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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council

2026 Accelerating the USFWS Habitat Conservation Easement Program
ML 2026 Request for Funding

General Information

Date: 06/26/2025

Proposal Title: 2026 Accelerating the USFWS Habitat Conservation Easement Program
Funds Requested: $13,200,000

Confirmed Leverage Funds: $1,200,000

Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes

Manager Information

Manager's Name: Logan Shoup

Title: Regional Biologist - NW Minnesota
Organization: Ducks Unlimited, Inc.
Address: c/o USFWS Fergus Falls Wetland Management District Office 18965 County Highway 82
City: Fergus Falls, MN 56537

Email: Ishoup@ducks.org

Office Number:

Mobile Number: 2184468851

Fax Number:

Website: www.ducks.org/minnesota
Location Information

County Location(s): Otter Tail, Grant, Douglas, Swift, Pope and Big Stone.

Eco regions in which work will take place:

Forest / Prairie Transition
Prairie

Activity types:

Restore

Enhance
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Proposal #: PREO1
Priority resources addressed by activity:

Wetlands
Prairie

Narrative

Abstract

DU and PF will help accelerate USFWS wildlife habitat easements by restoring and enhancing 3,750 acres of
protected private grasslands and wetlands in Minnesota's Prairie and Transition Sections. These are working lands
under permanent federal conservation easements that allow delayed haying and/or grazing while protecting
restored wetlands and prairie grasslands for nesting ducks, pheasants, and other wildlife. By restoring and
enhancing protected grassland and wetland habitat while allowing for continued landowner use of these working
private lands, USFWS habitat easements buffer existing protected lands and provide important conservation
easement options that are compatible with working agricultural operations.

Design and Scope of Work

In Phase VI of this grant program, Ducks Unlimited (DU) and Pheasants Forever (PF) will restore and enhance
wetlands and prairie on private lands protected by the US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) in Minnesota through
federal USFWS grassland habitat conservation easements. DU and PF will restore drained wetlands and cropland
back to prairie grassland and enhance existing habitats. USFWS has robust Migratory Bird Conservation Fund
(MBCF) budgets to purchase habitat conservation easements, but these funds cannot restore or enhance lands
protected. By restoring grasslands and wetlands for USFWS with OHF support DU and PF will accelerate the rate at
which USFWS can protect grassland and wetlands in key focus landscapes in which there are also many state and
federal wildlife lands owned and managed in fee-title, and other lands under more restrictive conservation
easements. These are some of the most productive landscapes in the state for breeding waterfowl and other prairie
wildlife including pheasants and many non-game grassland bird species. These private working land conservation
easements complement other federal, state, and private conservation easement options available to landowners.

USFWS habitat conservation easements not only include protection measures that prevent wetland/prairie
conversion and land development/subdivision, but importantly, they also secure rights to restore wetlands and
prairie grassland where feasible too - which is the primary purpose of this OHF easement program. Partnering
with the USFWS, DU and PF will restore and enhance private lands eased by USFWS with technical guidance from
their private lands biologists and using private contractors to seed native prairie grass, remove trees, and restore
wetlands. DU engineers will survey/design larger complex wetland restorations and manage restoration contracts
to private earth-moving firms. As some of these working land easements allow managed livestock grazing, some
restoration and enhancement work will include paying contractors to remove old fences and install new fences to
facilitate managed rotational grazing systems. Such systems protect grassland and wetland habitats, enhance
wildlife habitat by limiting trees and invasive plants, and provide landowners the opportunity to actively
manage/maintain their land.

USFWS Habitat Easements have been purchased in Minnesota for over three decades and are a habitat protection
tool designed to complement public lands habitat complexes such as federal Waterfowl Production Areas and state
Wildlife Management Areas. These easements keep privately owned restored grassland and wetland habitat intact
and on county tax rolls while allowing for working use of the land. These easements provide landowners with the
option of either delayed haying (after July 15) or both grazing and delayed haying, which results in adequate
habitat for wetland and upland nesting birds and a working land use option that appeals to some private
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Proposal #: PREO1
landowners. Importantly, these working land easements also help manage plant succession on their land, which is

critical to prevent the encroachment of woody vegetation and invasive plant species. Well-managed grazing,
delayed haying, and USFWS prescribed fire also benefits those grassland bird species that prefer more open prairie
habitats, such as northern pintail, marbled godwit, snipe, and many other prairie species.

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

This proposal will restore/enhance wetlands and grasslands to create/expand prairie wetland habitat complexes.
USFWS easements can be grazed and delay hayed, land uses which are compatible with grassland nesting birds as
per scientific research. Prairies and emergent marshes are identified as critical habitats for many “Species of
Greatest Conservation Need” listed in Minnesota’s “Tomorrow’s Habitat for the Wild & Rare: An Action Plan for
Minnesota Wildlife”. Grassland nesting birds have shown the largest population decline of any of the bird groups.
Specific species listed in the Action Plan as requiring prairie (page 255) include seven species of butterflies and
three bird species that are native prairie specialists: chestnut-collared longspur, Sprague’s pipit, and Baird’s
sparrow. Specific species listed in the Action Plan as requiring emergent marshes (page 267) include least bittern,
American bittern, marsh wren, and Virginia rail. The Prairie Parkland has 139 species listed on the SGCN with 13 of
these species being unique to the section. Grasslands are also critical to a diverse suite of declining pollinator
species.

In addition to these specific wildlife species listed as SGCN in the Action Plan, restored prairie and wetlands in the
Prairie Parkland will provide habitat of significant value for other species listed in Appendix B of the Action Plan.
Restored and protected prairie will provide habitat of significant value for other SGCN including bird species:
upland sandpiper, bobolink, burrowing owl, Le Conte’s sparrow, grasshopper sparrow, eastern meadowlark,
swamp sparrow, sharp-tailed grouse, short-eared owl, northern harrier, dickcissel, Henslow’s sparrow, and
Nelson’s sharp-tailed sparrow. Upland nesting waterfowl will also benefit including waterfowl listed as SGCN;
northern pintail and lesser scaup, which have both seen declines in continental populations. Wetland associated
birds such as trumpeter swan, black tern, American bittern, Wilson’s phalarope, and marbled godwit will benefit
from wetlands restored and buffered in the prairie landscape through the habitat easements. Mammals including
northern grasshopper mouse and Richardson’s ground squirrels, reptiles such as lined snake and Blanding’s turtle,
and amphibians such as northern cricket frog and common mudpuppy are SGCN in the Prairie Parkland.

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

USFWS currently has a large list of landowners with thousands of acres who want to protect their grasslands and
wetlands with USFWS habitat conservation easements. Increased interest has resulted through word of mouth, but
USFWS needs help and funding to restore/enhance their eased lands. USFWS also has over 100+ purchased
easements that need restoration/enhancement.

Timing is critical for many landowners with expiring CRP contracts, business decisions related to expanding
livestock operations, and sometimes estate planning or other family decisions. When USFWS is not able to move
forward quickly enough, landowners may choose less ecologically desirable uses for their land that often include
putting land back into row crop production, especially in the case of expiring CRP. Often, landowners cannot afford
to forego annual income after CRP contracts expire, and without other options, are forced to return land to row
crop production, even when doing so is not preferred.
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Proposal #: PREO1
Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat

fragmentation:

USFWS biologists score and rank each grassland habitat easement proposal based on ecological site attributes and
landscape juxtaposition of protected lands. This ranking process was designed to be relatively simple and evaluate
the capability of the proposed easement to provide biological benefits for wetland and grassland dependent
wildlife species by considering the habitat on the easement tract as well as its contribution and benefits to other
protected lands in the surrounding area. Periodically, the USFWS Minnesota Wetland Acquisition Office in Fergus
Falls uses these rankings to re-prioritize the proposals to assure that the USFWS is working on and purchasing the
highest ranking proposals throughout the year. DU and PF will rely on the high level of science-based expertise of
the USFWS to ensure that easement opportunities are prioritized, and will work closely as a partnership to share
the workload and accelerate the easement program in west-central Minnesota. Ducks Unlimited, Pheasants
Forever, and USFWS will work together to use science-based targeting to focus promotion of this accelerated
habitat conservation easement program, with focus on tracts near existing federal WPAs, state WMAs, and other
permanent private land easements. High priority tracts will be those with restorable drained wetlands and
converted prairie or expiring CRP that, once fully restored, will build and expand prairie-wetland complexes for
ducks, pheasants, and migratory birds in landscapes with a high density of other protected habitats. Science-based
models such as the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) “Thunderstorm Maps” and “Restorable Wetlands
Inventory” will help us determine landscape importance to breeding waterfowl, as will the state Pheasant Plan and
Minnesota's Prairie Conservation Plan that helps guide prairie conservation efforts within Complexes, Core, and
Corridor areas of western Minnesota. Finally, parcels near sites with relatively high biological diversity and
significance based on the Minnesota DNR County Biological Survey (MCBS) will be a priority, and parcels with
unique ecological values will be shared with other conservation easement program partners to ensure
collaboration, avoid duplication of effort, and that the best conservation easement program option is offered to
private landowners.

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

Long Range Duck Recovery Plan

Long Range Plan for the Ring-Necked Pheasant in MN

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 address long-term climate resilience by restoring and enhancing prairie and wetland habitats
within and around existing habitat complexes. USFWS easements are ranked and bought within high priority
landscapes. Building off existing habitat cores within these landscapes helps to increase climate resiliency by
connecting habitats and allowing for increased movement and migration of native species in response to changing
climate and conditions. Additionally, having more contiguous native habitat allows for larger, more robust game,
fish, and wildlife populations. More robust wildlife populations are better able to handle disturbances and long-
term changes.
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Proposal #: PREO1
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

Prairie

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

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 program will restore wetlands and grasslands on private lands under existing permanent USFWS easement
protection to increase habitat patch size and functional viability as prairie-wetland habitat complexes for prairie
wildlife. The goal of this work is to create permanently protected and functioning prairie-wetland complexes for
breeding and migrating waterfowl and other prairie wildlife species. Therefore, our work will result in a significant
and permanent conservation legacy for the public, and in the long-term will result in improved and viable
functioning habitat patches and complexes for both wildlife and people alike. By allowing for grazing and delayed
haying land use, these permanently protected "working lands" habitat easements produce conservation legacy that
complements other publicly-funded conservation easements and public lands.

The critical conservation need in Minnesota's prairie region is more prairie grasslands and wetlands in landscapes
with existing patches of prairie-wetland habitat. Breeding ducks and pheasants require prairie-wetland complexes
containing at least 20% upland nesting cover and small wetlands. Restoring and protecting viable patches of
grassland with small wetlands around existing patches of habitat will create functioning prairie-wetland habitat
complexes. By focusing our efforts to restore and protect grasslands and wetlands in close proximity to existing
federal WPAs and state WMAs, and other private lands under restrictive conservation easements, USFWS habitat
easements on working private lands will increase the amount of permanently protected grassland and wetland
habitat in close proximity to prairie-wetland habitat complexes that will directly benefit breeding migratory birds,
pollinators, and resident wildlife species.

Outcomes

Programs in forest-prairie transition region:

Wetland and upland complexes will consist of native prairies, restored prairies, quality grasslands, and
restored shallow lakes and wetlands ~ USFWS habitat easements will add restored and protected grassland and
small wetland acres to augment existing public lands and other permanent easements to create prairie-wetland
complexes with a more diverse mix of habitats and conservation options for private landowners. The measure of
success will be the number of functioning prairie wetland complexes that provide adequate wetland and grassland
acres within a landscape. This is a long-term, programmatic landscape conservation effort that will take time to
achieve.
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Proposal #: PREO1
Programs in prairie region:

Agriculture lands are converted to grasslands to sustain functioning prairie systems ~ USFWS easements
restore and enhance lands that have previously been in row crop agriculture or at threat of conversion to row
crop agriculture. These protected lands are free from the threat of future conversion and, as part of the easement,
are converted to native grassland. This supports functioning prairie and wetland landscapes while also providing
landowners with an income stream from managed haying or grazing. This is a long-term, programmatic
landscape conservation effort that will take time to achieve.

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 OHF funding request does not supplant or substitute for any previous funding. This new OHF funding will be
used for new conservation work to accelerate USFWS conservation easement delivery in Minnesota to accelerate
protection and restoration of wetlands and prairie, and provide working land conservation easements options for
landowners.

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

The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service is responsible for long-term annual monitoring and enforcement. The terms of the
easement allow limited delayed haying after July 15 or delayed haying and grazing, but require wetlands and
grasslands to be maintained by the private landowner. The easement terms allow DU and PF, under the direction
of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, to restore and help enhance wetland restorations or improve grasslands in the
future when determined by the Service to be necessary for wildlife habitat management purposes. Through this
proposal, DU and PF will assist USFWS in restoring and enhancing easements with state OHF grant funds after
USFWS protects the land through easement acquisition with MBCF funding. Long-term habitat management and
compliance with easement provisions will be the responsibility of the federal USFWS.

Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes

Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
2026 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Annually Monitor Identify Problems, if Work with Private
Service Easements any Landowners to
Resolve

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

DU, PF, and USFWS conserve wetlands and prairie for wildlife and people alike. Our habitat projects restore natural
infrastructure, which helps to alleviate society’s climate impacts and provide clean water for BIPOC communities,
who are disproportionately impacted by the effects of wetland loss and climate change. PF and DU have
organizational initiatives to increase the inclusion of BIPOC and to ensure a sense of belonging among all people.
USFWS purchases easements from willing sellers, including individuals that identify as BIPOC and other
underserved citizens.

Wetlands recharge groundwater in aquifers, providing clean, dependable water supplies while removing pollutants
and reducing downstream flooding. Generational wealth in BIPOC communities is compromised by a lack of
natural infrastructure such as wetlands. BIPOC community resiliency is enhanced by the function of wetlands and
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Proposal #: PREO1
adjacent grassland habitats that clean water and help absorb impacts from severe weather events.

Restoring wetlands in the Mississippi River watershed benefits BIPOC communities who draw their water from the
river such as Minneapolis, St. Paul, and St. Cloud. Minneapolis alone draws 21 billion gallons of water a year from
the Mississippi to produce 57 million gallons of drinking water/day.

Indigenous communities may benefit from DU wetland enhancements and restorations that create suitable
conditions for wild rice to proliferate. Wetlands deliver a return on investment that helps to support the health,
resiliency, and well-being of BIPOC communities.

USFWS works strategically to purchase easements on lands with drained wetlands and restorable prairie that are
important to waterfowl, prairie wildlife, and people. DU and PF will restore drained pothole wetlands and adjacent
uplands back to native prairie grasslands for both wildlife habitat and the public using competitively-selected
contractors following state procurement guidelines, including minority and women-owned businesses.
Additionally, USFWS easements are most often implemented in rural, low to middle income areas. The associated
easement payments and dollars from habitat work go into these communities. Maintaining these easements as
working lands can lead to more stability for the small farms and ranches that rent/own them, which in turn leads
to more vibrant rural communities and higher quality of life in rural Minnesota.

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

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?
Yes

Explain what will be planted and include the maximum percentage of any acquired parcel that
would be planted into foodplots by the proposer or the end owner of the property:

Some temporary planting of non-neonicotinoid soybeans (up to 1-2 years, no corn planting) may be
required as site preparation for prairie restoration on parcels where herbicides with long (18+ month)
residual carryover have been used or where conversion of old fields infested with invasive plants such as
smooth brome and reed canary grass may require a year of cropping with herbicides for restoration
purposes. No food plots are planned through this program.
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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 Amount Spent to Funding Remaining % Spent to Date

Received Date
2025 $4,918,000 - - -
2023 $4,643,320 $668,079 $3,975,241 14.39%
2021 $4,752,000 $3,947,394 $804,606 83.07%
2020 $3,187,000 $3,006,917 $180,083 94.35%
2018 $3,260,000 $3,087,900 $172,100 94.72%
Totals $20,760,320 $10,710,290 $10,050,030 51.59%
Timeline

Activity Name Estimated Completion Date
Easements closed by USFWS and restoration plans drafted. December 2026
Some easement restoration plans finalized by DU and PF. June 2027
Some easements restored or enhanced while other December 2027
restoration plans continue being developed by DU and PF.
Remaining easements restored or enhanced by DU and PF. June 2031
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Grand Totals Across All Partnerships

Budget

Proposal #: PREO1

Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total
Personnel $1,400,000 $300,000 | U.S. Fish & Wildlife $1,700,000
Service IRA, NAWCA
Grants Staff, US Fish &
Wildlife Service IRA
Contracts $11,250,000 $200,000 | NAWCA Grants $11,450,000
Contracts
Fee Acquisition w/ - - |- -
PILT
Fee Acquisition w/o - - |- -
PILT
Easement Acquisition - $1,000,000 | USFWS Migratory Bird $1,000,000
Funds (federal Duck
Stamp)
Easement - - - -
Stewardship
Travel $105,000 - |- $105,000
Professional Services - -] - -
Direct Support $150,000 - - $150,000
Services
DNR Land Acquisition - - - -
Costs
Capital Equipment - -] - -
Other $115,000 - - $115,000
Equipment/Tools
Supplies/Materials $180,000 - |- $180,000
DNR IDP - - |- -
Grand Total $13,200,000 $1,500,000 | - $14,700,000
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Partner: Ducks Unlimited

Totals

Proposal #: PREO1

Item

Funding Request

Total Leverage

Leverage Source

Total

Personnel

$1,000,000

$200,000

U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service IRA, NAWCA
Grants Staff

$1,200,000

Contracts

$7,500,000

$200,000

NAWCA Grants
Contracts

$7,700,000

Fee Acquisition w/
PILT

Fee Acquisition w/o
PILT

Easement Acquisition

$1,000,000

USFWS Migratory Bird
Funds (federal Duck
Stamp)

$1,000,000

Easement
Stewardship

Travel

$70,000

$70,000

Professional Services

Direct Support
Services

$100,000

$100,000

DNR Land Acquisition
Costs

Capital Equipment

Other
Equipment/Tools

$77,000

$77,000

Supplies/Materials

$120,000

$120,000

DNR IDP

Grand Total

$8,867,000

$1,400,000

$10,267,000

Personnel

Position

Annual FTE

Years
Working

Funding
Request

Total
Leverage

Source

Leverage

Total

Ducks
Unlimited
Wetland
Engineers

0.75

3.5 $300,000

$50,000
Staff

NAWCA Grants

$350,000

Ducks
Unlimited
Regional
Biologist to
manage and
administer this
OHF grant

0.1

3.5 $100,000

$50,000
Staff

NAWCA Grants

$150,000

Ducks
Unlimited Field
Biologists

2.0

3.5 $600,000

$100,000
Wildlife

U.S. Fish &

Service IRA

$700,000
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Partner: Pheasants Forever

Totals

Proposal #: PREO1

Item

Funding Request

Total Leverage

Leverage Source

Total

Personnel

$400,000

$100,000

US Fish & Wildlife
Service IRA

$500,000

Contracts

$3,750,000

$3,750,000

Fee Acquisition w/
PILT

Fee Acquisition w/o
PILT

Easement Acquisition

Easement
Stewardship

Travel

$35,000

$35,000

Professional Services

Direct Support
Services

$50,000

$50,000

DNR Land Acquisition
Costs

Capital Equipment

Other
Equipment/Tools

$38,000

$38,000

Supplies/Materials

$60,000

$60,000

DNR IDP

Grand Total

$4,333,000

$100,000

$4,433,000

Personnel

Position

Annual FTE

Years

Total

Total

Funding
Request

Leverage

Working Leverage Source

US Fish &
Wildlife
Service IRA

Pheasants 1.0 3.5 $400,000 $100,000 $500,000

Forever
Biologist, Land,
and Legal Staff

Amount of Request: $13,200,000

Amount of Leverage: $1,500,000

Leverage as a percent of the Request: 11.36%
DSS + Personnel: $1,550,000

As a % of the total request: 11.74%
Easement Stewardship: -

As a % of the Easement Acquisition: -

Total Leverage (from | Amount Confirmed Amount Anticipated

above)

% of Total Leverage % of Total Leverage

$1,500,000 $1,200,000 | 80.0% $300,000 | 20.0%

Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:

The USFWS will spend $1,000,000 of federal funds appropriated from the Migratory Bird Conservation Fund to
purchase grassland and wetland easements, which DU and PF will help restore with OHF grant funds. DU and PF
will each match $100,000 staff time funded by the Inflation Reduction Act.

Does this proposal have the ability to be scalable?
Yes
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Proposal #: PREO1
If the project received 50% of the requested funding

Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?
This Phase 5 funding request will be scaled proportionately to the funding provided. Acres and Activity
Outcomes would be reduced proportionately.

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

This Phase 5 funding request will be scaled proportionately to the funding provided. Acres and Activity
Outcomes would be reduced proportionately.

If the project received 30% of the requested funding

Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?
This Phase 5 funding request will be scaled proportionately to the funding provided. Acres and Activity
Outcomes would be reduced proportionately.

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

This Phase 5 funding request will be scaled proportionately to the funding provided. Acres and Activity
Outcomes would be reduced proportionately.

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?

DU and PF strive to complete one phase of this program before starting the next, to minimize overlap.
Furthermore, staff charge time to site specific easement projects with unique numbers, which are only
billed to one grant or another, therefore staff charges can be spread among multiple projects funded by
multiple grants.

Contracts

What s included in the contracts line?

Contracts are for prairie and wetland restoration/enhancement work contracted to private sector firms, including
activities such as field site preparation, tree removal, prairie grass and wetland seeding, old fence removal and new
fence installation, ditch plugging, drain tile and sediment removal, dike and berm construction, and water control
structures.

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
None - all travel funding will be used for in-state mileage, meals, and lodging, as necessary.

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

Yes
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Proposal #: PREO1
Direct Support Services

How did you determine which portions of the Direct Support Services of your shared support services is
direct to this program?

Minnesota DNR grants staff previously reviewed and approved DU accounting methodology for Direct Support
Services, which are calculated and included in DU staff costs. DU Direct Support Services constitute approximately
10% of DU overall staff costs on average among all billable DU conservation staff categories. DU breaks out and
invoices for Direct Support Service expenses approved by DNR for reimbursement separately from Personnel
expenses. These costs represent expenses that directly support the labor cost necessary for the development of a
specific water/wetlands conservation project.

PF utilizes the Total Modified Direct Cost de minimis method. This methodology is annually approved by the U.S.
Department of Interior’s National Business Center as the basis for the organization’s Indirect Cost Rate agreement.
PF’s allowable direct support services cost is 15%. In this proposal, PF has discounted its rate to 12.5% of of
personnel. We are donating the difference-in-kind.

Other Equipment/Tools

Give examples of the types of Equipment and Tools that will be purchased?

GPS survey equipment for performing engineering wetland restoration survey work and engineering surveys of
shallow lake and large wetland enhancement projects, including survey equipment lease charges instead of actual
outright equipment purchases to avoid buying equipment that becomes obsolete due to upgrades and
advancements. Other equipment may include field equipment for biologists and engineers such as soil corers,
muck boots, power tools and hand tools to carry out surveys and construction management.

Federal Funds

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

Are the funds confirmed?
Yes

Cash:$1,000,000
In Kind : $100,000

Is Confirmation Document attached?
Yes
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Acres by Resource Type (Table 1)

Output Tables

Proposal #: PREO1

Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres
Restore 620 930 0 0 1,550
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 305 1,895 0 0 2,200
Total 925 2,825 0 0 3,750
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2)
RESTORE ENHANCE
Lands acquired Lands NOT Lands acquired Lands NOT
with OHF acquired with with OHF acquired with
OHF OHF
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - - - -
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - - - -
Easements - 1,550 - 2,200
Total - 1,550 - 2,200
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2)
Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding
Restore $2,182,000 $3,274,000 - - $5,456,000
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - -
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - -
Protect in Easement - - - - -
Enhance $1,074,000 $6,670,000 - - $7,744,000
Total $3,256,000 $9,944,000 - > $13,200,000
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3)
Type Metro/Urban | Forest/Prairie | SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres
Restore 0 1,025 0 525 0 1,550
Protect in Fee with State 0 0 0 0 0 0
PILT Liability
Protect in Fee w/o State 0 0 0 0 0 0
PILT Liability
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enhance 0 1,450 0 750 0 2,200
Total 0 2,475 0 1,275 0 3,750
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4)
Type Metro/Urban | Forest/Prairie | SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total
Funding
Restore - $3,608,000 $1,848,000 - $5,456,000
Protect in Fee with State - - - - -
PILT Liability
Protect in Fee w/o State - - - - -
PILT Liability
Protect in Easement - - - - -
Enhance - $5,104,000 $2,640,000 - $7,744,000
Total = $8,712,000 $4,488,000 - | $13,200,000
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5)

Proposal #: PREO1

Type

Wetland

Prairie

Forest

Habitat

Restore

$3,519

$3,520

Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability

Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability

Protect in Easement

Enhance

$3,521

$3,519

Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6)

Type

Metro/Urban

Forest/Prairie

SE Forest

Prairie

N. Forest

Restore

$3,520

$3,520

Protect in Fee with State
PILT Liability

Protect in Fee w/o State
PILT Liability

Protect in Easement

Enhance

$3,520

$3,520

Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles
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Proposal #: PREO1
Parcels

Sign-up Criteria?
No

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

Easements are selected by USFWS biologists who score and rank each grassland habitat easement proposed based
on ecological site attributes and landscape juxtaposition using a scoring process that is developed internally with
science-based guidance from their Habitat & Population Evaluation Team science staff in Fergus Falls. This
ranking process was designed to be relatively simple and evaluate the capability of the proposed easement to
provide biological benefits for wetland and grassland dependent wildlife species by considering the habitat on the
easement tract was well as its contribution and benefits to other protected lands in the surrounding area.
Periodically through out the year, the USFWS Minnesota Wetland Acquisition Office in Fergus Falls uses these
rankings to re-prioritize the proposals to assure that the USFWS is working on and purchasing the highest ranking
proposals throughout the year. DU and PF will rely on the high level of science-based conservation expertise and
rigorous easement selection process of the USFWS to ensure that easements acquired prioritized appropriately
and therefore subsequently already prioritized for wetland and grassland habitat restoration and enhancement
activities by DU and PF.

Restore / Enhance Parcels

Name County TRDS Acres | Est Cost | Existing Description
Protection

Bentsen Bay Farm Easement Big Stone | 12245217 237 | $240,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

BJ] Bjorge S Easement Enhancement | Douglas 12937223 80 | $140,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a
USFWS easement.

Camp Cartona USFWS Easement Douglas 12936207 140 | $287,500 | Yes DU wetland and grassland

DU Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Craig Haaseman Easement Douglas 12939229 30 | $150,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Dan and Justin Evavold Easement Douglas 13040224 65 | $125,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a

Restoration USFWS easement.

Ed Coons Easement Enhancement Douglas 12740224 80 | $225,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a
USFWS easement.

Joel Kangas Easement Douglas 12840225 6 $25,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

John Herd et al. Easement Douglas 13038208 50 | $250,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Keith Wilson Easement Douglas 12938227 40 | $250,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Kenny Behrens USFWS Easement Douglas 13040212 12 $45,000 | Yes DU prairie and wetland

DU Restoration restoration on USFWS
easement.

Tim Zunker Easement Douglas 13037215 45 $70,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Bach's Slough USFWS Easement DU | Grant 12741235 135 | $287,500 | Yes Large DU wetland

Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easements.

City of Herman Easement Grant 12736212 185 | $462,500 | Yes Habitat restoration on a

Restoration USFWS easement.

Daryl Frykman USFWS DU Grant 12941235 27 | $110,000 | Yes DU wetland restoration on

Restoration USFWS easement.
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Tom and Bob Welle USFWS Grant 13043210 70 | $170,000 | Yes PF prairie and wetland

Easement PF Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Abby Volden Easement Otter Tail | 13239234 85 | $140,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Ben Miller (Quirino Farms LLC) Otter Tail | 13139210 40 | $140,000 | Yes PF prairie and wetland

USFWS Easement PF Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Clambey/Truax Easement Otter Tail | 13342210 170 | $250,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a

Restoration USFWS easement.

Cook Waterfowl USFWS Easement Otter Tail | 13643225 45 | $287,500 | Yes DU wetland enhancement

DU Enhancement on USFWS easement.

Dan Stenoien Easement Otter Tail | 13341215 50 | $125,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Doug Bjorkland Easement Otter Tail | 13338204 61 | $152,500 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Eli Pachel Easement Enhancement | Otter Tail | 13241214 17 | $100,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a
USFWS easement.

Gary and Susan Clambey Easement | Otter Tail | 13342210 14 $30,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a

Restoration USFWS easement.

Gaylen and Mary Rockswold Otter Tail | 13139210 40 | $130,000 | Yes PF prairie and wetland

USFWS PF Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Greg and Danny Melkert USFWS Otter Tail | 13543233 80 | $225,000 | Yes PF prairie and wetland

Easement PF Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Greg and Deann Melkert USFWS Otter Tail | 13543233 5 $10,000 | Yes PF prairie and wetland

Easement PF Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Harold Busko Jr. Easement Otter Tail | 13342228 50 | $300,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Harry and Lori Krog USFWS Otter Tail | 13343212 10 $45,000 | Yes PF prairie and wetland

Easement PF Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Jeff Drechsel USFWS Easement PF Otter Tail | 13442218 40 | $115,000 | Yes PF prairie and wetland

Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Jeremy Schmidgall Easement Otter Tail | 13239212 22 | $150,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Jim Burkett (Bluebill) USFWS Otter Tail | 13143219 100 | $250,000 | Yes PF wetland enhancement

Easement PF Enhancement on USFWS easement.

Jim Burkett Easement Otter Tail | 13040208 15 | $100,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Joe Luetmer USFWS Easement PF Otter Tail | 13342214 5 $45,000 | Yes PF wetland restoration on

Restoration USFWS easement.

John Olesen Easement Restoration Otter Tail | 13239234 80 | $140,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a
USFWS easement.

Joseph Borgos Easement Otter Tail | 13242211 24 $60,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a

Restoration USFWS easement.

Josh and Shelley LLC USFWS Otter Tail | 13140232 120 | $275,000 | Yes DU prairie and wetland

Easement DU Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Judy Adamec USFWS Easement DU | Otter Tail | 13342226 25 | $130,000 | Yes DU wetland restoration on

Restoration USFWS easement.

Karen Terry USFWS Easement DU Otter Tail | 13342210 25 | $115,000 | Yes DU prairie restoration and

Enhancement

wetland enhancement on
USFWS easement.
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Kelly Thorson USFWS Easement Otter Tail | 13242201 5 $45,000 | Yes DU wetland restoration on

DU Restoration USFWS easement.

Kevin Oehler Easement Otter Tail | 13144209 120 | $300,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Lee Skold USFWS Easement DU Otter Tail | 13238235 50 | $170,000 | Yes DU prairie and wetland

Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Leigh Barry Easement Restoration Otter Tail | 13440208 42 $70,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a

- Amor Tract USFWS easement.

Lon Berg Easement Restoration Otter Tail | 13341222 140 | $350,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a
USFWS easement.

Mark Jacobs Trust Easement Otter Tail | 13342228 20 $60,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a

Restoration USFWS easement.

Matt Jacobsen USFWS Easement Otter Tail | 13140227 18 $45,000 | Yes DU wetland restoration on

DU Restoration USFWS easement.

Melanie Cole Easement Restoration | Otter Tail | 13341203 37 $75,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a
USFWS easement.

Michael and Jasson Mickelson Otter Tail | 13239235 170 | $450,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Easement Enhancement USFWS easement.

Michael and Maureen Nelson Otter Tail | 13340207 40 | $100,000 | Yes DU prairie enhancement on

USFWS Easement DU Enhancement USFWS easement.

Michelle Luers (Ridgeway Tract) Otter Tail | 13244215 28 | $170,000 | Yes DU wetland restoration on

USFWS Easement DU Restoration USFWS easement.

Mike Vaughan (Otter Trail Crossing | Otter Tail | 13237219 170 | $450,000 | Yes DU prairie and wetland

North) USFWS Easement DU enhancement on USFWS

Enhancement easement.

Mike Vaughan (Otter Trail Crossing | Otter Tail | 13238225 200 | $650,000 | Yes DU prairie and wetland

South) USFWS Easement DU enhancement on USFWS

Enhancement easement.

Paul Jaros Easement Enhancement | Otter Tail | 13042205 33 $82,500 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a
USFWS easement.

Ralph Papenheim (Haldorsen Otter Tail | 13444222 45 | $140,000 | Yes PF prairie and wetland

Lake) USFWS Easement PF enhancement on USFWS

Enhancement easement.

Randy Anderson Easement Otter Tail | 13440204 40 | $175,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Rod Nordstrom USFWS Easement Otter Tail | 13442205 4 $17,000 | Yes PF wetland restoration on

PF Restoration USFWS easement.

Scott Korkowski Easement Otter Tail | 13137231 140 | $140,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.

Shawn Nelson USFWS Easement PF | Otter Tail | 13442205 78 | $230,000 | Yes PF prairie and wetland

Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Steve Misegades Easement Otter Tail | 13338219 275 | $325,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement - Part 2 USFWS easement.

Susan Leitch and Wayne Duenow Otter Tail | 13442233 47 | $130,000 | Yes PF prairie and wetland

USFWS Easement PF Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.

Tim Hawthorne Easement Otter Tail | 13237230 55 | $100,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a

Restoration USFWS easement.

Todd Kvern Easement Restoration | Otter Tail | 13342221 18 $60,000 | Yes Habitat restoration on a
USFWS easement.

Tom Haugrud (Oscaraade Acres) Otter Tail | 13644212 30 $85,000 | Yes PF prairie enhancement on

USFWS Easement PF Enhancement USFWS easement.

Tom Haugrud Easement Otter Tail | 13643204 40 | $100,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a

Enhancement USFWS easement.
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Tom Hodorff USFWS Easement DU | Otter Tail | 13138206 60 | $170,000 | Yes DU prairie and wetland
Enhancement enhancement on USFWS
easement.
Wayne Norgren USFWS Easement | Otter Tail | 13143219 10 $28,750 | Yes PF wetland restoration on
PF Restoration USFWS easement.
Carlson Easement Enhancement Pope 12536229 331 | $400,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a
USFWS easement.
Chippewa River Ranch Easement Swift 12238223 182 | $275,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a
Enhancement - Part 1 USFWS easement.
Chippewa River Ranch Easement Swift 12238216 31 $50,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a
Enhancement - Part 2 USFWS easement.
Kerkeide Easement Enhancement Swift 12238217 40 $60,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a
USFWS easement.
Pritchett Easement Enhancement Swift 12238216 39 $60,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a
USFWS easement.
Skarsten Easement Enhancement Swift 12238217 40 $60,000 | Yes Habitat enhancement on a
USFWS easement.
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Parcel Map
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Habitat Easement Program
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Proposal Request; $13,200,000

Proposal Abstract: This Phase 6 request for Ducks
Unlimited (DU), Pheasants Forever (PF), andthe US
Fish & Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) programto
accelerate habitat work on USFWS easements will
enhance or restore 3,750 acres of wetland and
prairie habitat. DU and PF will remove sediment
andreverse drainage of wetlands, plant cropland
and non-native pasture back to native prairie
mixes, and remove woody vegetation from prairies
and wetlands to support grassland nesting birds
and prairie wildlife. The projectswill be designed
by DU and PF in coordination with USFWS private
lands biologists and then hired out to private
contractors to implement any restoration or
enhancement activities. These projects within
USFWS Wetland Management Districts (WMD) will
improve wildlife habitat at a landscape level while
supporting rural economies by keeping these
properties as active working lands.

WPA Boundaries
[""1 WMA Boundaries
[1 RIM Easements
USFWS Easements
DU Easements

Nature Conservancy

USFWS easements serve as the connecting pieces be-
tween many other permanently protected habitats.






SERVICE

Accelerating the USFWS
Habitat Easement Program (con’t)

Many projects in this
grant proposal involve
significant wetland
restoration and
enhancement
including ditch fills,
sediment scraping, tile
removal, cattail
scrapes, and spillway/
berm construction.
These actions are

i8] done with the goals of

i restoring hydrology,

| reducing invasive

species, regaining
ecosystem function,
and supporting a wide
array of native wildlife,

The USFWS Easement
program frequently
works with cattle
producers to protect,
restore, and enhance
grazing lands. In
addition to wetland
work on these
easements, this grant
funds planting
cropland back to
native prairie,
converting non-native
pasture to native
pasture, and
protecting remnant
prairie on these
grazing lands.

Shavyn Papon
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This program will restore and enhance native prairie wetland
complexes on USFWS easements. This will contribute to existing
landscape level habitat complexes and bolster the ability of native

face of widespread habitat loss and climate change. \ 7 : Wi | A\ Shawn Paan
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DNR Grassland Enhancement - Phase 17
ML 2026 Request for Funding

Proposal #: PRE02

Date: 06/26/2025

General Information

Proposal Title: DNR Grassland Enhancement - Phase 17

Funds Requested: $9,962,400
Confirmed Leverage Funds: -

Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes

Manager Information

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

Address: 500 Lafayette Rd

City: St Paul, MN 55155

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

Website:

Location Information

County Location(s): Jackson, Yellow Medicine, Murray, Houston, Anoka, Wabasha, Goodhue, Clay, Kittson, Polk,
Cottonwood, Martin, Rice, Faribault, Le Sueur, Chippewa, Redwood, Meeker, Renville, Lincoln, Lyon, Big Stone,

Swift, Lac qui Parle, Winona, Stearns, Wright, Fillmore, Olmsted, Todd, Benton, Cass, Roseau, Marshall, Otter Tail,
Wilkin, Pope, Grant, Douglas, Norman and Becker.

Eco regions in which work will take place:

Northern Forest

Forest / Prairie Transition
Prairie

Metro / Urban

Southeast Forest

Page 1|16





Proposal #: PRE02
Activity types:

Restore
Enhance

Priority resources addressed by activity:

Prairie

Narrative

Abstract

Grasslands continue to be the most threatened habitat in the state. This programmatic request will build on the
DNR’s history of enhancing and restoring grasslands. The Prairie Plan and Wildlife Action Plan will guide our
efforts to ensure we are operating in a strategic and targeted manner. This proposal will enhance and restore
grasslands on over 22,000 acres that are permanently protected using prescribed fire, tree removal, high-diversity
seedings, and similar science-based practices. Most lands enhanced with these funds are public and open to
hunting.

Design and Scope of Work

In many farmland counties less than five percent of the area is in public wildlife lands, often much less. While
Minnesota does have acres enrolled in CRP as well as programs such as RIM and CREP, there is still very little
grassland left in many counties of the state. Therefore, we need to make sure the remaining grasslands, especially
those open to public recreation, are as diverse and productive as possible. These lands provide wildlife habitat as
well as pollinator habitat and ecosystem services such as floodwater capture and groundwater recharge.

Wildlife and pollinator populations are a fraction of what they were even a couple decades ago. Water quality,
especially nitrate contamination, is a human health and wildlife issue. Grasslands and embedded wetlands are also
very good at sequestering and storing carbon, helping to mitigate the effects of climate change. These efforts can be
an important part of the state's Climate Action Framework. Grassland and wetland restoration and enhancement,
carefully guided by planning, is one of the best ways to address many of these issues.

This programmatic request seeks funding to enhance grassland habitat on permanently protected grasslands and
prairies, most of which are open to public hunting. Without periodic management to simulate historic ecological
disturbance patterns, grassland lose diversity and productivity. Invasive species may increase and woody
vegetation will encroach into the grasslands, changing their very character and the species that inhabit the area.
The activities listed in this proposal will use BMPs for grassland enhancement and diverse local ecotype seed mixes
for restoration. These activities will include prescribed fire, installing grazing infrastructure, tree removal, seeding
to increase plant diversity, and restoring cropland to grassland.

FAW staff include monitoring and contract management. Monitoring staff will work only on OHF funded
restorations to plan restorations, monitor results, and determine what post-restoration management is most
effective. They will then immediately communicate that information to DNR staff and partners to improve future
restorations. This is the principle of quality control (business), continuous improvement (government), or adaptive
management (wildlife). These staff will generate a number of research questions that will be passed on to
academics. Monitoring tells us "what" our sites look like, while future research can tell us the "why". The PDs for
these positions are attached and include the acronym "OHF" at least 18 times. Contract managers will work across
all open OHF appropriations. It is much more efficient to code their time to one appropriation than several
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approriations. When occasionally working on non-OHF projects, they will code their time to alternative funding.

The SNA request will fund program coordinators who are responsible for overseeing appropriation budgets and
reporting, as well as providing statewide and regional direction and guidance to field staff implementing OHF
funded projects. Specialists and technicians are responsible for identifying, planning and implementing specific
grassland enhancement projects via contracting and in-house operations. Laborers and seasonal staff provide
additional on-the-ground capacity for specific enhancement projects as needed and where available

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

Grasslands and grassland wildlife continue to be the most threatened habitat and populations, both in Minnesota
and across the Midwest.

According to the Wildlife Action Plan, Minnesota’s grasslands contain 4 state threatened species, 14 state
endangered species, and 29 species of concern. The species on this list include 1 amphibian, 11 birds, 5 mammals,
16 moths and butterflies, 9 other invertebrates, and 5 reptiles. Waterfowl and game bird populations are still a
fraction of what they were even 15-20 years ago. Grassland songbirds continue to decline from already low levels.

With few exceptions, grasslands for game species, nongame species, SGCN, and T&E species are similar. They all
need habitat composed of a diversity of native grasses and forbs. Enhancements for one species will almost always
benefit dozens of other species in the habitat. Many species of invertebrates and pollinators need a diversity and
abundance of flowering plants. Many birds need grassland free of trees. All species need clean water. While the
work proposed here will benefit game species, non-game species, SGCN, and T&E, it will also go beyond these
objectives to provide numerous ecosystem services such as water filtration, floodwater retention and reduced
flood damage, and create pollinator habitat to help sustain segments of the agricultural economy.

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

Without management, grassland habitat for many species of wildlife and pollinators will continue to degrade. The
earlier we can address these issues, the more cost-effective the efforts are. For instance, removing a few scattered
saplings early in a tree invasion is much less costly than waiting decades and removing a dense forest of large
trees. The sooner we get areas restored to stands of diverse native grasses and wildflowers, the more carbon the
soils will store in the long-term.

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

The projects in this proposal will be guided primarily by the Prairie Conservation Plan as well as individual wildlife
species plans. First and foremost, these Plans outline focal areas (Core Areas and Habitat Complexes) where we can
build on an existing base of conservation lands and improve the habitat there. The Prairie Plan identifies specific
corridors and complexes that connect larger core areas. The latest science states that it isn’t the size of an
individual habitat parcel that matters as much as the amount of habitat in the larger surrounding landscape. These
Plans, and the work proposed here, build on these concepts of landscape level habitat planning. We will not restrict
ourselves to these focal areas. There are critical habitats outside these areas. However, we will use these Plans to
focus our efforts in areas where they can have the greatest wildlife benefits.
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Which top 2 Conservation Plans referenced in MS97A.056, subd. 3a are most applicable to this

project?

Minnesota Prairie Conservation Plan

Other : Pheasant 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.

Prairie soils are famously dark, almost black. Prairie soils have a lot of carbon in them. When the prairie is broken,
a lot of that carbon is lost. However, restoring grasslands using native grasses and wildflowers can significantly
increase the amount of carbon taken out of the air and buried deep in the soil (Knops and Tilman 2000, Baer et al
2002, McLaughlin et al 2006, Fornara and Tilman 2008, Hernandez et al 2013, Ampleman et al 2014, Yang et al
2019). Matamala et al (2008) state that restoring prairie “has the potential to store relatively large amounts of SOC
[Soil Organic Carbon]”. Research at the University of Minnesota found that using high diversity seed mixes
sequesters more carbon than low diversity mixes. We've been doing this all along for pollinators and wildlife. What
we were doing for pollinators is also be best practice for carbon capture.

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

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

Prairie
Restore or enhance habitat on public lands

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:

The work conducted under this proposal will be done on land under permanent conservation protection. However,
by the very nature of habitat management, these enhancements will not be permanent. Grasslands rely on periodic

ecological disturbances. To maintain the health and diversity of grasslands, they need burning, grazing, or other
ecological disturbances, at least every 4 to 6 years.
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With our restorations, we are leaving a lasting legacy. In recent years the use of 40-80 species seed mixes and local

ecotype seed is dramatically improving the quality of our restorations for wildlife and pollinators. The diversity
and structure of our newer restorations looks much better than restorations from even a few years ago.

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 ~ Migratory game and non-game birds will be some of the primary beneficiaries of
this work. We hope to continue to strengthen partnerships with the University of Minnesota to incorporate
graduate students into research and monitoring work.

Programs in metropolitan urbanizing region:

Core areas protected with highly biologically diverse wetlands and plant communities, including native prairie,
Big Woods, and oak savanna ~ Monitoring will take place with the base level monitoring conducted by DNR staff
and staff from other agencies/NGOs.

Programs in the northern forest region:

Healthy populations of endangered, threatened, and special concern species as well as more common species ~
Monitoring will take place with the base level monitoring conducted by DNR staff and staff from other
agencies/NGOs. This includes surveys such as pheasant, sharp-tailed grouse, and woodcock, which are all
dependent on open areas.

Programs in prairie region:

Restored and enhanced upland habitats ~ The multi-agency/NGO Grassland Monitoring Team (GMT) has
developed standardized protocols for sampling grassland vegetation and a number of the sites on this request will
be sampled over the 5 year period.

Programs in southeast forest region:

Healthier populations of endangered, threatened, and special concern species as well as more common species
~ Monitoring will primarily be done through studies conducted by the DNR's Ecological and Water Resources
Division of key indicator species such as timber rattlesnakes.

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 for additional ehance/restoration work beyond what the DNR is already conducting.

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

We select projects with these funds that strategically enhance priority habitats. We will continue management of
these sites with agency staff. The OHF provides Minnesota’s conservation community with a large amount of non-
Federal dollars as match that other Midwestern states don’t have. In recent years, the Minnesota prairie
conservation partners have been coordinating to maximize our efforts with funding sources such as the North
American Wetland Conservation Act (NAWCA) and the America the Beautiful Challenge Grants.
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Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes

Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
2027 Those listed above Monitor subset of Document results Determine capacity
and OHF projects for traditional funds to
meet results
2028 and beyond Those listed above Continue monitoring adapt results to future | seek funding for
and OHF projects continued monitoring

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 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.

DNR’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. OHF achieves high quality habitat that provides ecosystem services like clean
water and carbon sequestration that support environmental justice. OHF also supports public access and
recreational opportunities on these lands. Project scoring and implementation benefit BIPOC and diverse
communities through recreational opportunities that are close-to-home, culturally responsive and accessible to
Minnesotans with disabilities.

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
SNA
AMA
Permanently Protected Conservation Easements
State Forests
WPA

Refuge Lands
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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?
Yes

Explain what will be planted and include the maximum percentage of any acquired parcel that
would be planted into foodplots by the proposer or the end owner of the property:

There may be an instance of very limited rowcrop planting as part of a restoration process. But this would
only be for a very short time before the site is planted to native grasses and forbs. Some of the crops may be
GMO, but none of the crops should be treated with neonicotinoid seed coats per DNR guidelines and any
farming will follow standard chemical use practices as outlined in DNR Operational Orders. Chemical usage
on WMAs is reported and recorded by the Section of Wildlife.

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 Amount Spent to Funding Remaining % Spent to Date

Received Date
2024 $1,427,000 - - -
2023 $3,003,000 $55,800 $2,947,200 1.86%
2022 $3,088,000 $135,500 $2,952,500 4.39%%
2021 $3,536,000 $793,500 $2,742,500 22.44%
Totals $11,054,000 $984,800 $10,069,200 8.91%
Timeline

Activity Name Estimated Completion Date
WMA Enhancement / Restoration - contract work 6/30/2029
SNA / NPB Enhancements / Restorations - contract work 6/30/2029
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Totals

Budget

Proposal #: PRE02

Item

Funding Request

Total Leverage

Leverage Source

Total

Personnel

$1,282,300

$1,282,300

Contracts

$7,988,000

$7,988,000

Fee Acquisition w/
PILT

Fee Acquisition w/o
PILT

Easement Acquisition

Easement
Stewardship

Travel

$217,000

$217,000

Professional Services

Direct Support
Services

$225,800

$225,800

DNR Land Acquisition
Costs

Capital Equipment

Other
Equipment/Tools

$25,000

$25,000

Supplies/Materials

$224,300

$224,300

DNR IDP

Grand Total

$9,962,400

$9,962,400

Personnel

Position

Annual FTE

Years
Working

Funding
Request

Total
Leverage

Leverage
Source

Total

FAW
Monitoring and
Contract
Admin

3.0 2.0

$844,800

$844,800

SNA Laborers
and Seasonals

2.23 2.0

$437,500

$437,500

Amount of Request: $9,962,400

Amount of Leverage: -

Leverage as a percent of the Request: 0.0%
DSS + Personnel: $1,508,100

As a % of the total request: 15.14%
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?
This proposal is composed of numerous projects. If we receive less than we request, we can scale back the
number of projects and acres accordingly.
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Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced,

why?
Personnel work across OHF appropriations as described in the narrative. We would not be able to scale
this part of our budget.

If the project received 30% of the requested funding

Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?
This proposal is composed of numerous projects. If we receive less than we request, we can scale back the
number of projects and acres accordingly.

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

Personnel work across OHF appropriations as described in the narrative. We would not be able to scale
this part of our budget.

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?

While we are funding FAW positions off this appropriation, they will work across existing open
appropriations, but always on OHF funded projects. This creates efficiency for the DNR because they only
code time to one appropriation. Coding time to each appropriation would be time-consuming and
inefficient.

The SNA program funds coordinators who are responsible for overseeing OHF projects, budgets, and
statewide coordination and guidance on OHF projects.

Neither set of staff are scalable as we are asking for the minumum required to complete the work on the
staff budget line.

Contracts

What is included in the contracts line?

This line includes contracts for restoration and enhancement work that the DNR or Roving Crews don't have the
specialized equipment or staff to conduct. Contracts increase our capacity to impact acres beyond what staff alone
are capable of. They also stimulate local economies.

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
There could be some rental for specialized equipment on a specific project, but if so it would be a relatively small
part of the travel budget.
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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?
We used the DNR's Direct and Necessary (D&N) calculator that was created for LSOHC/OHF and LCCMR/ENRTF

proposals.

Other Equipment/Tools

Give examples of the types of Equipment and Tools that will be purchased?
This would be primarily fire equipment such as drip torches, backpack water pumps, etc.

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?
These funds will be matched with Pittman-Robertson, which is part of the DNR's annual funding
cycle.

Page 10|16





Output Tables

Acres by Resource Type (Table 1)

Proposal #: PRE02

Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres
Restore 0 306 0 0 306
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 21,929 0 0 21,929
Total 0 22,235 0 0 22,235
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2)
RESTORE ENHANCE
Lands acquired Lands NOT Lands acquired Lands NOT
with OHF acquired with with OHF acquired with
OHF OHF
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) 9 297 658 21,271
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - - - -
Easements - - - -
Total 9 297 658 21,271
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 1,000
Total 1,000
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2)
Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding
Restore - $137,100 - - $137,100
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - -
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - -
Protect in Easement - - - - -
Enhance - $9,825,300 - - $9,825,300
Total o $9,962,400 = o $9,962,400
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3)
Type Metro/Urban | Forest/Prairie | SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres
Restore 0 0 5 301 0 306
Protect in Fee with State 0 0 0 0 0 0
PILT Liability
Protect in Fee w/o State 0 0 0 0 0 0
PILT Liability
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enhance 381 2,040 923 18,375 210 21,929
Total 381 2,040 928 18,676 210 22,235
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Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4)

Proposal #: PRE02

Type

Metro/Urban

Forest/Prairie

SE Forest

Prairie

N. Forest

Total
Funding

Restore

$2,200

$134,900

$137,100

Protect in Fee with State
PILT Liability

Protect in Fee w/o State
PILT Liability

Protect in Easement

Enhance

$170,700

$914,000

$413,600

$8,232,900

$94,100

$9,825,300

Total

$170,700

$914,000

$415,800

$8,367,800

$94,100

$9,962,400

Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5)

Type

Wetland

Prairie

Forest

Habitat

Restore

$448

Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability

Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability

Protect in Easement

Enhance

$448

Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6)

Type

Metro/Urban

Forest/Prairie

SE Forest

Prairie

N. Forest

Restore

$440

$448

Protect in Fee with State
PILT Liability

Protect in Fee w/o State
PILT Liability

Protect in Easement

Enhance

$448

$448

$448

$448

$448

Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles
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Sign-up Criteria?
No

Parcels

Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:
Parcels are identified by Area Wildlife Managers and approved by Regional Managers. Priorities are set by the
Plans identified earlier in this proposal.

Restore / Enhance Parcels

Proposal #: PRE02

Name County TRDS Acres | Est Cost | Existing Description
Protection
Metro SNAs Anoka 03123226 80 $52,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Metro SNAs Anoka 03123226 40 $26,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Agassiz-Olson WMA Becker 13939208 450 $67,500 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Clay County WMA Becker 13845222 300 $90,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Burleene WMA Benton 12733209 300 | $105,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Glendorado WMA Benton 13132225 200 $70,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
25th Anniversary WMA Big Stone 11645221 | 1,151 | $120,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Bail Out WMA Big Stone 11643222 | 1,379 | $206,850 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Danvers WMA Big Stone 11743234 360 | $450,000 | Yes Interseeding
Lac qui Parle WMA Big Stone 11841206 272 | $200,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Lac qui Parle WMA: Main Unit Big Stone 11943224 150 $60,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Big Rice WMA: Access Unit Cass 14126225 10 $32,800 | Yes Interseeding
Acton WMA Chippewa 11639205 | 1,000 | $150,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Benderberg WMA: North Unit Chippewa 11840205 547 | $225,000 | Yes Conservation Grazing
Cuka WMA Chippewa 11639205 100 | $500,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Lac qui Parle WMA Chippewa 11942236 32 $50,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Lac qui Parle WMA Chippewa 11942234 5 $15,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Lac qui Parle WMA: Main Unit Chippewa 11943203 190 | $100,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Lac qui Parle WMA: Main Unit Chippewa 11943224 100 | $100,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Northwest SNAs Clay 14245220 5 $25,000 | Yes Restoration
Bennett WMA Cottonwood | 10129206 750 | $112,500 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Caron WMA Cottonwood | 10332229 99 | $125,000 | Yes Interseeding
Alberta WMA Douglas 12343203 45 | $225,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Anton Velishek Memorial WMA Faribault 10224211 790 $50,000 | Yes Conservation Grazing
Charlotte Hynes WMA Faribault 10327204 163 | $100,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Beaver Creek WMA Fillmore 10113228 46 $69,000 | Yes Interseeding
Beaver Creek WMA Fillmore 10113221 137 | $174,200 | Yes Woody Removal
Buck Family Memorial WMA Fillmore 10112204 500 | $190,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Rush Creek Woods WMA Fillmore 10212216 60 | $132,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Haverhill WMA Goodhue 10515204 74 | $101,500 | Yes Restoration
Southeast SNAs Goodhue 11316225 5 $25,000 | Yes Restoration
Alberta WMA: North Unit Grant 12443233 100 $40,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Southeast NPBs Houston 10304226 20 $13,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Southeast NPBs Houston 10304226 20 $13,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Southwest NPBs Jackson 10134227 5 $25,000 | Yes Restoration
Caribou WMA Kittson 16345233 40 $60,000 | Yes Interseeding
Northwest NPBs Kittson 16345202 250 $87,100 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Northwest NPBs Kittson 16345202 150 | $100,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Haydenville WMA: Main Unit Lac qui 11845233 116 $98,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Parle
Haydenville WMA: Supplement Lac qui 11845221 4 $25,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Unit Parle
Bob Gehlen WMA Le Sueur 11026211 61 $70,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Anderson Lake WMA Lincoln 11145206 500 $75,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
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Archerville WMA Lincoln 11345206 184 | $100,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Chain-0-Sloughs WMA Lincoln 11140235 217 | $217,000 | Yes Restoration
Discors WMA Lincoln 10944205 140 $30,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Hopeful WMA Lincoln 10944212 590 $90,660 | Yes Conservation Grazing
Rost WMA Lincoln 11244232 58 $30,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Brawner Lake WMA Lyon 11042217 138 $50,000 | Yes Conservation Grazing
Clifton WMA Lyon 11140206 729 | $160,000 | Yes Conservation Grazing
Meadow Creek WMA Lyon 11141236 100 | $110,000 | Yes Interseeding
Prairie Marshes WMA Lyon 11043201 452 | $155,000 | Yes Conservation Grazing
Sioux Prairie WMA Lyon 11143207 500 $75,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Red River of the North WMA Marshall 15750215 200 | $300,000 | Yes Interseeding
Center Creek WMA Martin 10129206 229 | $114,500 | Yes Woody Removal
Kingston WMA Meeker 12129228 185 $40,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Southwest NPBs Murray 10543205 250 $87,100 | Yes Woody Removal
Southwest NPBs Murray 10543210 250 $87,100 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Twin Valley WMA: North Unit Norman 14344230 120 | $118,000 | Yes Interseeding
Whitewater WMA: Callahan Unit Olmsted 10610201 200 | $253,500 | Yes Woody Removal
Fergus Falls WMA Otter Tail 13343222 206 | $272,950 | Yes Interseeding
Fergus Falls WMA Otter Tail 13343222 368 | $237,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Dugdale WMA Polk 14745209 600 | $150,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Northwest SNAs Polk 14844230 250 $87,100 | Yes Woody Removal
Northwest SNAs Polk 14844230 22 $87,100 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Cin WMA Pope 12336206 | 1,000 | $150,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Cin WMA Pope 12336206 | 1,000 | $125,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Lowry WMA: North East Unit Pope 12639223 25 $40,000 | Yes Interseeding
Cedar Rock WMA: North West Redwood 11336204 108 | $160,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Unit

Cedar Rock WMA: South East Redwood 11336210 156 | $234,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Unit

Klabunde WMA Redwood 11335230 33 $45,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Whispering Ridge AMA Redwood 11436232 144 | $200,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Cold Springs WMA Renville 11336211 126 | $175,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Granite Prairie WMA Renville 11335218 53 | $106,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Whispering Ridge WMA Renville 11436229 12 $36,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Boyd Sartell WMA: Main Unit Rice 11119225 650 $84,480 | Yes Conservation Grazing
Roseau River WMA Roseau 16343217 100 $50,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Roseau River WMA Roseau 16343217 150 $45,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Milton Kjeldahl WMA Stearns 12435226 198 $40,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Norman T. Dahlman WMA Stearns 12335226 30 $36,000 | Yes Woody Removal
North Fork WMA Stearns 12232203 43 $53,750 | Yes Interseeding

Lac qui Parle WMA: Main Unit Swift 12043229 116 $58,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Quistorff WMA Todd 12735221 100 $35,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Mc Carthy Lake WMA Wabasha 10909218 31 | $156,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Southeast SNAs Wabasha 10909230 40 $26,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Southeast SNAs Wabasha 10909230 80 $60,000 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Akron WMA Wilkin 13445222 20 $30,000 | Yes Interseeding
Whitewater WMA: Main Branch Winona 10810226 167 | $207,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Unit

Whitewater WMA: Main Branch Winona 10810226 55 $99,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Unit

Whitewater WMA: Main Branch Winona 10810226 75 $95,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Unit

Whitewater WMA: North Branch | Winona 10710208 100 | $227,000 | Yes Interseeding
Unit

Whitewater WMA: South Branch Winona 10710225 75 $60,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Unit

Grass Lake WMA: Main Unit Wright 11828213 76 $22,800 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
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Southwest SNAs Yellow 11438212 270 | $175,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Medicine

Southwest SNAs Yellow 11438212 250 $87,100 | Yes Contract Rx Burn
Medicine

Stoney Run WMA Yellow 11641230 130 $93,000 | Yes Woody Removal
Medicine
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Parcel Map

Proposal #: PRE02
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DNR Grassland Enhancement Ph 17
$9,962,400
22,235 acres
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ML27 Boving Crew Year

The above Gannt Chart illustrates our funding model for the Contract Administrator position.

While funded from one appropriation, they work on all open Grassland Enhancement appropriation.

Tying administration funding to each approp would be a tracking challenge and inefficient.

This strategy maximizes efficiency while keeping OHF efforts separate from other funds.

If these staff are occasionally and temporarily pulled onto other projects, they code their salary to that funding.
We will ask for Contract Admin funding again in ML28/FY29
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Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council

Enhanced Public Land - Grasslands - Phase IX
ML 2026 Request for Funding

General Information

Date: 06/26/2025

Proposal Title: Enhanced Public Land - Grasslands - Phase IX
Funds Requested: $7,168,900

Confirmed Leverage Funds: -

Is this proposal Scalable?: Yes

Manager Information

Manager's Name: Sabin Adams
Title: MN State Coordinator
Organization: Pheasants Forever
Address: 1783 Buerkle Circle

City: St. Paul, MN 55110

Email: sadams@pheasantsforever.org
Office Number: 320-250-6317
Mobile Number: 3202506317

Fax Number:

Website: www.pheasantsforever.org
Location Information

County Location(s): Lincoln, Kandiyohi, Big Stone, Meeker, Renville, Rock, Lyon, Yellow Medicine, Pope, Carver,
Swift, Lac qui Parle, Chippewa, Stevens, Faribault, Murray, Nobles, Wright, Jackson, Mower, Douglas, Martin,
Freeborn and Cottonwood.

Eco regions in which work will take place:

Forest / Prairie Transition
Metro / Urban
Prairie
Activity types:
Enhance

Restore
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Priority resources addressed by activity:

Prairie

Wetlands

Narrative

Abstract

In this phase of the Enhanced Public Lands - Grassland program, Pheasants Forever (PF) will enhance or restore
6,000 acres of upland and wetland habitat. The goal of this program is to improve habitat on existing WMAs, WPAs,
SNAs, and National Wildlife Refuges (NWRs) that are open to public hunting. PF does this by working with agency
partners to develop restoration and enhancement plans and hiring local, private contractors to complete work.
Examples of habitat improvements include restoring wetlands, removing invasive trees, conducting conservation
grazing, and seeding grasslands with high-diversity native seed mixes.

Design and Scope of Work

Grassland-wetland ecosystems require regular disturbance to preserve their functionality and quality to positively
impact fish, wildlife, and the public. Lack of disturbance on native and restored prairies has resulted in degraded
habitats characterized by low plant diversity, presence of non-native or invasive species, and the spread of
voluntary trees into open prairie. Wetlands embedded in these grasslands require restoration to achieve their
fullest functionality, or have structures that need repair. The Minnesota Prairie Conservation Plan (MPCP)
identifies restoration and enhancement as two strategies to combat these issues. In accordance with this plan,
Pheasants Forever has created the Enhanced Public Lands - Grasslands program to restore and enhance grassland
and wetland habitats on existing WMAs, WPAs, and NWRs (many of which were purchased in sub-optimal
conditions) in the prairie, forest/prairie transition, and metro regions. Pheasants Forever will utilize a previously
developed Request for Proposals (RFP) and process to evaluate projects submitted by agency partners.
Restoration and enhancement activities include the following:

1) Wetland restoration/enhancement: Tools used to accomplish this include removing drain tile,
constructing/repairing earthen dams and/or water control structures, removing sediment and invasive narrow
leaf cattail control. Wetlands targeted for enhancement are vital to providing food, cover, and the space required
for breeding waterfowl while being essential to and landscape resiliency in the face of climate change.

2) Upland Enhancement: We will use a site-specific combination of techniques (e.g. cultivation, tree removal,
herbicide, and prescribed fire) to bring back productivity to these public lands. In close collaboration with the land
managers, we will seed a diverse mix of native grasses and forbs that are well adapted to site conditions and are
ideal for upland nesting bird production and success of pollinator species. Mowing will be used as needed to
manage annual weed pressure to ensure establishment.

3) Prescribed burning: This is the primary tool for managing grassland habitat as it is cost effective, increases vigor
by removing built up litter, and sets back invasive woody species.

4) Conservation Grazing: This is an important enhancement tool for sites that are difficult to conduct prescribed
fires or need to target specific enhancement needs (e.g. cool season grass suppression, tree invasion, etc.).
Permanent infrastructure with a lifespan of 30+ years will be installed to conduct conservation grazing plans
written to benefit wildlife.

5) Tree Removal: Research has shown that invasive trees are detrimental to prairie/grassland wildlife and thus
will be removed with this proposal. These trees reduce nesting success by providing perches for aerial predators,
dens for mammalian predators, and increases predator efficiency by creating habitat edges and fragmenting
habitat. Predators are highly effective at predating both nests and nesting birds, especially in fragmented low
quality habitat.
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Restoring or enhancing habitat to its highest function in these areas will not only greatly benefit fish and wildlife
populations, but also reduce future management costs (by creating robust, better self-regulating ecosystems), and
improve the enjoyment of the area by the public.

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

In line with the goals of the MPCP, this program directly addresses the loss of quality habitat on reconstructed and
native prairies through restoration and enhancement best practices. By increasing the quality of existing remnant
and reconstructed prairie habitat we benefit numerous species that are of special concern, threatened, or
endangered. This proposal targets grassland species, including but not limited to, greater prairie chickens, ring-
necked pheasants, monarch butterflies, honey bees and Dakota skippers.

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

Without frequent disturbance grasslands naturally degrade over time. This phenomenon is termed grassland
succession. As grassland succession progresses, the cost to correct it increases . This program allows PF to
consistently enhance public lands at maximum capacity for the benefit of wildlife and the public.

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

This proposal improves habitat within corridors and complexes which increases their usability by wildlife. For
instance, large expanses of low-quality habitat provide little value to wildlife species who are not generalist,
effectively reducing the size of the complex. Enhancing and restoring habitat within these complexes increases the
usable area for a greater number of species. A characteristic of low-quality habitat is an increase in habitat edges,
which is a type of habitat fragmentation. Rows of trees, and drastic changes in vegetative cover (e.g. visible
transition from a stand of smooth brome to Kentucky bluegrass) create edges for predators to navigate and
increases their efficiency when hunting. By removing trees and restoring grasslands to high-diversity mixes of
grasses and forbs, we reduce the amount of habitat fragmentation within the greater complex.

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

Long Range Plan for the Ring-Necked Pheasant in MN

Minnesota Prairie Conservation 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.

Healthy ecosystems with diverse native plant communities and fully functional hydrologic systems are more
resilient to the changing climate. They do a better job of warding off invasive species by filling all available niches,
or "free spots,” where invasive may create a foothold. Native vegetative communities also provide the best habitat
for native wildlife. This is especially important for species with specific habitat requirements or species that are
endemic to a particular region. Many of the sites restored or enhanced under this program are home to these
sensitive species and help buffer the effect of climate change on wildlife populations. Restored or enhanced
wetlands optimize groundwater recharge, nitrogen and carbon cycling, and constantly provide water for local
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game, fish, and wildlife species. By restoring, and enhancing targeted tracts we're creating habitats that are both

resilient to climate change and require less maintenance due to their self-regulating nature.
Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?
Forest / Prairie Transition

Protect, enhance, and restore migratory habitat for waterfowl and related species, so as to increase migratory
and breeding success

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

Restore or enhance habitat on public lands

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:

Enhancements and restorations completed under this program significantly increase the quality of habitat for
game birds and other wildlife on public lands in the prairie, forest/prairie transition, and metro regions. Many of
the properties were purchased in sub-optimal condition with limited funds, preventing restoration efforts that
would have resulted in fully functional ecosystems. This program sets these properties on a trajectory to provide
high quality habitat for wildlife and improve enjoyment for all public land users.

Outcomes

Programs in forest-prairie transition region:
Increased waterfowl and upland bird migratory and breeding success ~ Outcomes will be measured by resource
professionals and evaluated by using the best science available to land managers.

Programs in metropolitan urbanizing region:
Other ~ Outcomes will be measured by resource professionals and evaluated by using the best science available to
land managers.

Programs in prairie region:
Improved condition of habitat on public lands ~ Outcomes will be measured by resource professionals and
evaluated by using the best science available to land managers.

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 supplements past investments and is focused on accelerating the protection and restoration of
strategically selected parcels.
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How will you sustain and/or maintain this work after the Outdoor Heritage Funds are expended?

The enhancements completed under this phase will generally allow the unit to be managed more effectively by
either the USFWS or MNDNR. Limited station/area funds, constant pressure from invasive species (i.e. grasses,
forbs, and trees), water quality decline, aging grasslands, climate change and other factors increase the difficulty of
maintaining these enhancements; therefore, we expect continued opportunity to supplement local agency efforts.
While it's difficult for a third party like PF to provide an analysis of future costs on existing public land, according
to the Long-Range Budget Analysis of Land Management Needs, the cost of long-term management ranges from
$11-16/acre annually. We expect the average need to be the same for the parcels enhanced or restored under this
program.

Actions to Maintain Project Outcomes

Year Source of Funds Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Post Project MN DNR - Game and Monitoring Maintience -
Completion - WMA Fish Funds

Post Project USFWS - Federal Monitoring Maintience -
Completion - WPA

Post Project USFWS - Federal Monitoring Maintience -
Completion - NWR

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 goal of this program is to enhance and restore wildlife habitat on public lands open to all Minnesotans,
regardless of cultural background or fiscal standing. WPAs, WMAs, and NRWs eligible for this program are free and
open to access by all. This program spans all of the Prairie, Forest-Prairie, and Metro regions. Some acquisitions
will be nearby areas with diverse or low-income communities. This program engages with everyone who wants to
participate in public lands and the outdoors.

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
WPA
Refuge Lands

SNA
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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 Amount Spent to Funding Remaining % Spent to Date
Received Date
2025 $3,519,000 - - -
2024 $1,902,000 $526 $1,901,474 0.03%
2023 $2,772,000 $1,452,809 $1,319,191 52.41%
Totals $8,193,000 $1,453,335 $6,739,665 17.74%
Timeline
Activity Name Estimated Completion Date
Distribute project Request for Proposals (RFP) to area land 9/1/2026
managers
Review project RFP's with project selection committee 11/30/2026
Select projects for completion and hire contractors to 1/31/2027
complete habitat work
Enhancement/restoration work begins 5/31/2027
Re-evaluate project status/budget and solicit additional 12/31/2027
projects as needed
Complete all enhancement/restoration work 9/1/2031
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Totals

Budget
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Item

Funding Request

Total Leverage

Leverage Source

Total

Personnel

$325,000

$325,000

Contracts

$6,000,000

$100,000

PF/State/Federal

$6,100,000

Fee Acquisition w/
PILT

Fee Acquisition w/o
PILT

Easement Acquisition

Easement
Stewardship

Travel

$30,000

$30,000

Professional Services

Direct Support
Services

$173,900

$25,000

$198,900

DNR Land Acquisition
Costs

Capital Equipment

Other
Equipment/Tools

Supplies/Materials

$600,000

$600,000

DNR IDP

$40,000

$40,000

Grand Total

$7,168,900

$125,000

$7,293,900

Personnel

Position

Annual FTE

Years
Working

Funding
Request

Total
Leverage

Source

Leverage

Total

PF Field Staff

0.87

5.0

$292,500

$292,500

PF Grant Staff

0.1

5.0

$32,500

$32,500

Amount of Request: $7,168,900
Amount of Leverage: $125,000
Leverage as a percent of the Request: 1.74%
DSS + Personnel: $498,900

As a % of the total request: 6.96%
Easement Stewardship: -

As a % of the Easement Acquisition: -

Total Leverage (from
above)

Amount Confirmed

% of Total Leverage

Amount Anticipated

% of Total Leverage

$125,000

0.0%

$125,000

100.0%

Detail leverage sources and confirmation of funds:
Leverage is expected from multiple sources including but not limited to federal sources, land value donations,
contractor donations and PF. Not every source is 100% confirmed at this point. However, PF has an exemplary
track record of delivery and over-achievement of match commitments that further stretch OHF funding.

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?
This proposal's budget at 100% of the request is based on the average acres that are enhanced and
restored per appropriation. If this project is reduced by 50% we would scale down all acres/activities and
dollars amounts proportionately.

Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced,
why?
Personnel and DSS will be scaled down proportionately.

If the project received 30% of the requested funding

Describe how the scaling would affect acres/activities and if not proportionately reduced, why?
If this project is reduced by 70% we would scale down all acres/activities and dollars amounts
proportionately.

Describe how personnel and DSS expenses would be adjusted and if not proportionately reduced,
why?
Personnel and DSS will be scaled down proportionately.

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?

In general PF staffing is existing and only partially funded by OHF and specifically this request. Billing to
any appropriation would only be for time spent on direct and necessary costs incurred as outlined in an
Accomplishment Plan.

Contracts
What is included in the contracts line?
We anticipate that all of the contract funding will be used for restoration and enhancement activities.

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
NA

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

How did you determine which portions of the Direct Support Services of your shared support services is
direct to this program?

PF utilizes the Total Modified Direct Cost method. This methodology is annually approved by the U.S. Department
of Interior’s National Business Center as the basis for the organization’s Indirect Cost Rate Agreement. PF’s
allowable direct support services cost is 15%. In this proposal, PF has discounted its rate to 2.5% of the sum of
personnel, contracts, professional services, and travel. We are donating the difference-in-kind.

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?
7/1/2029
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Acres by Resource Type (Table 1)

Proposal #: PRE03

Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Acres
Restore 600 - 0 0 600
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 - 5,400 0 0 5,400
Total 600 5,400 0 0 6,000
Restoration/Enhancement Acres Breakdown of Existing Protected Lands (Table 1a.2)
RESTORE ENHANCE
Lands acquired Lands NOT Lands acquired Lands NOT
with OHF acquired with with OHF acquired with
OHF OHF
DNR Lands (WMA, State Forests, etc) - 300 - 2,700
Non-DNR Lands (city, state, federal, etc.) - 300 - 2,700
Easements - - - -
Total - 600 - 5,400
Total Requested Funding by Resource Type (Table 2)
Type Wetland Prairie Forest Habitat Total Funding
Restore $716,900 - - - $716,900
Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability - - - - -
Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability - - - - -
Protect in Easement - - - - -
Enhance - $6,452,000 - - $6,452,000
Total $716,900 $6,452,000 - = $7,168,900
Acres within each Ecological Section (Table 3)
Type Metro/Urban | Forest/Prairie | SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total Acres
Restore 60 180 0 360 0 600
Protect in Fee with State 0 0 0 0 0 0
PILT Liability
Protect in Fee w/o State 0 0 0 0 0 0
PILT Liability
Protect in Easement 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enhance 540 1,620 0 3,240 0 5,400
Total 600 1,800 0 3,600 0 6,000
Total Requested Funding within each Ecological Section (Table 4)
Type Metro/Urban | Forest/Prairie | SE Forest Prairie N. Forest Total
Funding
Restore $71,700 $215,100 - $430,100 - $716,900
Protect in Fee with State - - - - - -
PILT Liability
Protect in Fee w/o State - - - - - -
PILT Liability
Protect in Easement - - - - - -
Enhance $645,200 $1,935,600 - $3,871,200 - $6,452,000
Total $716,900 $2,150,700 o $4,301,300 o $7,168,900
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Average Cost per Acre by Resource Type (Table 5)
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Type

Wetland

Prairie

Forest

Habitat

Restore

$1,194

Protect in Fee with State PILT Liability

Protect in Fee w/o State PILT Liability

Protect in Easement

Enhance

$1,194

Average Cost per Acre by Ecological Section (Table 6)

Type

Metro/Urban

Forest/Prairie

SE Forest

Prairie

N. Forest

Restore

$1,195

$1,195

$1,194 -

Protect in Fee with State

PILT Liability

Protect in Fee w/o State

PILT Liability

Protect in Easement

Enhance

$1,194

$1,194

$1,194 -

Target Lake/Stream/River Feet or Miles
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Sign-up Criteria?
No

Parcels

Explain the process used to identify, prioritize, and select the parcels on your list:
Requests for proposals will be sent to MN public land managers and PF chapters within the prairie, prairie/forest
transition, and metro regions. PF evaluates projects based on proximity to and size habitat complex, benefit to T/E
and SGCN, and alignment with existing conservation plans. Projects will be accepted until all funds have been

spent.

Restore / Enhance Parcels

Proposal #: PRE03

Name County TRDS Acres | Est Cost | Existing Description
Protection
Big Stone WMA Big Stone 12246218 40 $32,410 | Yes Wetland, ,
Karsky WPA Big Stone 12346207 68 $17,550 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Kufrin WPA (Central) Big Stone 12245221 110 $17,500 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Rapids Lake North NWR Carver 11523230 300 $9,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Lundgren WPA Chippewa 11942209 221 $12,300 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Clear Lake WPA Cottonwood | 10538235 11 $37,875 | Yes Conservation Grazing
Swan Lake WPA Cottonwood | 10636212 149 $29,175 | Yes Conservation Grazing
Sabolik WPA Douglas 12740225 16 $60,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Thompson WPA Douglas 12740225 17 $80,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Rice Lake WMA Faribault 10427231 95 $55,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Goose Creek WPA Freeborn 10122213 195 | $117,500 | Yes Diversity Seeding, ,
Mansfield WMA Freeborn 10123205 76 $80,000 | Yes Diversity Seeding, ,
Christiania WPA Jackson 10435209 40 $52,500 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Mamre WMA Kandiyohi 12036227 95 $1,999 | Yes Wetland, ,
Hastad WPA (North-W1/2W1/2) | Lac qui 11943205 230 $29,900 | Yes Tree Removal, ,
Parle
Lac Qui Parle WMA- Louisburg Lac qui 12044222 77 $47,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Parle
Taylor WPA Lac qui 11646204 77 $6,545 | Yes Tree Removal, ,
Parle
Archerville WMA Lincoln 11345206 184 | $220,800 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Collinson WMA Lincoln 11045217 225 $76,000 | Yes Tree Removal, Prescribed
Fire,
Gislason Unit (Northern Tallgrass | Lincoln 11144202 111 $88,200 | Yes Conservation Grazing, Tree
Prairie NWR) Removal,
Kragh Farms WPA Lincoln 11146228 202 $60,000 | Yes Wetland, ,
MinnKota WMA Lincoln 11346206 80 $30,487 | Yes Fencing,,
Rook WPA Lincoln 11345227 162 $45,000 | Yes Conservation Grazing, Tree
Removal,
Redwood River WPA Lyon 11240215 50 $25,650 | Yes Upland Restoration, Tree
Removal,
Yellow Medicine WPA Lyon 11143208 155 $47,000 | Yes Conservation Grazing, Tree
Removal,
Center Creek WMA Martin 10329220 11 $27,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Clear Lake WPA Meeker 12130210 8 $80,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Kingston WMA Meeker 12129228 230 | $100,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Tyrone Flats WPA Meeker 12131223 40 $32,000 | Yes Upland Restoration, Tree
Removal, Seed Purchase
Schamber WPA Mower 10318217 30 $85,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Big Slough WPA Murray 10641225 116 $40,250 | Yes Conservation Grazing
Pell Creek NWR Murray 10839212 73 $25,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
John Erickson WMA Nobles 10140214 65 | $103,200 | Yes Tree Removal,,
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Lake Bella WMA Nobles 10440215 31 $19,200 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Lone Tree WMA Nobles 10135231 16 | $130,800 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Benson Lake WPA Pope 12339213 28 $9,800 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Berg WPA Pope 12439235 29 $10,150 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Cramlet NTGP Pope 12339234 6 $1,020 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Froland WPA Pope 12439202 23 $6,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Gust Prairie NTGP (South) Pope 12640232 42 $7,725 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Heidebrink WPA Pope 12338224 370 $750 | Yes Tree Removal, ,

Hoffman (NTGP) Pope 12339235 136 $6,650 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Lake Johanna WPA Pope 12336204 92 $7,820 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Mclver WPA Pope 12639219 23 $4,935 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Nelson Lake WPA Pope 12337203 77 $9,900 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Ouren WPA Pope 12437232 25 $3,300 | Yes Tree Removal, ,

Rustad WPA Pope 12340224 69 $35,249 | Yes Conservation Grazing, Tree
Removal,

Stenerson Lake WPA Pope 12438210 242 $9,750 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Walden WPA Pope 12440217 59 $3,540 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Cream City WPA Renville 11633214 22 | $172,000 | Yes Upland Restoration, Tree
Removal, Seed Purchase

Bartels NWR Rock 10446220 58 $23,312 | Yes Conservation Grazing

Touch the SKky Prairie NWR Rock 10345208 187 $42,425 | Yes Conservation Grazing

Touch the Sky Prairie NWR1 Rock 10345207 125 | $126,825 | Yes Upland Restoration, Tree
Removal,

Edwards WPA North Stevens 12441209 35 $3,300 | Yes Tree Removal, ,

Kill WPA Stevens 12643215 105 $500 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Pepperton WPA (North) W1/2 Stevens 12543215 79 $5,750 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Pomme de Terre River WPA Stevens 12641217 77 $29,106 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Welfare WPA Stevens 12542213 55 $11,000 | Yes Tree Removal, ,

Big Slough WPA (East) Swift 12238210 74 $4,440 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Big Slough WPA (West) Swift 12237203 7 $420 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Fahl WPA Swift 12238206 103 $2,400 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Lac Qui Parle WMA- Szabo Swift 12043220 300 $60,250 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Loen WPA (NW) Swift 12238207 65 $27,945 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Monson Lake WPA Swift 12137202 110 $11,227 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Roderick WPA Swift 12137203 42 $9,360 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Spring Lake WPA Swift 12243204 115 $10,925 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Pelican Lake WPA Wright 12124230 55| $103,500 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Temperance WPA Wright 11928209 58 $56,250 | Yes Tree Removal,,

Dakota WPA Yellow 11446204 35 $65,000 | Yes Tree Removal,

Medicine Conservation Grazing,
Stony Run WMA Yellow 11641232 80 $36,000 | Yes Tree Removal,,
Medicine
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Parcel Map
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U.S.
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

Enhanced Public Lands
e

Grasslands- IX
M .

m

DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES

N

LSOHC EPLG FY13 - Phase I
LSOHC EPLG FY16 - Phase II
LSOHC EPLG FY19 - Phase III
LSOHC EPLG FY21 - Phase IV
LSOHC EPLG FY22 - Phase V
LSOHC EPLG FY24 - Phase VI

|| Forest/Prairie Transition
- Metropolitan Urbanizing Area
|| Northern Forest
- Prairie
Southeast Forest

Program Activities

e Tree Removal
e Prescribed Fire
e Wetland Restoration
o Diversity Seeding

¢ Conservation Grazing

Current Request: $7.1M
to Impact 6,000 Acres

Since program incep-
tion we have restored
or enhanced over

55,000 acres

Map shows all projects on public lands in phases one through

five of the Enhanced Public Lands: Grasslands Program.






Before

Utilizing ML21 EPLG fund-
ing Pheasants Forever re-
stored 15 drained wet-
lands over 9.3 acres and
completed tree removal on
183 acres. This work will
benefit migratory water-
fowl, pheasants, prairie
chickens and many other
prairie species.

Flora Lake
Resoration
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