination with the Fond du Lac Band (FdL) and the 1854 Treaty 
Authority to ensure that tribal benefits are maximized, and that Traditional Ecological Knowledge is valued. FdL 
meets all three of Minnesota’s primary Environmental Justice criteria: federally recognized Tribal area, 50% or 
more people of color, and at least 40% of people with reported income less than 185% of the federal poverty level. 
FdL's Environmental Program maintains a list of culturally significant species, which will be included in restoration 
and protection plans where feasible.  
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MNDNR’s OHF projects aim to serve all Minnesotans. At the same time, we are bringing more focus in all our work 
to BIPOC and diverse communities. MNDNR has adopted advancing diversity, equity and inclusion as a key priority 
in its 2023-27 strategic plan. The plan focuses on increasing the cultural competence of our staff, creating a 
workforce that is reflective of Minnesota, continuing to strengthen tribal consultation and coordination, and 
building partnerships with diverse communities.  
 
MLT completed a DEIJ plan in 2022. Two of the five major goals of the plan are: integrating DEIJ values into MLT’s 
conservation project selection and development and providing capacity to develop meaningful, authentic 
partnerships with communities and organizations that will further DEIJ goals. 


Activity Details 


Requirements 


Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 Pollinator 
Habitat Program?   
Yes 


Is the restoration and enhancement activity on permanently protected land per 97A.056, Subd 13(f), tribal 
lands, and/or public waters per MS 103G.005, Subd. 15 or on lands to be acquired in this program?   
Yes 


Where does the activity take place? 


County/Municipal 


Other : State Trail 


Public Waters 


Land Use 


Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
No 


Will insecticides or fungicides (including neonicotinoid and fungicide treated seed) be used within any 
activities of this proposal either in the process of restoration or use as food plots? 
No 
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Other OHF Appropriation Awards 


Have you received OHF dollars through LSOHC in the past? 
Yes 


Are any of these past appropriations still OPEN? 
Yes 


Approp Year Funding Amount 
Received 


Amount Spent to 
Date 


Funding Remaining % Spent to Date 


2024 $1,447,000 - - - 
2023 $2,596,000 - - - 
2022 $4,915,500 $245,022 $4,670,478 4.98% 
2021 $2,024,000 $565,830 $1,458,170 27.96% 
2020 $2,280,000 $1,323,823 $956,177 58.06% 
Totals $13,262,500 $2,134,675 $11,127,825 16.1% 


Timeline 
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date 
Mission Creek Stream Connectivity December 2030 
Project prioritization, integration, and development; site-
specific coordination 


June 2031 


Mission Creek Watershed Forest Enhancement June 2031 
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Budget 


 


Grand Totals Across All Partnerships 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $700,000 - - $700,000 
Contracts $2,050,000 - - $2,050,000 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel $7,000 - - $7,000 
Professional Services $520,000 - - $520,000 
Direct Support 
Services 


$135,700 - - $135,700 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


$25,000 - - $25,000 


Supplies/Materials $4,500 - - $4,500 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $3,442,200 - - $3,442,200 
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Partner: MN Land Trust 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $200,000 - - $200,000 
Contracts $500,000 - - $500,000 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel $2,000 - - $2,000 
Professional Services $20,000 - - $20,000 
Direct Support 
Services 


$54,000 - - $54,000 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


$5,000 - - $5,000 


Supplies/Materials $1,500 - - $1,500 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $782,500 - - $782,500 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


Restoration 
Staff 


0.5 4.0 $200,000 - - $200,000 
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Partner: MNDNR 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $500,000 - - $500,000 
Contracts $1,550,000 - - $1,550,000 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel $5,000 - - $5,000 
Professional Services $500,000 - - $500,000 
Direct Support 
Services 


$81,700 - - $81,700 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


$20,000 - - $20,000 


Supplies/Materials $3,000 - - $3,000 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $2,659,700 - - $2,659,700 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


FAW Project 
Manager 


0.5 3.0 $150,000 - - $150,000 


EWR Project 
Manager 


0.5 3.0 $150,000 - - $150,000 


FAW OAS 0.5 3.0 $110,000 - - $110,000 
EWR 
Supervisor 


0.2 3.0 $90,000 - - $90,000 


 


Amount of Request: $3,442,200 
Amount of Leverage: - 
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 0.0% 
DSS + Personnel: $835,700 
As a % of the total request: 24.28% 
Easement Stewardship: - 
As a % of the Easement Acquisition: - 


Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?   
Yes 


If the project received 50% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
We would continue scoping and prioritizing crossings. We would only be able to complete one crossing 
replacement. 
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Acres of forested habitat enhancement would be reduced proportionately. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
Personnel/DSS expenses would reduce to 70-85% of the requested amount. Getting projects to being 
construction-ready and overseeing construction requires the largest investment of staff time. Staff time 
spent on advancing the program as a whole and developing future projects would be most reduced. 


If the project received 30% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
We would fund the design and construction of one lower value stream crossing. Additional funds could be 
acquired to implement the full project.  
 
Forest enhancement could be scaled proportionately. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
Personnel/DSS expenses would be reduced to 50-70% of the requested amount. Getting projects to the 
point of being construction-ready requires the largest investment of staff time. Staff time spent on 
advancing the program as a whole and developing future projects would be most reduced. 


Personnel 


Has funding for these positions been requested in the past?   
Yes 


Please explain the overlap of past and future staffing and position levels previously received and 
how that is coordinated over multiple years?  
FTEs listed in the proposal are based on the current MNDNR SLR-LS Team staffing plan and are an estimate 
of the personnel time required to deliver the grant outputs included in this proposal and advance the 
overall mission of the SLR-LS Team. An array of staff may work on projects to complete deliverables and 
manage the grant. MLT's basis for billing is the individual restoration project we work on, ensuring 
allocation to the appropriate grant award. MLT also uses timesheet-based accounting ensuring only those 
personnel funds actually expended are used to achieve the goals of the grant. Time involving coordination 
among projects is billed proportionately. As projects/initiatives allow, personnel funds are generally 
coordinated to spend down oldest funds first. 


Contracts 


What is included in the contracts line?   
MNDNR budget: contracts for project implementation (primarily construction contracts)  
  
MLT budget: contracts for restoration activities (planting, seeding, invasive species control, etc). 
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Professional Services 


What is included in the Professional Services line?   
 


Design/Engineering 


Other : Profession construction oversight and contract administration 


Surveys 


Travel 


Does the amount in the travel line include equipment/vehicle rental?   
No 


Explain the amount in the travel line outside of traditional travel costs of mileage, food, and lodging   
N/A 


I understand and agree that lodging, meals, and mileage must comply with the current MMB Commissioner 
Plan:   
Yes 


Direct Support Services 


How did you determine which portions of the Direct Support Services of your shared support services is 
direct to this program?   
MNDNR Process: Used Direct and Necessary calculator provided by DNR OHF staff.  
 
MLT Process: In a process that was approved by the DNR on March 17, 2017, we determined our direct support 
services rate to be 27%.  The rate represents the relationship of indirect costs to direct costs and is fully explained 
in materials submitted to the DNR.  The calculations are based on the most recent audited financial statements that 
were available at the time.  We will apply the approved rate to personnel expenses funded by the grant. 


Other Equipment/Tools 


Give examples of the types of Equipment and Tools that will be purchased?   
The Equipment and Tools budget line includes field and safety equipment or tools, space rental, and utilities. 


Federal Funds 


Do you anticipate federal funds as a match for this program?   
Yes 


Are the funds confirmed?   
No 


What is the approximate date you anticipate receiving confirmation of the federal funds?  
Unknown.  Our team has a strong history of leveraging federal funding through the Great Lakes 
Restoration Initiative (GLRI). GLRI continues to be strongly supported.  As projects are developed, 
we anticipate applying for GLRI or other federal funds to supplement OHF budgets. 
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Output Tables 


Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 - 2 2 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 200 - 200 
Total 0 0 200 2 202 
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2) 


 RESTORE  ENHANCE  
 Lands acquired 


with OHF 
Lands NOT 


acquired with 
OHF 


Lands acquired 
with OHF 


Lands NOT 
acquired with 


OHF 
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - 2 - - 
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - 0 - 200 
Easements - - - - 
Total - 2 - 200 
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding 
Restore - - - $2,659,700 $2,659,700 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - $782,500 - $782,500 
Total - - $782,500 $2,659,700 $3,442,200 
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 0 2 2 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 0 0 200 200 
Total 0 0 0 0 202 202 
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total 
Funding 


Restore - - - - $2,659,700 $2,659,700 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - - 
Enhance - - - - $782,500 $782,500 
Total - - - - $3,442,200 $3,442,200 
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat 
Restore - - - $1,329,850 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - 
Enhance - - $3,912 - 
Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest 
Restore - - - - $1,329,850 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - - - $3,912 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 


880 feet 
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Parcels 


Sign-up Criteria?   
No 


Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:   
The SLR-LS is a partner to the federal Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI) and the Lake Superior Lakewide 
Action and Management Plan (LAMP), working within the nexus between GLRI, LAMP, and state priorities for 
habitats and species within the Minnesota portion of the Lake Superior Basin.  
We work with partners and stakeholders to develop and implement the following: Lower St. Louis River Habitat 
Plan, City of Duluth Natural Resources Management Program Plan, and St. Louis River Natural Area Management 
Plan, and priorities of the Lake Superior Headwaters Sustainability Partnership (Headwaters Partnership). The 
MNDNR and the City of Duluth are founding Forum members of the Headwaters Partnership, which is coordinated 
by the MLT. The Headwaters Partnership, consisting of local, state, federal, and tribal partners, provides a 
framework for how partners in the lower St. Louis River region work together to achieve a thriving estuary 
landscape and community. Projects elevated through the Headwaters Partnership consider ecological integrity, 
community health, and economic development. 
In previous OHF proposals, the AOC Remedial Action Plan largely influenced parcel selection. As AOC projects are 
completed and the AOC moves closer to delisting, our team and partners select parcels that meet habitat goals and 
objectives that were outside of the AOC program’s limited scope. This area has a strong cohort of partners that help 
each other manage both aquatic and terrestrial natural resources projects and planning efforts in the western Lake 
Superior and North Shore Highlands region. We consider partners’ needs and priorities when selecting project 
areas. 


Restore / Enhance Parcels 


Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 


Description 


Mission Creek Connectivity (Exact 
location unknown, could also 
include adjacent parcels within 
the watershed including in Carlton 
County) 


St. Louis 04915230 1 $2,659,700 Yes Crossing prioritization and 
replacement 


Mission Creek Watershed Forest 
Enhancement (could also include 
City land in adjacent sections) 


St. Louis 04915231 200 $782,500 Yes Forest enhancement 
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Parcel Map 


 


 







Kingsbury Creek


Grassy Point


Interstate Island


Chamber’s
Grove


Radio Tower
Bay


Perch LakeKnowlton Creek
Kingsbury Bay Wild Rice Marsh Avian Habitat


Since 2015, our team has completed a series of projects contributing to the success 
of the St. Louis River Restoration Initiative (SLRRI). As the SLRRI nears completion, we 
are developing new initiatives and projects to support DNR and partner priorities 
in the St. Louis River Estuary Landscape and Lake Superior Basin. 


OUR WORKOUR WORK


OUR TEAMOUR TEAM
We are an interdivisional team that 
includes project managers and support 
staff from Ecological and Water 
Resources and Fish & Wildlife. We work 
closely with external partners at 
Minnesota Land Trust to implement OHF-
funded projects.


We implement well-
designed, ecological 
restoration projects 
in collaboration with 
local, non-
governmental, state, 
tribal, and federal 
partners. 


OUR VISIONOUR VISION


ST. Louis River - Lake Superior ProgramST. Louis River - Lake Superior Program


Ben
Nicklay


Renee
Samuelson


Jeramy
Pinkerton


Dave
Grandmaison


2015


New Initiatives


Mission Creek 
Watershed Connectivity 
(proposed)


Mud
Lake


2025


Munger Landing
Wetlands


Radio Tower Bay
Avian Habitat


Lower Knowlton Creek


St. Louis RiverSt. Louis River
Restoration InitiativeRestoration Initiative


= COMPLETED


Forest Avian Habitat


Daryl
Peterson


Gini
Breidenbach


53% OHF  / 47% Non-OHF  for total of $53M







Mission Creek Watershed ConnectivityMission Creek Watershed Connectivity


This project will reconnect cold-water habitat, enhance terrestrial
connectivity, improve avian habitat, reduce downstream sedimentation, and
reduce the risk of culvert failure. 


UP TO 6.6 MILES OF HIGH-QUALITY COLD WATER BROOK TROUT HABITAT RECONNECTED TO 
WATERSHED


200 ACRES OF FOREST ENHANCEMENTS TO BENEFIT BIRDS AND FOREST HEALTH


ADDITIONAL CONNECTIVITY BENEFITS FOR GAME & NON-GAME SPECIES


Contact:
Jeramy Pinkerton
jeramy.pinkerton@state.mn.us
218-302-3253


Mission Creek Watershed


Culvert failure and
embankment instability along
the Munger Trail. 
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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
Mud River Enhancement Project 


ML 2026 Request for Funding 


General Information 


Date: 06/26/2025 


Proposal Title: Mud River Enhancement Project 


Funds Requested: $5,100,000 


Confirmed Leverage Funds: $655,000 


Is this proposal Scalable?: No 


Manager Information 


Manager's Name: Tammy Audette 
Title: Administrator 
Organization: Red Lake Watershed District (RLWD) 
Address: 1000 Pennington Avenue South   
City: Thief River Falls, MN 56701 
Email: tammy.audette@redlakewatershed.org 
Office Number: 2186815800 
Mobile Number: 2186815800 
Fax Number: 2186815839 
Website: redlakewatershed.org 


Location Information 


County Location(s): Marshall. 


Eco regions in which work will take place: 


Forest / Prairie Transition 


Activity types: 


Enhance 


Restore 


Priority resources addressed by activity: 


Habitat 


Wetlands 
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Narrative 


Abstract 


The Mud River drains thousands of acres of agricultural lands before flowing into the Agassiz National Wildlife 
Refuge (NWR) just above the confluence with the Thief River. Altered hydrology, flashiness, and incoming 
sediment from the Mud River watershed has multiple, harmful effects on the NWR.  
The project would bring riparian function back to a 6-mile segment of the original channel by restoring natural 
processes. Floodplain habitat will be enhanced by providing stream access to an additional 700 ac. of wetland 
during elevated flows. The USFWS, MnDNR and RLWD have cooperatively worked together in developing this 
project to benefit watershed resources. 


Design and Scope of Work 


Altered hydrology, flashiness, and incoming sediment from the Mud River watershed has multiple, harmful effects 
on the NWR.  These include wetland bounce, attributed to runoff events during the nesting season which have 
negative effects on many waterfowl species, loss of meandered riparian habitat for species associated with this 
habitat type, deterioration of habitat quality as sediment accumulates in wetlands that then become infested with 
invasive cattail, increased flood impacts as sediment displaces storage volume within the NWR pools, rapid 
increases in and periodic spikes in turbidity levels in the Thief River when releases of water transfer sediment out 
of the NWR.  
 
The project was developed using the Flood Damage Reduction Project Work Team approach. This team included 
Federal, State and Local units of government and both upstream and downstream stakeholders. Alternatives were 
developed, discussed and consensus reached on the preferred alternative. Project engineering focused on 
enhancing a six (6) mile segment of an abandoned natural stream. This project will direct at least 80% of the Mud 
River flow to the enhanced channel, returning it to a functioning state with natural meanders, base flow, low flow 
channel connected with the floodplain, and a design based on fluvial geomorphic principals. Habitat improvements 
will include restoring a diverse plant community along the floodplain gradient from emergent wetland vegetation 
up to forested margins.   
 
The proposed Project consists of a diversion structure at the upstream end, a sinuous excavated two stage channel 
with low flow channel that conveys a 1 to 2 year design flow and a floodplain bench where needed to convey the 
10-year flow.  Also included is placement of spoil piles to add topographic variability and provide for increased 
vegetative diversity. The existing ditches will remain in place with the new channel providing increased flow 
capacity as compared to existing conditions. The recommended option allows the 10-year event to spread out 
across the floodplain as compared to being confined to the straightened ditch system.  By allowing the flow to 
spread out there is a decrease in downstream peak flow from 675 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 575 cfs (15% 
reduction). 


Explain how the proposal addresses habitat protection, restoration, and/or enhancement for fish, 
game & wildlife, including threatened or endangered species conservation  
Ditching in the early 1900’s straightened the historic flow patterns of this watershed and separated a historic 
channel from its water source. The result was wetland destruction, increased flow into the water conveyance 
systems and increased erosion and transportation of sediment downstream.  
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This project will provide a water feature within the wildlife refuge that meets the purpose for which the refuge was 
established and, continues to maintain the function of the water conveyance for the watershed and improving 
wildlife habitat on both a local, state, and national level. By returning natural stream geomorphology to a segment 
of the Mud River, fish and wildlife species will benefit from the restoration of base flow and by returning a natural 
sinuous wetland and stream type to the wildlife refuge. The alteration of riparian wetland systems that occurred 
over 100-years ago, were constructed to facilitate efficient removal of water from the landscape.  Straight, linear 
conveyance systems were, and still remain, an efficient method of draining wetland habitat, effecting many fish and 
wildlife species. This project is supported by the Thief River One Watershed One Plan and complements other best 
management practices being implemented in the watershed to improve fish and wildlife habitat, improve water 
quality and reduce effects of flooding. By restoring meandering wetland characteristics to the landscape, resident 
populations of reptiles, amphibians and mammals will utilize the newly provided habitat.  A wide representation of 
migratory birds, from wading and shore birds to passerine species up to waterfowl will make use of the diversity of 
habitat types this project will provide. With North American bird populations having experienced a 30% decrease 
since 1970, habitat enhancement projects, such as the Mud River Enhancement Project will help address this loss. 


What are the elements of this proposal that are critical from a timing perspective?  
Private land acquisition has been one of the most challenging tasks in the development of conservation projects. 
With appropriate funding, this project is ready for final design and implementation as it is located within the Elm 
Lake WMA and Agassiz NWR, eliminating the need for land acquisition. This project can be a showcase example of 
the positive impact that wetland and stream restoration can have on building climate resiliency into habitat 
management. The current RLWD Board of Managers and the MN DNR WMA, and NWR Managers are supportive of 
the project, and they will bring important community support required to accomplish and maintain the project 
goals. 


Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  
By nature, streams and rivers are the original corridors providing travel pathways that connect various habitat 
types and provide population and species migration on a spatial scale. These interchange/exchanges of wildlife and 
habitat are what historically sustained strong, healthy populations of plants and animals in Minnesota. The linear 
habitat that replaced our natural stream and river corridors in the early 1900’s due to ditching forever disrupted 
and fragmented this historic natural system. This project will restore a six-mile segment of the historic Mud River 
corridor, providing meandered habitat that eliminates the long sight lines of traditional man-made ditches that 
adds to disturbance and predation.    
  
Meandering waterways provide the intimate and secretive setting that is critical to wildlife during the breeding 
and nesting seasons. This project will restore a natural corridor and the function of how wildlife historically 
utilized it. 


Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this 
project?  


North American Waterfowl Management Plan 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Strategic Habitat Conservation Model 
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Explain how this proposal will uniquely address habitat resilience to climate change and its 
anticipated effects on game, fish & wildlife species utilizing the protected or restored/enhanced 
habitat this proposal targets.  
The Thief River Watershed has seen annual precipitation increase 2” from historic average and is projected to 
increase 5% by mid-century with rain events becoming more intense and irregular. In a landscape highly modified 
by ditching, water is the biggest stressor on wildlife habitat. Climate will compound these stressors making it 
essential to integrate climate science modeling to sustain healthy wildlife populations. This project will address 
sediment deposition in wetlands and water level fluctuation effects on over-water nesting birds, both significant 
climate related stressors. High flows, created by intense rain events carry more sediment, and move unnaturally 
fast down the ditches. This project will provide for natural sediment deposition in the floodplain by restoring 
access to 700 additional acres of floodplain habitat. Restoring meandered flow patterns and providing floodwater 
access to a floodplain both slow down water and attenuate wetland pool rise by 100 ac-ft, which benefit over-
water nesting birds. 


Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  


Forest / Prairie Transition 


Protect, restore, and enhance habitat for waterfowl, upland birds, and species of greatest conservation need 


Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not permanent outcomes, 
why it is important to undertake at this time:  


The primary purpose of the Agassiz NWR is to provide a refuge and breeding ground for migratory birds and other 
wildlife. This project is designed to provide a wetland feature type that is lacking in NW Minnesota for the benefit 
of the wildlife that use the landscape. The project incorporates climate modeling to reduce the stressors that are 
attributed to the extensive ditching in the watershed.   The Project will be designed to reduce these harmful effects 
within and around the Agassiz NWR, while maintaining or improving the Mud River’s outlet capacity from 
upstream agricultural areas through the NWR and into the Thief River.  
 
This project will implement a passive wetland system where a more natural nutrient exchange exists between the 
floodplain and the meandered channel, and increases hydrological connectivity between the channel and 
floodplain, thus, restoring the wetland function to be self-adapting to dry and wet periods. 


Outcomes 


Programs in forest-prairie transition region:  
Increased waterfowl and upland bird migratory and breeding success ~ Meandering waterways provide the 
intimate and secretive setting that is critical to wildlife during the breeding and nesting seasons. This project will 
restore a natural corridor and the function of how wildlife historically utilized it. By restoring 6 miles of riparian 
habitat several species of birds and mammals will once again be able to use this historic corridor. Water quality 
and quantity monitoring will be conducted to determine project benefits. Wildlife and vegetation response will be 
monitored by both the USWFS and the MnDNR. 
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What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this proposal?  


Clean Water Fund 


Environment and Natural Resource Trust Fund 


Per MS 97A.056, Subd. 24, Please explain whether the request is supplanting or is a substitution for 
any previous funding that was not from a legacy fund and was used for the same purpose.  
Not applicable. 


How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?  


This project is located entirely on State WMA and Federal Refuge lands. The MnDNR and USFWS will maintain 
these habitats to provide for the purposes for which these lands were acquired. 


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


The Project will provide: Free public access hunting near a population center (cities of Thief River Falls, Grygla, 
Gatzke, Middle River) No-cost access to wildlife viewing. Outreach to tribal authorities on natural resource benefits 
is on-going.  
Project Partners plan additional education outreach on the cultural significance and history of the area. 


Activity Details 


Requirements 


Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 Pollinator 
Habitat Program?   
Yes 


Is the restoration and enhancement activity on permanently protected land per 97A.056, Subd 13(f), tribal 
lands, and/or public waters per MS 103G.005, Subd. 15 or on lands to be acquired in this program?   
Yes 


Where does the activity take place? 


Refuge Lands 


WMA 


Land Use 


Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
No 


Will insecticides or fungicides (including neonicotinoid and fungicide treated seed) be used within any 
activities of this proposal either in the process of restoration or use as food plots? 
No 
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Other OHF Appropriation Awards 


Have you received OHF dollars through LSOHC in the past? 
Yes 


Are any of these past appropriations still OPEN? 
- 


Timeline 
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date 
Planning, design and permitting July 1, 2027 
Construction July 1, 2029 
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Budget 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel - $155,000 RLWD, USFWS, 


MnDNR 
$155,000 


Contracts $4,800,000 $500,000 RLWD $5,300,000 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel - - - - 
Professional Services $300,000 - - $300,000 
Direct Support 
Services 


- - - - 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


- - - - 


Supplies/Materials - - - - 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $5,100,000 $655,000 - $5,755,000 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


Wildlife 
Manager 


0.1 3.0 - $35,000 MnDNR $35,000 


Refuge 
Manager 


0.1 3.0 - $40,000 USFWS $40,000 


Technician 0.2 3.0 - $50,000 RLWD $50,000 
Administrator 0.1 3.0 - $30,000 RLWD $30,000 
 


Amount of Request: $5,100,000 
Amount of Leverage: $655,000 
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 12.84% 
DSS + Personnel: - 
As a % of the total request: 0.0% 
Easement Stewardship: - 
As a % of the Easement Acquisition: - 


Total Leverage (from 
above) 


Amount Confirmed % of Total Leverage Amount Anticipated % of Total Leverage 


$655,000 $655,000 100.0% - 0.0% 
Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:  
RLWD, USFWS, and MnDNR are partners in the project and are committed to completion of construction. 


Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?   
No 
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Please explain why this project can NOT be scaled:  
Given that the project is a stream restoration, it would be difficult to construct only a portion for the project 
to function in any meaningful way. The project needs a completed inlet and outlet in order to achieve 
project goals and objectives. 


Contracts 


What is included in the contracts line?   
Contracts would be for construction of the project. 


Professional Services 


What is included in the Professional Services line?   
 


Design/Engineering 


Federal Funds 


Do you anticipate federal funds as a match for this program?   
No 
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Output Tables 


Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres 
Restore 44 0 0 - 44 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 700 0 0 - 700 
Total 744 0 0 0 744 
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2) 


 RESTORE  ENHANCE  
 Lands acquired 


with OHF 
Lands NOT 


acquired with 
OHF 


Lands acquired 
with OHF 


Lands NOT 
acquired with 


OHF 
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - 13 - - 
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - 31 - 700 
Easements - - - - 
Total - 44 - 700 
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding 
Restore $4,000,000 - - - $4,000,000 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance $1,100,000 - - - $1,100,000 
Total $5,100,000 - - - $5,100,000 
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres 
Restore 0 44 0 0 0 44 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 700 0 0 0 700 
Total 0 744 0 0 0 744 
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total 
Funding 


Restore - $4,000,000 - - - $4,000,000 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - - 
Enhance - $1,100,000 - - - $1,100,000 
Total - $5,100,000 - - - $5,100,000 
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat 
Restore $90,909 - - - 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - 
Enhance $1,571 - - - 
Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest 
Restore - $90,909 - - - 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - $1,571 - - - 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 


6 miles 
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Parcels 


Sign-up Criteria?   
No 


Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:   
Project site is currently owned by federal and state agencies. 


Restore / Enhance Parcels 


Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 


Description 


14-4017-001 Marshall 1564005 480 - Yes AGASSIZ NATL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE 


14-4018-001 Marshall 1564006 599 - Yes AGASSIZ NATL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE 


14-4018-002 Marshall 1564007 636 - Yes AGASSIZ NATL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE 


14-4018-003 Marshall 1564008 640 - Yes AGASSIZ NATL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE 


14-4018-007 Marshall 1564009 320 - Yes UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA 


14-6018-004 Marshall 1564009 320 - Yes DNR REAL ESTATE 
MANAGEMENT 


14-6018-005 Marshall 1564010 240 - Yes DNR REAL ESTATE 
MANAGEMENT 


14-6039-001 Marshall 1564014 160 - Yes DNR REAL ESTATE 
MANAGEMENT 


14-6042-002 Marshall 1564015 560 - Yes DNR REAL ESTATE 
MANAGEMENT 


14-6042-003 Marshall 1564016 640 - Yes DNR REAL ESTATE 
MANAGEMENT 


60-0001-00 Marshall 1564112 640 - Yes MUD LAKE NATL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE 


60-0001-00 Marshall 1564113 640 - Yes MUD LAKE NATL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE 


60-0001-00 Marshall 1564114 640 - Yes MUD LAKE NATL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE 
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Parcel Map 


 


 







  
 


  


Mud River Enhancement Project 


Project Location 
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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
Oak Savanna Restoration for Living Landscapes 


ML 2026 Request for Funding 


General Information 


Date: 06/26/2025 


Proposal Title: Oak Savanna Restoration for Living Landscapes 


Funds Requested: $3,623,200 


Confirmed Leverage Funds: $835,700 


Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes 


Manager Information 


Manager's Name: Dan Shaw 
Title: Senior Ecologist/Vegetation Specialist 
Organization: Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources 
Address: 520 Lafayette Road North   
City: Saint Paul, MN 55904 
Email: Dan.Shaw@state.mn.us 
Office Number:   
Mobile Number: 612-236-6291 
Fax Number:   
Website: https://bwsr.state.mn.us/ 


Location Information 


County Location(s):  


Eco regions in which work will take place: 


Southeast Forest 


Forest / Prairie Transition 


Metro / Urban 


Prairie 
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Activity types: 


Enhance 


Restore 


Priority resources addressed by activity: 


Habitat 


Forest 


Prairie 


Narrative 


Abstract 


Minnesota’s native pollinators and migratory birds are in decline, with oak savannas—once widespread—now 
among the state’s most threatened ecosystems. These biodiverse landscapes support rare species like the Karner 
blue butterfly and Rusty patched bumble bee, while also withstanding climate extremes. To reverse habitat loss, 
the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) will launch a program to restore 1,000 acres of oak savanna and 
associated ecosystems on local public lands and Tribal lands. Partnering with Xerces Society, BWSR will develop 
site-specific conservation plans that prioritize habitat needs, support pollinators, and support state climate 
resiliency goals. 


Design and Scope of Work 


Minnesota’s oak savanna ecosystems, once covering vast areas across the state, are now on the brink of 
disappearance, with less than 0.1% of their original extent remaining. These habitats are among the most 
imperiled in the Midwest, yet they offer extraordinary ecological value, community benefits, and urgent 
conservation opportunities. Their rapid loss has had cascading impacts on biodiversity—particularly for 
Minnesota’s Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN)—many of which are now experiencing dramatic 
population declines. The urgency to act has never been greater. Without immediate, coordinated efforts, species 
such as the Rusty patched bumble bee, Karner blue butterfly, Red-headed Woodpecker, and Regal fritillary will 
continue to decline toward extirpation. These species rely on the unique mosaic of open canopy, rich wildflower 
diversity, and native grasses found only in functioning oak savannas. With climate change accelerating habitat 
degradation, restoring and protecting these systems is critical for securing resilient ecosystems. 
 
At the same time, oak savannas present a powerful opportunity for strategic investment in biodiversity, climate 
adaptation, and landscape-scale restoration. They provide seasonal resources across taxa, serve as migratory 
stopover points, and offer refuge during extreme weather events. Oak savannas naturally sequester carbon, 
improve water retention, filter pollutants, and support healthy soil microbiomes—making them a nature-based 
solution to multiple environmental and public health challenges. These benefits directly serve the public by 
enhancing air and water quality, mitigating flood risks, and contributing to regional climate stability. Restored 
savannas also support pollinator populations that are essential to food systems and agriculture, helping sustain 
crop productivity and ecological balance in surrounding landscapes. 
 
Beyond environmental services, this program offers significant public engagement and educational benefits. Oak 
savannas are uniquely suited for outdoor recreation, nature-based education, and cultural enrichment. Restored 
sites can serve as accessible community green spaces where people of all ages can hike, birdwatch, study native 
ecosystems, and reconnect with the land. These experiences improve mental and physical health, foster 
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environmental stewardship, and strengthen community identity. In addition, the program will engage local 
landowners, Tribal nations, students, and volunteers in hands-on conservation work—offering training, workforce 
development opportunities, and citizen science participation. 
 
The absence of a dedicated statewide program focused on oak savannas leaves a critical gap in Minnesota’s 
conservation strategy. This project proposes a bold and timely response: a comprehensive initiative to restore, 
establish, and manage oak savannas through demonstration projects, updated seed mixes, project mentorship, best 
management practice development, and habitat prioritization mapping. Through a competitive RFP, BWSR will 
enter into an agreement with participants that will be selected through an interagency scoring and ranking process 
where only high quality projects will be selected.   
 
This is a moment of both crisis and opportunity—a chance to reverse species decline, build climate and community 
resilience, and restore one of the most ecologically important and publicly valuable landscapes in the state. 
Through this initiative, oak savannas can once again become vibrant refuges for native wildlife, living classrooms 
for conservation innovation, and welcoming public spaces that benefit all Minnesotans. 


Explain how the proposal addresses habitat protection, restoration, and/or enhancement for fish, 
game & wildlife, including threatened or endangered species conservation  
In support of the Board of Water and Soil Resources’ (BWSR) Living Landscape Initiative, BWSR will build a new 
program to establish and restore approximately 1,000 acres of oak savanna, supporting woodlands, and tallgrass 
prairie strategically located in the Eastern Broadleaf Forest Province. Eligible projects will be limited to city and 
county-owned public lands, which ensures that restored areas remain permanently accessible to the public, 
support community engagement, and serve as lasting public assets. Focusing on these public lands maximizes 
opportunities for inclusive access, outdoor education, and nature-based recreation for residents of all 
backgrounds, while providing large, visible demonstration sites for ecological restoration. 
 
Project selection, placement, and planning will be driven by the habitat needs of a wide range of wildlife, with a 
strong emphasis on enhancing conditions for the 90 plus species in greatest conservation need that rely on oak 
savannas. Each project will have a customized conservation plan developed in partnership with the Xerces Society, 
identifying target flora and fauna species. These species include the federally endangered Rusty patched bumble 
bee and the Karner blue butterfly, the regal fritillary and monarch butterflies, and other imperiled native 
pollinators. Conservation plans will incorporate specific host plants needed for caterpillars and ensure that seed 
mixes reflect diverse native plant communities that support food webs, maximize pollination, and deliver essential 
ecosystem services to surrounding farmlands and natural areas. 
 
By focusing on city and county lands, the program creates highly visible, locally supported conservation hubs that 
can strengthen regional wildlife corridors and contribute to landscape-scale habitat connectivity. These restored 
ecosystems will directly support Minnesota’s efforts to reverse pollinator decline, expand habitat for species of 
greatest conservation need, and build resilience to climate change. This work aligns with the Governor’s Pollinator 
Executive Order (EO 19-28), BWSR’s Pollinator Plan, and advances the goals of the Interagency Pollinator 
Protection Team, as well as Minnesota’s Climate Action Framework Initiatives—specifically Goal 2: Climate-Smart 
Natural and Working Lands and Goal 3: Resilient Communities. Through this targeted, collaborative, and place-
based approach, BWSR will deliver high-impact restoration that benefits both wildlife and people for generations. 
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What are the elements of this proposal that are critical from a timing perspective?  


Timing is critical for launching an oak savanna restoration program due to accelerating species declines, climate 
threats, and emerging opportunities. Many Species of Greatest Conservation Need—such as the Rusty patched 
bumble bee and regal fritillary—are nearing population collapse, and immediate action is needed to prevent 
irreversible losses. Restoring oak savannas now ensures these ecosystems are in place to buffer climate impacts 
and serve as corridors for migrating species. Key funding windows, including federal climate and conservation 
programs, are currently available but time-limited. Restoration also depends on seasonal cycles, native seed 
availability, and landowner engagement, all of which require early coordination. Additionally, several unprotected 
savanna remnants remain vulnerable to development or degradation, making their identification and restoration 
urgent. Delaying action risks losing irreplaceable habitat, missing strategic funding, and falling behind on climate 
adaptation. Acting now maximizes ecological, economic, and public benefits while momentum and opportunity are 
aligned. 


Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  
Restoring and enhancing oak savannas in Minnesota is a crucial conservation strategy that addresses habitat 
fragmentation and helps establish functional habitat corridors across the state’s fragmented landscapes. Oak 
savannas—once covering nearly 10% of Minnesota’s landscape—are a transitional ecosystem between tallgrass 
prairie and deciduous forest, characterized by widely spaced oak trees, a diverse understory of native grasses and 
wildflowers, and frequent natural fires. Due to agricultural expansion, urban development, fire suppression, and 
invasive species, less than 0.1% of this ecosystem remains, making it one of the rarest and most threatened natural 
communities in the region. 
 
Habitat fragmentation is a major threat to wildlife in Minnesota. Fragmentation disrupts natural processes such as 
migration, dispersal, and breeding, and it increases edge effects, making remaining habitats more vulnerable to 
invasive species, disease, and climate stress. Many of the remaining oak savanna remnants exist as isolated parcels 
surrounded by farmland, roads, and developed areas, further restricting the movement of native species and 
reducing genetic exchange between populations. 
This program will directly counter these threats by creating or reconnecting patches of habitat across the 
landscape. Restoration activities will prioritize targeted savanna remnants or degraded grasslands adjacent to 
other natural areas. This program will strategically select projects through a competitive application process and 
use program scoring and ranking criteria to ensure selected projects build and reinforce corridors that allow 
wildlife to move safely across otherwise fragmented regions. These corridors are essential for species that require 
large territories, seasonal movement, or multiple habitat types during different life stages. 
 
Restored oak savannas provide diverse structural features that support wildlife. The open canopy allows sunlight 
to reach the ground, promoting a rich understory of flowering plants and grasses that offer food and shelter to 
pollinators like the Rusty patched bumble bee (a federally endangered species). Standing oaks and snags provide 
nesting cavities for species such as Red-headed Woodpeckers, Eastern Bluebirds, and bats. Shrubs and grasses 
offer cover for small mammals and ground-nesting birds. Moreover, oak trees produce acorns that serve as a 
critical food resource. 


Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this 
project?  


Minnesota DNR Nongame Wildlife Plans 
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Minnesota's Wildlife Action Plan 2015-2025 


Explain how this proposal will uniquely address habitat resilience to climate change and its 
anticipated effects on game, fish & wildlife species utilizing the protected or restored/enhanced 
habitat this proposal targets.  
Oak savanna restoration will create resilience to climate change impacts and allow wildlife and native vegetation 
species to shift their ranges northward or to higher quality sites in response to changing temperature and 
precipitation patterns. Based on current research oak trees have been identified as one of few species that can 
withstand climate change. The mixture of tree cover and open prairie will moderate local temperatures and 
increase the landscapes ability to reflect heat, resulting in less heat buildup and more favorable conditions for 
wildlife.  Furthermore, oak savannas build soil health and effectively store carbon in the soil, helping stabilize 
ecosystems and buffer surrounding areas from disturbances. 


Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  


Forest / Prairie Transition 


Protect, enhance, and restore rare native remnant prairie 


Metro / Urban 


Protect, enhance, and restore remnant native prairie, Big Woods forests, and oak savanna with an emphasis on 
areas with high biological diversity 


Prairie 


Protect, enhance, and restore remnant native prairie, Big Woods forests, and oak savanna 


Southeast Forest 


Protect, enhance, and restore remnant goat prairies 


Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not permanent outcomes, 
why it is important to undertake at this time:  
Once covering 10% of the landscape, supporting a wide range species oak savannas are an important part of 
Minnesota's history.  Cities, counties, and Tribal governments play a critical role in ensuring the long-term success 
and maintenance of project sites for the benefit of identified target species. Their ongoing commitment helps 
translate short-term restoration efforts into lasting conservation outcomes by leveraging their institutional 
resources, expertise, and partnerships. These entities often have natural resource staff or land management 
departments capable of implementing adaptive management plans that include prescribed fire rotations to 
maintain savanna structure, invasive species control to protect native plant communities, and ongoing 
interseeding or thinning to sustain open-canopy conditions vital for pollinators and grassland birds. With access to 
local, state, and federal funding—such as conservation levies, grants, and stewardship funds—public landowners 
can support long-term maintenance on lands designated for permanent conservation, such as parks and nature 
reserves. They frequently collaborate with technical experts from conservation organizations, Soil and Water 
Conservation Districts (SWCDs), BWSR, universities, and groups like the Xerces Society to develop science-based 
plans tailored to target species. These partnerships ensure effective monitoring, adaptive strategies, and long-term 
habitat health. Public access to these lands also provides opportunities for community engagement through 
education, interpretive signage, citizen science, and volunteer events, while Tribal governments can further 
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integrate traditional ecological knowledge into site design and species selection. Together, these efforts create a 
foundation for thriving, well-managed oak savanna habitats that deliver enduring ecological benefits and reflect a 
lasting conservation vision. 


Outcomes 


Programs in forest-prairie transition region:  
Protected, restored, and enhanced nesting and migratory habitat for waterfowl, upland birds, and species of 
greatest conservation need ~ 200 acres restored and 150 acres enhanced to support species of greatest 
conservation need including the Loggerhead shrike, Rusty patched bumble bee and Regal fritillary; Track the 
presence and abundance of native grasses, forbs, shrubs, and oak trees. Each project site will collect baseline data 
which will be used to document the project outcomes, that will be used to develop management recommendations. 
Each project site will increase native plant cover to at least 70%; .57 metric tons of carbon sequestered per acre 
per year, improved water management, and program team mentoring of at least three professionals in the region. 


Programs in metropolitan urbanizing region:  
Core areas protected with highly biologically diverse wetlands and plant communities, including native prairie, 
Big Woods, and oak savanna ~ 200 acres restored and 100 acres enhanced to support species of greatest 
conservation need including the Rusty-patched bumble bee and Monarch butterflies; Track the presence and 
abundance of native grasses, forbs, shrubs, and oak trees. Each project site will collect baseline data which will be 
used to document the project outcomes, that will be used to develop management recommendations. Each project 
site will increase native plant cover to at least 70%; .57 metric tons of carbon sequestered per acre per year, 
improved water management, and program team mentoring of at least three professionals in the region. 


Programs in prairie region:  


Protected, restored, and enhanced habitat for migratory and unique Minnesota species ~ 100 acres restored 
and 50 acres enhanced to support species of greatest conservation need including Regal Fritillary and Monarch 
Butterfly; Track the presence and abundance of native grasses, forbs, shrubs, and oak trees. Each project site will 
collect baseline data which will be used to document the project outcomes, that will be used to develop 
management recommendations. Each project site will increase native plant cover to at least 70%; .57 metric tons 
of carbon sequestered per acre per year, improved water management, and program team mentoring of at least 
three professionals in the region. 


Programs in southeast forest region:  


Healthier populations of endangered, threatened, and special concern species as well as more common species 
~ 100 acres restored and 100 acres enhanced to support species of greatest conservation need including Red-
headed woodpeckers, Regal fritillary butterflies, and Karner blue butterflies; Track the presence and abundance of 
native grasses, forbs, shrubs, and oak trees. Each project site will collect baseline data which will be used to 
document the project outcomes, that will be used to develop management recommendations. Each project site will 
increase native plant cover to at least 70%; .57 metric tons of carbon sequestered per acre per year, improved 
water management, and program team mentoring of at least three professionals in the region; 


What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this proposal?  
Environment and Natural Resource Trust Fund 
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Per MS 97A.056, Subd. 24, Please explain whether the request is supplanting or is a substitution for 
any previous funding that was not from a legacy fund and was used for the same purpose.  
This will be a new program that doesn't have existing funding for program implementation and program oversight 
for funding recipients. LSOHC funds are not being used to supplant other sources of funds traditionally used to pay 
for proposed activities and staff salary. 


How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?  
This proposal enhances existing investments in long-term conservation as part of a solution to the decline of at-
risk species and other important wildlife species. Ensuring the long-term care of projects will be a key ranking 
criteria used as part of the competitive project selection process, this will include considerations about future 
funding availability for management. All program participants will be required to enter into an agreement with 
BWSR that requires the projects to be maintained for 10 years. The project templates developed for all projects 
will also provide direction for the long-term management and monitoring. The role of landowners to maintain 
projects into the future will be stressed and local conservation staff will continue working with landowners to 
provide technical guidance. Program participants will be required to work with BWSR and/or Xerces Society on 
the development of the project specific conservation plan that will be signed by the landowner. This will include 
seed mix design, reconstruction or restoration techniques, and long-term management recommendations. Once the 
new BWSR program is established BWSR in partnership with Xerces Society and the Living Landscape Initiative 
Advisory Committee will pursue other funding sources for the program such as federal grants and foundation 
funding. 


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


Because BWSR's Oak Savanna Restoration for Living Landscapes program is focused on public lands, it can 
meaningfully celebrate cultural diversity and serve Minnesota’s diverse communities, including low- and 
moderate-income households. Public lands are open and accessible to all, offering free entry and inclusive spaces 
where people from all backgrounds can engage with nature. By restoring oak savannas in parks, wildlife areas, and 
other public spaces, the program ensures that communities—particularly those with limited access to private 
green space—can enjoy high-quality natural areas close to home. These restored landscapes will provide 
opportunities for outdoor recreation, quiet reflection, and connection to Minnesota’s ecological and cultural 
heritage. 
 
Moreover, the program will lay the foundation for a wide range of future educational opportunities. Schools, 
community groups, and youth organizations will be able to use these sites as living classrooms for hands-on 
learning about ecology, conservation, climate adaptation, and Indigenous land stewardship. Interpretive signage, 
nature trails, guided programs, and citizen science projects can all be integrated into these areas, making them 
year-round resources for environmental education. To make the knowledge and education of the sites accessible to 
folks whose primary language is not English, local government units such as soil and water conservation districts 
will make project site information (such as project site signage) available in multiple languages. By collaborating 
with educators, Tribal nations, local government units, and local organizations, the program can offer culturally 
relevant programming that resonates with diverse audiences. In this way, oak savanna restoration becomes not 
just a conservation effort, but a long-term public investment in inclusive environmental learning, community 
wellbeing, and shared stewardship of Minnesota’s natural heritage. 
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Activity Details 


Requirements 


Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 Pollinator 
Habitat Program?   
Yes 


Is the restoration and enhancement activity on permanently protected land per 97A.056, Subd 13(f), tribal 
lands, and/or public waters per MS 103G.005, Subd. 15 or on lands to be acquired in this program?   
Yes 


Where does the activity take place? 


County/Municipal 


Other : Tribal lands 


Land Use 


Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
No 


Will insecticides or fungicides (including neonicotinoid and fungicide treated seed) be used within any 
activities of this proposal either in the process of restoration or use as food plots? 
No 


Other OHF Appropriation Awards 


Have you received OHF dollars through LSOHC in the past? 
No 


Timeline 
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date 
Restore and enhance 1000 acres of oak savanna and 
supporting tallgrass prairies and hardwood forests in the 
Eastern Broadleaf Province by entering into agreements 
with eligible program participants 


June 30, 2031 


Create interagency program advisory team to guide program 
development, ranking criteria, and project support. 


August 31, 2027 


Collaborate with Xerces to develop new and innovative 
conservation guides, plan templates, and project case 
studies. 


June 30, 2031 


Develop pollinator-beneficial conservation plans and long-
term monitoring strategies for oak savanna restorations. 


June 30, 2031 


Document successful planning, design, installation and 
management strategies and case studies on BWSR's 
webpage. 


June 30, 2031 


Add program signage to all project sites. June 30, 2031 
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Budget 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $300,000 $62,400 General fund 


appropriation to 
BWSR 


$362,400 


Contracts $3,000,000 $750,000 Landowner Match $3,750,000 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel $6,000 - - $6,000 
Professional Services $250,000 $53,300 Xerces Society $303,300 
Direct Support 
Services 


$66,000 - - $66,000 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


- - - - 


Supplies/Materials $1,200 - - $1,200 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $3,623,200 $865,700 - $4,488,900 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


Program 
Coordinator 


0.4 5.0 $300,000 $62,400 General fund 
appropriation 
to BWSR 


$362,400 


 


Amount of Request: $3,623,200 
Amount of Leverage: $865,700 
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 23.89% 
DSS + Personnel: $366,000 
As a % of the total request: 10.1% 
Easement Stewardship: - 
As a % of the Easement Acquisition: - 


Total Leverage (from 
above) 


Amount Confirmed % of Total Leverage Amount Anticipated % of Total Leverage 


$865,700 $835,700 96.53% $30,000 3.47% 
Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:  
BWSR has secured general funds that will be used to cover BWSR personnel costs. As a program requirement 
BWSR will require a 25% non-state match for all projects completed.  Xerces Society has secured non-state funding 
that will be used to cover indirect costs associated with Xerces staff. 


Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?   
Yes 
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If the project received 50% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
Partial funding would result in a propionate reduction of impacted acres.  Proposed outcomes and activities 
would still be accomplished but on a smaller scale. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
BWSR calculates direct support services costs that are directly related to a necessary for each request 
based upon the appropriation amount and type of work being done. Personnel and DSS costs would be 
scaled accordingly. 


If the project received 30% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
Partial funding would result in a propionate reduction of impacted acres.  Proposed outcomes and activities 
would still be accomplished but on a smaller scale. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
BWSR calculates direct support services costs that are directly related to a necessary for each request 
based upon the appropriation amount and type of work being done. Personnel and DSS costs would be 
scaled accordingly. 


Personnel 
Has funding for these positions been requested in the past?   
No 


Contracts 


What is included in the contracts line?   
The amount listed in the contract line will be used to reimburse Counties, Municipalities, and/or Tribal nations for 
work associated with restoration and enhancement activities. 


Professional Services 


What is included in the Professional Services line?   
 


Design/Engineering 


Other : BWSR will partner with Xerces Society to coordinate this project, develop project selection ranking 
criteria and review project proposals, produce innovative conservation planning and conservation plan 
templates for program participants, write technical guidance specific to oak savannas to guide project 
implementation and for inclusion in BWSR’s Native Vegetation Establishment and Enhancement Guidelines, 
and develop a long-term monitoring protocol for program participants 


Travel 
Does the amount in the travel line include equipment/vehicle rental?   
No 
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Explain the amount in the travel line outside of traditional travel costs of mileage, food, and lodging   
The travel line will only be used for traditional travel costs. 


I understand and agree that lodging, meals, and mileage must comply with the current MMB Commissioner 
Plan:   
Yes 


Direct Support Services 


How did you determine which portions of the Direct Support Services of your shared support services is 
direct to this program?   
BWSR calculates direct support services costs that are directly related to and necessary for each request based on 
the type of work being done. 


Federal Funds 


Do you anticipate federal funds as a match for this program?   
No 
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Output Tables 


Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres 
Restore 0 150 150 300 600 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 100 100 200 400 
Total 0 250 250 500 1,000 
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2) 


 RESTORE  ENHANCE  
 Lands acquired 


with OHF 
Lands NOT 


acquired with 
OHF 


Lands acquired 
with OHF 


Lands NOT 
acquired with 


OHF 
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - - - - 
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - 600 - 400 
Easements - - 0 0 
Total - 600 0 400 
How many of these Prairie acres are Native Prairie? (Table 1b) 


Type Native 
Prairie 
(acres) 


Restore 0 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 
Protect in Easement 0 
Enhance 50 
Total 50 
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding 
Restore - $810,100 $713,100 $1,300,000 $2,823,200 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - $215,000 $200,000 $385,000 $800,000 
Total - $1,025,100 $913,100 $1,685,000 $3,623,200 
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres 
Restore 200 200 100 100 0 600 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 100 150 100 50 0 400 
Total 300 350 200 150 0 1,000 
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Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total 
Funding 


Restore $883,400 $890,400 $610,700 $438,700 - $2,823,200 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - - 
Enhance $200,000 $300,000 $100,000 $200,000 - $800,000 
Total $1,083,400 $1,190,400 $710,700 $638,700 - $3,623,200 
Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat 
Restore - $5,400 $4,754 $4,333 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - 
Enhance - $2,150 $2,000 $1,925 
Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest 
Restore $4,417 $4,452 $6,107 $4,387 - 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance $2,000 $2,000 $1,000 $4,000 - 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 
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Parcels 


Sign-up Criteria?   
Yes - Sign up criteria is attached 


Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:   
  



https://lsohcprojectmgmt.leg.mn/media/lsohc/proposal/signup_criteria/2c0788d9-8e5.docx





Oak Savanna Restoration for Living Landscapes 


Rusty patched bumble bee on 
purple giant hyssop - an oak 
savanna associated wildflower. 
Winona, MN. 
Photo Credit: Gabe Ericksen 


Red-headed Woodpecker 


Monarchs in oak savanna at Carleton 
College Cowling Arboretum in 


hfield, MN. 
Pho er it: Karin kela / Xerces 


D 
Eastern Broadleaf 
Province 


Oak savannas are one of Minnesota's most threatened communities, with less than 0.1 % remaining in 
the state 


Funding through this new initiative will reconstruct and restore approximately 1,000 acres of quality 
habitat in MN's eastern broadleaf province. Eligible projects will be completed on local public lands 
and Tribal lands. 
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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
Swift Coulee Channel Restoration/ Enhancement - Phase 2 


ML 2026 Request for Funding 


General Information 


Date: 06/26/2025 


Proposal Title: Swift Coulee Channel Restoration/ Enhancement - Phase 2 


Funds Requested: $3,564,000 


Confirmed Leverage Funds: $1,036,700 


Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes 


Manager Information 


Manager's Name: Morteza Maher 
Title: Administrator 
Organization: Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District 
Address: 453 North McKinley St.   
City: Warren, MN 56762 
Email: morteza.maher@mstrwd.org 
Office Number: 2187454741 
Mobile Number: 2182305703 
Fax Number:   
Website: www.mstrwd.org 


Location Information 


County Location(s): Marshall. 


Eco regions in which work will take place: 


Prairie 


Forest / Prairie Transition 


Activity types: 


Enhance 


Restore 
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Priority resources addressed by activity: 


Prairie 


Habitat 


Wetlands 


Narrative 


Abstract 


The Swift Coulee Channel Restoration Project is located in Marshall County and considered a Prairie Ecological-
section.  
Phase 2 of this project when completed will create perpetually protected habitat under the RIM program. Phase 2 
will restore over 6 miles of altered natural channel and create a habitat corridor over 400 acres through an E-
channel design (low-flow meander with floodplain valley). 
LSOHC funded the RIM easement acquisition of Phase 1 in 2024 and that is currently under construction. 
The 2024 allocation will cover the easement acquisition of phase 2. This application is for engineering, permitting 
and construction costs of Phase 2. 


Design and Scope of Work 


Problem: 
The Swift Coulee is not an exception to what is known as problem in the Prairie region of MN consisting of an 
altered natural waterway with degraded grasslands and native habitat adjacent to the coulee due to agricultural 
practices. Currently, the situation is unfavorable and fails to benefit the farmers and the ecosystem, as the 
waterway suffers from issues such as siltation, hybrid cattail proliferation, and recurrent flooding.  


 
This project aims to address these critical challenges through the following initiatives:  
1. Creation of a new low-flow meander and floodplain valley designed to reduce further siltation and side slope 
washouts.  
2. Implementation of setback levees on both sides of the low-flow meander to establish a wider protective corridor. 
This will allow nearby farms to utilize Best Management Practices (BMPs) for effective drainage.  
3. Development of habitats within the low-flow meander and floodplain valley corridor that will provide both 
upland and wetland habitat species, providing essential resources for resting, feeding, and living.  
4. Vegetated protection of the entire project footprint through perpetual easements, with the MSTRWD assuming 
responsibility for ongoing maintenance according to established design criteria.  


 
Scope of work: 
The scope of work for Phase 2 related to this application includes: - Engineering, permitting, and construction of 
the described project in Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8 of McCrea Township, as well as Section 36 of Alma Township in 
Marshall County, Minnesota.  


 
Priority Setting: 
The Swift Coulee project has been a priority for the Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District (MSTRWD) 
for over two decades and has consistently been included in the Watershed Management Plan. From the early 
2000s, MSTRWD adopted a structured approach by forming a project work team that engaged all relevant state 
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and federal agencies involved in permitting, as well as local authorities and landowners. This collaborative effort 
led to the development of an agreed-upon Purpose and Need statement (P&N) and resulted in the identification of 
13 alternative solutions to address this statement. After screening these alternatives, the team reached consensus 
on the most feasible option in 2021. The project directly enhances fish and wildlife habitat by enhancing and 
restoring wetlands and uplands and converting agricultural lands to habitat for waterfowl, grassland and 
migratory birds as well as grazing animals through a natural channel design that supports pool-riffle sequences for 
aquatic species and low-flow conditions suitable for fish passage. This is a sustainable solution that not only 
enhances the environment, through use of BMPs and the environment resiliency design will meet the agricultural 
drainage needs. 
This project is now recognized as a high priority in the MSTR Comprehensive Watershed Management Plan 
(CWMP), which has been reviewed and approved by the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR), endorsed by 
the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). 


Explain how the proposal addresses habitat protection, restoration, and/or enhancement for fish, 
game & wildlife, including threatened or endangered species conservation  
This project is designed to permanently restore and enhance a vital ecological corridor within the Lake Agassiz 
Glacial Plain, a region that once supported vast upland and wetland prairie communities. This phase of the project 
will reestablish over 6 miles of previously straightened and farmed stream into a sinuous, functioning two-stage 
channel with native vegetation and broad riparian buffers, creating approximately 400 acres of perpetual 
conservation easements for upland and wetland habitat. These easements are secured through the BWSR Reinvest 
in Minnesota (RIM) program, ensuring long-term habitat protection. 
The project directly enhances fish and wildlife habitat by enhancing and restoring wetlands and uplands and 
converting agricultural lands to habitat for waterfowl, grassland and migratory birds as well as grazing animals 
through a natural channel design that supports pool-riffle sequences for aquatic species and low-flow conditions 
suitable for fish passage. Grade control structures in the form of rock riffles will be installed at key locations, 
helping maintain streambed stability while facilitating fish movement across varied flows. 
This project in total (phase 1 and 2) will set the stage for a long-term plan to provide fish habitat and passage to 
places over 25 miles away from Red River of the North. It will reduce sediment by 8,200 tons per year and 
phosphorus by 7,600 pounds per year, greatly improving water clarity and reducing turbidity—a key limiting 
factor for aquatic habitat quality. 
The broader wildlife benefits include approximately 750 acres of restored and protected wetland and upland 
prairie habitat across Phases 1 and 2 combined, providing critical refuge for migratory birds, game species, 
pollinators, and other wildlife. The site falls within the Lake Agassiz Aspen Parklands ecoregion, a transition zone 
between tallgrass prairie and forest ecosystems, and the restored habitat will reconnect fragmented wildlife 
corridors within an intensively farmed landscape. 
Through a science-based and community-supported approach, the Swift Coulee project will transform a degraded 
watercourse into a resilient, diverse, and permanently protected landscape supporting fish, game, and wildlife for 
generations to come. 


What are the elements of this proposal that are critical from a timing perspective?  


Several elements of the Swift Coulee Phase 2 proposal are time-sensitive: 
1st, timely completion of engineering and permitting in 2026 is critical to meet the projected construction window 
beginning in 2026-7.Delays in planning would postpone project readiness and jeopardize coordination with state 
agencies and contractors.  
2nd, landowner confidence hinges on a clear and credible timeline. The RIM easement sign-up period benefits from 
visible momentum, and uncertainty can slow enrollment. 
3rd, alignment with funding cycles—particularly LSOHC and other state programs—requires adherence to 
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established milestones to secure construction funding and leverage match sources. 
4th, delaying construction could lead to increased costs and obviously delay realization of benefits. 


Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  
Phase 2 will add over 400 acres of perpetual habitat corridor to the 250 acres already protected under Phase 1, 
expanding the Swift Coulee complex to more than 700 acres of continuous restored wetland, riparian, and upland 
prairie habitat. This project reconnects fragmented habitats within an otherwise agriculturally dominated 
landscape by restoring a meandering stream system with wide native buffers, functioning as a linear wildlife 
corridor. The location within the Lake Agassiz Aspen Parklands ecoregion enhances the strategic value of this 
restoration by providing connectivity between isolated habitat patches that support migratory birds, pollinators, 
grassland species, and aquatic life. The wide channel corridor further serves as a buffer from adjacent land uses, 
improving ecological function and long-term habitat viability. 


Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this 
project?  


Minnesota Prairie Conservation Plan 


Northern Tallgrass Prairie Ecoregion: A River and Stream Conservation Portfolio 


Explain how this proposal will uniquely address habitat resilience to climate change and its 
anticipated effects on game, fish & wildlife species utilizing the protected or restored/enhanced 
habitat this proposal targets.  
This project is designed to increase ecosystem resilience in the face of more frequent extreme precipitation events 
and fluctuating flow regimes driven by climate change. By reintroducing a sinuous channel, constructing floodplain 
connectivity, and establishing native vegetation, the system will better manage both high-flow and drought 
conditions—enhancing habitat continuity across seasons and hydrologic extremes. The restored corridor will 
buffer temperature fluctuations, filter runoff, and reduce erosion, thereby supporting healthier aquatic ecosystems. 
The extensive prairie and wetland habitat is better adapted to climate variability and will provide refuge for 
species displaced by changing conditions. These design features will help ensure long-term viability of fish and 
wildlife populations in the region. 


Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  


Prairie 


Protect, enhance, or restore existing wetland/upland complexes, or convert agricultural lands to new 
wetland/upland habitat complexes 
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Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not permanent outcomes, 
why it is important to undertake at this time:  
This phase will secure over 400 acres of new habitat under perpetual easement through BWSR’s RIM program, 
adding to the 200+ acres protected under Phase 1. These protected corridors ensure long-term/ perpetual benefits 
for fish, game, and wildlife by restoring a historically degraded watershed system. Permanent design features such 
as rock riffles, vegetated buffers, and floodplain reconnection are built to last, reducing sedimentation and 
improving water quality over time. By leveraging this one-time opportunity to secure landowner interest and 
inter-agency alignment, the project creates lasting conservation benefits and establishes a replicable model for 
watershed-scale restoration. 


Outcomes 


Programs in prairie region:  
Agriculture lands are converted to grasslands to sustain functioning prairie systems ~ This phase of the project 
will reestablish over 6 miles of previously straightened and farmed stream into a sinuous, functioning two-stage 
channel with native vegetation and broad riparian buffers, creating approximately 400 acres of perpetual 
conservation easements for upland and wetland habitat. These easements are secured through the BWSR Reinvest 
in Minnesota (RIM) program, ensuring long-term habitat protection. 


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


Clean Water Fund 


Environment and Natural Resource Trust Fund 


Per MS 97A.056, Subd. 24, Please explain whether the request is supplanting or is a substitution for 
any previous funding that was not from a legacy fund and was used for the same purpose.  
No. 


How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?  
The Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers Watershed District will assume full responsibility for operation and 
maintenance under the terms of the RIM easement agreements. Design specifications will include provisions for 
long-term maintenance of grade control structures, vegetation, and sediment control features. Regular inspections, 
adaptive management, and coordination with BWSR technical staff will ensure functionality over time. A benefit of 
the engineered design is the reduced need for future intervention, as naturalized systems are more self-sustaining. 
Local support and district funding will backstop periodic maintenance needs beyond the grant period. 


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


Since the land for this project is through perpetual easement with individual landowners, although we would 
encourage them to consider the BIPOC priorities if that becomes the case as for their landuse for recreational 
purposes, as the project sponsor we do not have more authority. However, MSTRWD adheres to non-
discriminatory practices when awarding contracts for construction. We at the project management level will do all 
we can to provide equal opportunity and encourage BIPOC to be involved in this project. 
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Activity Details 


Requirements 


Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 Pollinator 
Habitat Program?   
Yes 


Is the restoration and enhancement activity on permanently protected land per 97A.056, Subd 13(f), tribal 
lands, and/or public waters per MS 103G.005, Subd. 15 or on lands to be acquired in this program?   
Yes 


Where does the activity take place? 


Permanently Protected Conservation Easements 


Public Waters 


Land Use 


Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
No 


Will insecticides or fungicides (including neonicotinoid and fungicide treated seed) be used within any 
activities of this proposal either in the process of restoration or use as food plots? 
No 


Other OHF Appropriation Awards 


Have you received OHF dollars through LSOHC in the past? 
Yes 


Are any of these past appropriations still OPEN? 
Yes 


Approp Year Funding Amount 
Received 


Amount Spent to 
Date 


Funding Remaining % Spent to Date 


2024 $1,578,000 - - - 
2023 $4,174,000 - - - 
Totals $5,752,000 - $5,752,000 0.0% 


Timeline 
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date 
Engineering - Construction Management - Other sources are 
sought to aid this as well as OHF 


June 2027 


Permitting December 2026 
Construction October 2027 
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Budget 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel - $251,700 MSTRWD $251,700 
Contracts $3,414,000 $500,000 WBIF (BWSR), Red 


River Watershed 
Management Board 


$3,914,000 


Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 


- - - - 


Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 


- - - - 


Easement Acquisition - - - - 
Easement 
Stewardship 


- - - - 


Travel - - - - 
Professional Services $150,000 $285,000 BWSR Stream 


Restoration 
$435,000 


Direct Support 
Services 


- - - - 


DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 


- - - - 


Capital Equipment - - - - 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 


- - - - 


Supplies/Materials - - - - 
DNR IDP - - - - 
Grand Total $3,564,000 $1,036,700 - $4,600,700 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


Administrative 
assistant 


0.3 2.0 - $95,300 MSTRWD $95,300 


Administrator 
/ Project 
Manager 


0.3 2.0 - $156,400 MSTRWD $156,400 


 


Amount of Request: $3,564,000 
Amount of Leverage: $1,036,700 
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 29.09% 
DSS + Personnel: - 
As a % of the total request: 0.0% 
Easement Stewardship: - 
As a % of the Easement Acquisition: - 


Total Leverage (from 
above) 


Amount Confirmed % of Total Leverage Amount Anticipated % of Total Leverage 


$1,036,700 $1,036,700 100.0% - 0.0% 
Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:  
1- BWSR's WBIF through 2025-2027 for $300,000 + BWSR's Stream Restoration for Engineering for $285,000 - 
Secured. 
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2- RRWMB's through Clean Water Base Funding program for $200,000 - Secured 
3- MSTRWD's project fund for $300,000 - secured 


Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?   
Yes 


If the project received 50% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
Another phase could be added to the project and make the proposed Phase 2 into two separate phases and 
shorten the upstream length of channel to be restored. This would not only reduce the restored channel 
length by approximately 3 miles, but also reduce the 400 acres of proposed habitat. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
DSS is to cover the project management scope of work. Due to the nature of the project, although the scope 
of implementation will decrease, the project will still need to be designed, receive permits, get funded, bid 
out for construction and be managed for construction. 


If the project received 30% of the requested funding 


Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?  
It would not be feasible to break the project in smaller phases as it will lose the local trust and will create 
political issues for the future of the project. 


Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced, 
why?  
It would not be feasible to break the project in smaller phases as it will lose the local trust and will create 
political issues for the future of the project. 


Contracts 


What is included in the contracts line?   
Construction Contract 


Professional Services 


What is included in the Professional Services line?   
 


Design/Engineering 


Other : Project Management 


Surveys 


Title Insurance and Legal Fees 


Federal Funds 


Do you anticipate federal funds as a match for this program?   
No 
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Output Tables 


Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres 
Restore 0 - 0 418 418 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 74 - 0 - 74 
Total 74 0 0 418 492 
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2) 


 RESTORE  ENHANCE  
 Lands acquired 


with OHF 
Lands NOT 


acquired with 
OHF 


Lands acquired 
with OHF 


Lands NOT 
acquired with 


OHF 
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - - - - 
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - - - - 
Easements 418 - 74 - 
Total 418 - 74 - 
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding 
Restore - - - $3,028,000 $3,028,000 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance $536,000 - - - $536,000 
Total $536,000 - - $3,028,000 $3,564,000 
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 418 0 418 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 0 74 0 74 
Total 0 0 0 492 0 492 
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total 
Funding 


Restore - - - $3,028,000 - $3,028,000 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - - 
Enhance - - - $536,000 - $536,000 
Total - - - $3,564,000 - $3,564,000 
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat 
Restore - - - $7,244 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - 
Enhance $7,243 - - - 
Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest 
Restore - - - $7,244 - 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - - $7,243 - 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 
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Parcels 


Sign-up Criteria?   
No 


Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:   
All the parcels on our list are the ones the Swift Coulee runs through them. So, they are equally important and 
highly prioritized as for acquisition. While many of them are eligible under RIM program some are not due to the 
total acres. Although those excluded from RIM will be acquired through local fund, this project/ funding request 
will be spent on their engineering and construction. Hence not really excluded from this application. 


Protect Parcels 


Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 


Cory Robert Jones Marshall 15547204 2 $18,110 - 
Darla Jones, Living Trust Marshall 15547203 51 $370,163 - 
David & Stacy Nicholls ETAL Marshall 15647236 1 $724 - 
Fagerstrom Revocable Trust Marshall 15547202 84 $605,590 - 
Jacob Anderson Marshall 15547201 22 $161,539 - 
Jacob Anderson Marshall 15547204 16 $114,454 - 
Jacob Anderson Marshall 15547204 4 $27,527 - 
Jacob Anderson Marshall 15547204 10 $71,715 - 
Jimmie & Linda Potucek Marshall 15547205 5 $38,393 - 
Jimmie & Linda Potucek Marshall 15547205 21 $155,744 - 
Joseph & Casey Pierce/ETAL Marshall 15547204 13 $91,273 - 
Loren Anderson ETAL Marshall 15647236 13 $95,620 - 
Margery Riopelle Trust Marshall 15547204 5 $36,944 - 
Michele Diehl/ETAL Marshall 15547202 15 $105,761 - 
Rebecca Jorgenson Marshall 15547204 21 $149,224 - 
Robert Fagerstrom ETAL Marshall 15647236 19 $139,807 - 
Tim Mortensen Marshall 15547205 7 $52,156 - 
Tony & Lindsey Johnson Marshall 15547205 37 $270,922 - 
Tracy Anderson Marshall 15547203 112 $808,420 - 
Virginia Kruger Marshall 15547202 34 $249,915 - 
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Parcel Map 


 


 







Swift Coulee Channel Restoration Project
Middle-Snake-Tamarac Rivers WD


Description/Location:


The Swift Coulee Channel Restoration Project 
includes restoration of meandering channel across 9 
Sections of 3 different Townships in Marshall County, 
MN. The project includes channel restoration, using 
the Rosgen E-Channel design with the low frequency 
meander and a floodplain designed for a 10-year 
frequency event.  Setback levees and spillways would 
be incorporated into the design for flood damage 
reduction benefits, along with side water inlet culverts 
and perpetual native vegetation to improve water 
quality and wildlife habitat benefits.


Project Benefits:


Habitat Restoration (740 acres in Total)
• Enhance upland and aquatic habitats
• Increase perpetual vegetation footprint adjacent to coulee


Erosion Reduction
• Reduce sediment transfer by over 8,000 tons/yr 
• Reduce Phosphorous by over 7,000 lbs/yr 


Flood Control (~42 sq miles of Drainage Area)  
• Reduce sub-watershed peak volume and flows
• Reduce risk of road damages
• Reduce adjacent agricultural and private land damages
• Improve hydrologic conditions within the sub-watershed


Swift Coulee is the Yellow meander in Marshall County NW MN 


Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Phase 1


Construction
Phase 2


Engineering / Permitting
Easement Acquisition
Construction


2025 2026 2027
Swift Coulee Project Schedule


Project Phasing
• Phase 1: 248 acres in ongoing Restoration
• Phase 2: 492 acres of additional Restoration


Activities as of May 2025
• Phase 1 in construction
• Phase 2 Survey and preliminary Design
• Phase 2 Easement Funding secured
• Phase 2 EAW is done


Funding Partners: ($13 million)
• MSTRWD
• BWSR (RIM + 1W1P)
• RRWMB+BWSR (RIM)
• BWSR (Stream Restoration / MPCA)


Potential Future Funding Partners:
• LCCMR, LSOHC, BWSR, RRWMB


Swift Coulee Phasing map
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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 
Woods Creek Restoration 


ML 2026 Request for Funding 


General Information 


Date: 06/26/2025 


Proposal Title: Woods Creek Restoration 


Funds Requested: $750,000 


Confirmed Leverage Funds: $63,200 


Is this proposal Scalable?: No 


Manager Information 


Manager's Name: Robert Kimmel-Hass 
Title: County Engineer 
Organization: Cook County 
Address: 609 4th Ave E   
City: Grand Marais, MN 55604 
Email: robert.hass@co.cook.mn.us 
Office Number: 218-387-3014 
Mobile Number: 218-264-9122 
Fax Number:   
Website:   


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 


Abstract 


The project will restore and protect cold-water streams for natural occurring brook trout, a sensitive and semi-
rare species, by removing two undersized crossings. Each crossing is undersized compared to the natural stream 
geomorphology. The project is part of a larger countywide collaborative initiative with local and state partners to 
protect water quality by ensuring crossings are correctly sized. Removing these two undersized crossings and 
installing correctly sized structures will improve stream connectivity, ensure future fish passage, improve climate 
resiliency, reduce sediment loading, eliminate further stream bank erosion, and contribute to fully restoring 
Woods Creek back to its natural state. 


Design and Scope of Work 


Northeast Minnesota contains many pristine lakes and rivers which support robust populations of wild brook 
trout, steelhead, and other sensitive or semi-rare aquatic organisms. Brook trout are significant to aquatic 
ecosystems, recreational fishing, and an indicator of healthy watersheds. Ecological functions of streams are 
diminished by roads, development, and impairments that degrade the aquatic ecosystem leading to reductions in 
brook trout populations. Tributaries provide critical services by providing thermal refugia to brook trout 
populations. 
 
Woods Creek is a tributary to Devil Track River, a tributary to Lake Superior. Two crossings (North and South) 
have been identified as a local priority for replacement for several reasons: to better facilitate aquatic organism 
passage (AOP), being undersized for the streams they carry, creating high stream velocities, and causing sediment 
loading in the water. AOP is defined as the ability of fish and other aquatic organisms to migrate and swim freely 
upstream and downstream through or beneath human infrastructure such as culverts, bridges, diversion, dams, 
etc. Currently, trout and other fish are unable to pass through these crossings due to high velocities and perched 
bottoms. The bankfull width measurements for the North crossing is 22 feet and the South crossing is 20 feet with 
the current structures spanning 10-ft and 11.5-ft respectively. Cook County will install an AOP and climate resilient 
North crossing and the South crossing will become a bottomless concrete arch crossing to improve native brook 
trout habitat, build for climate resiliency with increased precipitation events, and aid in maintaining and improving 
water quality. The bottomless arch crossing will accommodate the bedrock located at the South crossing. Cook 
County and Cook County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD), with input from the local MN DNR fisheries, 
agree that the upsized crossings will be the most beneficial for the water quality and aquatic habitat. This project is 
directly in line with the MN DNR Fisheries priorities of restoring fish passage in our streams. Wild brook trout have 
been identified as the primary species in the project area. Steelhead have also been identified in the project area. 
Downstream, near the mouth at Lake Superior, brook trout, rainbow trout, pink salmon, coho (silver) salmon, 
chinook salmon have all been identified. While both crossings are part of the larger project, the South crossing will 
be funded with OHF funds. This is because the South crossing has been identified as priority by our local partners 
and is not scheduled to be replaced for 50 years from a transportation lens. 
 
The current crossings are impeding AOP, pinching the river at two locations since it is not at bankfull width, 
causing high stream velocities, and increasing sediment loading in the river. Because it is pinching the river at 
these locations, it is causing an increase in velocity of stream flow. The velocity is creating shear stress on 
downstream banks, causing erosion, unnatural pools and contributing to sediment loading in the river. The inlet 
and outlet banks of each crossings show extreme erosion due to the undersized crossings. 
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Explain how the proposal addresses habitat protection, restoration, and/or enhancement for fish, 
game & wildlife, including threatened or endangered species conservation  
Currently, the creek has two crossings that are undersized, causing erosion and preventing AOP. The new 
structures will be wide enough to accommodate bankfull width and be able to handle larger flood events. It will 
restore the area back to a more natural state. The instream area of the new structures will have natural channel 
design to aid in AOP and aquatic habitat. Engineering design work is already being done to ensure proper stream 
velocity and AOP is incorporated into the project. A MN DNR report highlighted that the more favorable habitat 
that is created in Woods Creek that the Brook Trout can (and have been) persisting there. Better habitat creates a 
healthier ecosystem which benefits the surrounding environment. 
  
The reduction in the velocity of water passing through the structure will reduce the shear stress on the inlet and 
outlet banks. Currently, there is severe erosion occurring which is causing sediment loading into the river. This 
prohibits a clean and habitable river for trout and other species. 2 miles of river and tributaries will be opened up 
with the replacement of these structures. 


What are the elements of this proposal that are critical from a timing perspective?  


With increased precipitation in rain and snow melt events, it is important to be proactive and complete the work 
now before additional issues arise from improperly sized crossings. Work has already begun to design these 
crossings to meet AOP needs and if this project doesn't happen now then resources will have been expended for 
nothing and the problems associated with increased sediment loading, lack of AOP, and increased erosion will 
continue. The south crossing isn't scheduled for replacement for 50+ years so the problem would continue to 
persist. Funding for the North crossing is covered through state bridge bonds while the South crossing is covered 
by OHF funds. Combining the projects saves in mobilization costs and minimizes disturbing the surrounding 
environment. Cook County is working on the design as we speak and the project is construction ready within 6 
months of appropriation. 


Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  


Woods Creek is a tributary to Devil Track River, a tributary to Lake Superior. There are smaller tributaries that 
flow into Woods Creek as well. The project will connect 2 miles of river and its tributaries, thus reducing habitat 
fragmentation. According to the MN Department of Natural Resources, there are healthy numbers of brook trout in 
Woods Creek and a small number of rainbow trout and steelhead. By replacing the two undersized crossings and 
incorporating natural channel design the remainder of Woods Creek would open up to this population thus 
creating more upstream habitat and creating a more diverse genetic pool with more mobility in the river. 


Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this 
project?  


Minnesota's Wildlife Action Plan 2015-2025 


Other : Lake Superior North, One Watershed One Plan 
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Explain how this proposal will uniquely address habitat resilience to climate change and its 
anticipated effects on game, fish & wildlife species utilizing the protected or restored/enhanced 
habitat this proposal targets.  
By incorporating natural channel design, meeting bankfull width, and floodplain connection, the creek will return 
to a natural state and be more climate resilient to handle precipitation challenges. Natural sediment deposition will 
be less disrupted, providing a more natural channel evolution of the river. The stream will not be pinched to a 
confined area in two locations causing upstream and downstream issues. Flood waters will be able to flow in a 
more natural way, allowing the stream to function and adapt more naturally. The long-term benefits of this project 
include reducing habitat fragmentation, preventing sediment loading and bank erosion, reducing water velocity 
and reducing warming water trends. Climate resiliency is addressed through riparian planting, natural channel 
design, floodplain connection, and crossings that are designed to handle larger storm events. 


Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  
Northern Forest 


Protect shoreland and restore or enhance critical habitat on wild rice lakes, shallow lakes, cold water lakes, 
streams and rivers, and spawning areas 


Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not permanent outcomes, 
why it is important to undertake at this time:  
The area of the project is part of Cook County land in County right of way and will be protected indefinitely. The 
area is known for cold waters and native brook trout streams. Over time, the inlet and outlets banks of each of 
these crossings have been eroding away due to the undersized nature of the crossings. This has contributed to 
sediment loading in the river. With higher rain events and a trend to warming waters, now is the time to be 
proactive and try and protect aquatic habitats, having structures, practices and vegetation in place to provide 
climate resiliency to try and maintain cold water habitats. While two crossings (North and South) make up the 
larger project, the South crossing was identified with Cook SWCD and local MN DNR fisheries as a priority to 
include in the project. Replacing the South crossing is not needed structurally, it is needed solely from an 
environmental standpoint to eliminate a fish barrier, reduce erosion, and return Woods Creek to a more natural 
state. 


Outcomes 


Programs in the northern forest region:  


Improved aquatic habitat indicators ~ The project will eliminate impediments for AOP to 2-miles of upstream 
headwaters habitat by removing two undersized crossings. Modeling of the current crossing conditions indicate 
the current bankfull widths are not being met and velocities are too high, prohibiting AOP. To fully restore AOP, 
the project proposes to restore Woods Creek back to its natural habitat in this area. 


What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this proposal?  
N/A 


Per MS 97A.056, Subd. 24, Please explain whether the request is supplanting or is a substitution for 
any previous funding that was not from a legacy fund and was used for the same purpose.  
These funds are not supplanting or substituting previous funds allocated for this project. 
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How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?  


The project is part of a larger countywide effort to protect water quality. The crossings in this project will allow the 
river to be restored to a more natural state and will be maintained by Cook County for the lifespan of the structure 
and any subsequent replacements into perpetuity. 


Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes  
Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
2027 and beyond local initial bridge 


inspection 
document 
observations 


continue inspections 
and documentation 
for lifespan of 
structure 


2027 and beyond local monitor restored 
banks 


document 
observations 


continue to monitor 
banks and make 
necessary 
adjustments 


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


Enhancing and protecting water quality is in direct alignment with the goals set out by the 1854 Treaty Authority 
to protect, preserve, and enhance the hunting, fishing and gathering rights of the Grand Portage and Bois Forte 
bands of Lake Superior Chippewa in the 1854 Treaty area. By improving the water quality, creating better fish 
habitat, and reducing bank erosion this project is directly benefiting the Grand Portage and Bois Forte bands of 
Lake Superior Chippewa. 


Activity Details 


Requirements 


Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 Pollinator 
Habitat Program?   
Yes 


Is the restoration and enhancement activity on permanently protected land per 97A.056, Subd 13(f), tribal 
lands, and/or public waters per MS 103G.005, Subd. 15 or on lands to be acquired in this program?   
Yes 


Where does the activity take place? 


Public Waters 


County/Municipal 


Land Use 


Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
No 


Will insecticides or fungicides (including neonicotinoid and fungicide treated seed) be used within any 
activities of this proposal either in the process of restoration or use as food plots? 
No 
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Other OHF Appropriation Awards 


Have you received OHF dollars through LSOHC in the past? 
Yes 


Are any of these past appropriations still OPEN? 
Yes 


Approp Year Funding Amount 
Received 


Amount Spent to 
Date 


Funding Remaining % Spent to Date 


2025 $1,348,000 - - - 
2024 $3,000,000 - - - 
Totals $4,348,000 - $4,348,000 0.0% 


Timeline 
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date 
Design, engineering, permitting September 2026 
Bid letting December 2026 
Begin construction June 2027 
End construction October 2027 
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Budget 


Totals 


Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel - $112,400 county levy/tax $112,400 
Contracts $750,000 $600,000 state bridge bonds $1,350,000 
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 $750,000 $712,400 - $1,462,400 
Personnel 
Position Annual FTE Years 


Working 
Funding 
Request 


Total 
Leverage 


Leverage 
Source 


Total 


Cook County 
Inspector 


1.0 1.0 - $49,200 county 
levy/tax 


$49,200 


Cook County 
Inspector 


1.0 1.0 - $49,200 county 
levy/tax 


$49,200 


Cook County 
Engineer 


1.0 1.0 - $14,000 county 
levy/tax 


$14,000 


 


Amount of Request: $750,000 
Amount of Leverage: $712,400 
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 94.99% 
DSS + Personnel: - 
As a % of the total request: 0.0% 
Easement Stewardship: - 
As a % of the Easement Acquisition: - 


Total Leverage (from 
above) 


Amount Confirmed % of Total Leverage Amount Anticipated % of Total Leverage 


$712,400 $63,200 8.87% $649,200 91.13% 
Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:  
Leverage sources for personnel come from local levy/tax dollars. State bridge bonds are appropriated from the 
legislature. 


Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?   
No 







Proposal #: HRE10 


P a g e  8 | 12 


 


Please explain why this project can NOT be scaled:  
Cook County is covering engineering design and engineering construction inspection. The county does have 
additional resources to cover construction costs. Cook County is committed to securing bridge bonds in 
order to bring a robust match to the project. 


Contracts 


What is included in the contracts line?   
Included in the contracts line are costs associated with mobilizing equipment, removing existing crossings, 
excavation of fill material, stream bank restoration, stream diversion, riprap, structure replacement for south 
crossing. 


Federal Funds 


Do you anticipate federal funds as a match for this program?   
No 
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Output Tables 


Acres by Resource Type (Table 1) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 1 1 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability 0 0 0 0 0 
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 0 0 0 1 1 
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2) 


 RESTORE  ENHANCE  
 Lands acquired 


with OHF 
Lands NOT 


acquired with 
OHF 


Lands acquired 
with OHF 


Lands NOT 
acquired with 


OHF 
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - - - - 
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - - - - 
Easements - - - - 
Total - - - - 
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding 
Restore - - - $750,000 $750,000 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - - - - 
Total - - - $750,000 $750,000 
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres 
Restore 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


0 0 0 0 0 0 


Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enhance 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total 
Funding 


Restore - - - - $750,000 $750,000 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - - 
Enhance - - - - - - 
Total - - - - $750,000 $750,000 
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5) 


Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat 
Restore - - - $750,000 
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - 
Protect in Easement - - - - 
Enhance - - - - 
Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6) 


Type Metro/Urban Forest/Prairie SE Forest Prairie N. Forest 
Restore - - - - $750,000 
Protect in Fee with State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Fee w/o State 
PILT Liability 


- - - - - 


Protect in Easement - - - - - 
Enhance - - - - - 
Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles 


2 miles 
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Parcels 


Sign-up Criteria?   
No 


Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:   
The parcel identified below are the locations of the fish barriers. 


Other Parcels 


Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 


Remove South AOP barrier: Tax PID: 53-112-
1200 


Cook 06101E12 1 $750,000 - 
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Woods Creek Restoration Project 


Restoring stream connectivity and fish habitat for naturally occurring brook trout in the Lake Superior Basin 


Synopsis: The proposed project is located in the Arrowhead region just 


outside the city limits of Grand Marais on County Road (CR) 60 and CR 58. 


Two undersized crossings carry county roads over Woods Creek, a 3.5 mile 


river whose waters feed directly into Devil Track River, a tributary to Lake 


Superior. 


The undersized crossings are causing bank erosion, high stream velocities, 


sediment runoff into the river, and prohibiting aquatic organism passage 


(AOP). Replacing the crossings with larger structures is the only way the 


river can be restored back to its natural condition and gain increased 


resiliency from the impacts of climate change, flooding, and intense rain 


events, while also restoring needed fish habitat for naturally occurring brook 


trout. This project is in direct alignment with the high priority goals of 


restoring fish passage laid out by MN DNR Fisheries. 


Project Lead: 


Cook County 


Project Partner: 


Cook County Soil and Water 


Conservation District 


N 


Fish barrier loca�on 


Above: From top to bottom: natural, existing, and proposed 
Above: The project site location. 


river crossings. 







     


  


    


 


   


 


   


     


      


     


   


Cook County has already funded engineering and project development expenses. This is a chance for the Council 


to make this a habitat project instead of just a highway project. With this funding, the project is a stream 


restoration project, going beyond the usual culvert replacement of putting back what is currently there. The 


project will be shovel ready when funds are appropriated. 


Above: The undersized north crossing inhibits AOP and 


cause bank erosion at the inlet and outlets. 


Right: Another view of the north crossing showing 


undersized culverts inhibiting flow and causing erosion. 


Above: Views looking at inlet (left) and outlet (right) at the south crossing. The inlet shows the crossing not 


meeting bankfull width requirements and being misaligned, causing higher water velocities through the culvert. 


The outlet is perched approximately 8-inches which inhibits AOP and causes scour pools to develop. 
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