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Legislative Charge  

The statutory requirements for this report, as amended in M.L 2011, First Special Session, Ch 6: 

Parks and Trails Fund: M.S. 85.53, Subd. 5. Restoration evaluations. The commissioner of natural resources may convene a 
technical evaluation panel comprised of five members, including one technical representative from the Board of Water and Soil 
Resources, one technical representative from the Department of Natural Resources, one technical expert from the University of 
Minnesota or the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities, and two other representatives with expertise related to the project 
being evaluated. The commissioner may add a technical representative from a unit of federal or local government. The members 
of the technical evaluation panel may not be associated with the restoration, may vary depending upon the projects being 
reviewed, and shall avoid any potential conflicts of interest. Each year, the commissioner may assign a coordinator to identify a 
sample of up to ten habitat restoration projects completed with parks and trails funding. The coordinator shall secure the 
restoration plans for the projects specified and direct the technical evaluation panel to evaluate the restorations relative to the 
law, current science, and the stated goals and standards in the restoration plan and, when applicable, to the Board of Water 
and Soil Resources' native vegetation establishment and enhancement guidelines. The coordinator shall summarize the findings 
of the panel and provide a report to the chairs of the respective house of representatives and senate policy and finance 
committees with jurisdiction over natural resources and spending from the parks and trails fund. The report shall determine if 
the restorations are meeting planned goals, any problems with the implementation of restorations, and, if necessary, 
recommendations on improving restorations. The report shall be focused on improving future restorations. Up to one-tenth of 
one percent of forecasted receipts from the parks and trails fund may be used for restoration evaluations under this section. 
 
Outdoor Heritage Fund: M.S. 97A.056, Subd. 10. Restoration evaluations. The commissioner of natural resources and the Board 
of Water and Soil Resources may convene a technical evaluation panel comprised of five members, including one technical 
representative from the Board of Water and Soil Resources, one technical representative from the Department of Natural 
Resources, one technical expert from the University of Minnesota or the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities, and two 
representatives with expertise in the project being evaluated. The board and the commissioner may add a technical 
representative from a unit of federal or local government. The members of the technical evaluation panel may not be associated 
with the restoration, may vary depending upon the projects being reviewed, and shall avoid any potential conflicts of interest. 
Each year, the board and the commissioner may assign a coordinator to identify a sample of up to ten habitat restoration 
projects completed with outdoor heritage funding. The coordinator shall secure the restoration plans for the projects specified 
and direct the technical evaluation panel to evaluate the restorations relative to the law, current science, and the stated goals 
and standards in the restoration plan and, when applicable, to the Board of Water and Soil Resources' native vegetation 
establishment and enhancement guidelines. The coordinator shall summarize the findings of the panel and provide a report to 
the chair of the Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council and the chairs of the respective house of representatives and senate 
policy and finance committees with jurisdiction over natural resources and spending from the outdoor heritage fund. The report 
shall determine if the restorations are meeting planned goals, any problems with the implementation of restorations, and, if 
necessary, recommendations on improving restorations. The report shall be focused on improving future restorations. Up to 
one-tenth of one percent of forecasted receipts from the outdoor heritage fund may be used for restoration evaluations under 
this section. 
 
Clean Water Fund: M.S. 114D.50, Subd. 6. Restoration evaluations. The Board of Water and Soil Resources may convene a 
technical evaluation panel comprised of five members, including one technical representative from the Board of Water and Soil 
Resources, one technical representative from the Department of Natural Resources, one technical expert from the University of 
Minnesota or the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities, and two representatives with expertise related to the project being 
evaluated. The board may add a technical representative from a unit of federal or local government. The members of the 
technical evaluation panel may not be associated with the restoration, may vary depending upon the projects being reviewed, 
and shall avoid any potential conflicts of interest. Each year, the board may assign a coordinator to identify a sample of up to 
ten habitat restoration projects completed with clean water funding. The coordinator shall secure the restoration plans for the 
projects specified and direct the technical evaluation panel to evaluate the restorations relative to the law, current science, and 
the stated goals and standards in the restoration plan and, when applicable, to the Board of Water and Soil Resources' native 
vegetation establishment and enhancement guidelines. The coordinator shall summarize the findings of the panel and provide a 
report to the chairs of the respective house of representatives and senate policy and finance committees with jurisdiction over 
natural resources and spending from the clean water fund. The report shall determine if the restorations are meeting planned 
goals, any problems with the implementation of restorations, and, if necessary, recommendations on improving restorations. 
The report shall be focused on improving future restorations. Up to one-tenth of one percent of forecasted receipts from the 
clean water fund may be used for restoration evaluations under this section. 
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Executive Summary 
 

This report was produced in response to state law (M.L. 2011, First Special Session, Ch. 6) directing the 
Department of Natural Resources and Board of Water and Soil Resources to convene an expert panel to 
evaluate restoration projects completed with Clean Water Land and Legacy Funds: Clean Water Fund 
(M.S. 114D.50), Outdoor Heritage Fund (M.S. 97A.056), and Parks and Trails Fund (M.S. 85.53).  This 
report describes eight restoration program / grant evaluations, consisting of thirteen individual project 
sites.  Projects sites were evaluated by habitat restoration experts chosen because of their knowledge of 
local habitat types and restoration practice.  As directed in statute, projects are evaluated relative to:   

the law, current science, and the stated goals and standards in the restoration plan.   

The panel determined that all projects have been implemented in compliance with applicable 
appropriation laws and reporting requirements for each Fund.  Practices implemented were within the 
scope of current science based restoration practices and are overall on trajectories that have the 
potential to meet planned project goals.   

Statute also directs the panel’s report to:   

determine if the restorations are meeting planned goals, any problems with the implementation 
of restorations, and if necessary, make  recommendations on improving restorations.  

Based on review of all site assessments to date, the Panel identified the following areas for improving 
future restorations and the restoration evaluation process: 

▪ Improved Documentation  
▪ Improved Restoration Training Statewide 
▪ Evaluation Process Improvement  

To provide guidance on how to turn the Panel’s recommendations into actions the program coordinator 
has outlined the basis for these recommendations, specific actions to address them and how their 
implementation success will be tracked in the Recommendations section.  Discussion of additional 
specific areas for improving restoration practices and processes will be presented in the Fiscal Year 2014 
report.   
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Introduction   
 

State law (M.L. 2011, First Special Session, Ch. 6) directs the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and 
Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) to conduct evaluations of habitat restoration projects funded 
by the Clean Water Fund (M.S. 114D.50), Outdoor Heritage Fund (M.S. 97A.056), and Parks and Trails 
Fund (M.S. 85.53).  BWSR is the responsible agency for Clean Water Fund restoration evaluations, DNR is 
the responsible agency for Parks and Trails Fund evaluations and DNR and BWSR are jointly responsible 
for Outdoor Heritage Fund restoration evaluations.  DNR and BWSR (Agencies) have elected to combine 
the administration and reporting for the three statutory requirements in a single Legacy Fund 
Restoration Evaluation program.  The law directs BWSR and DNR to convene for each of the three funds 
a restoration evaluation panel (Panel) containing at least five technical experts who will evaluate a 
sample of up to 10 restoration projects annually.  Statute also directs DNR and BWSR to assign a 
coordinator for the Panel.  The coordinator is responsible for coordinating site assessments, selecting 
projects to be evaluated, and providing reports to the Legislature and governing councils.  Evaluation 
reports are directed to determine whether restorations are meeting planned goals, identify problems 
with implementation and, if necessary, provide recommendations for improving future restorations.   

The Agencies plan to improve conservation outcomes across the State through the evaluation process.  
Working collaboratively with project managers to identify gaps and capture lessons learned from 
restoration implementation, the Agencies will utilize this valuable information to support future practice 
through restoration training and technical assistance.   
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Evaluation Process  

Roles and Responsibilities  

Evaluation Panel  
By law, the evaluation Panel is responsible to: 

 Evaluate restorations relative to the law, current science, and the stated goals and standards in 
the restoration plans; and 

 Provide findings on the evaluations, determining whether restorations are meeting planned 
goals, identify problems with implementation of restorations and, if necessary, provide 
recommendations on improving restorations.   

 

Statute requires that the Panel includes:   

a. one technical representative from the Board of Water and Soil Resources,  
b. one technical representative from the Department of Natural Resources,  
c. one technical expert from the University of Minnesota or the MN State Colleges and Universities, 
d. two representatives with expertise related to the project being evaluated 
e. may add a technical representative from a unit of federal or local government  

Members of the Restoration Evaluation Panel are unpaid technical experts.  The Panel was chosen to 
fulfill the statutory requirements for agency representation and to provide a balance of needed 
expertise.  To the extent practicable, Panel members have specific expertise in prairie/grassland, forest, 
wetland, or aquatic ecosystems and habitat restoration techniques, so that at least one panel member 
will have proficiency related to any project being evaluated.  The panel may seek advice and assistance 
from others including Site Assessors with additional expertise to help the panel in its work.   

Members were selected from a pool of recommendations submitted by agency staff and other partner 
organizations.  Appointed Panel members are asked to serve terms spanning at least two fiscal years.  As 
statute permits, a sixth member from a federal agency was chosen to provide additional expertise and 
perspective to the evaluation process.  Panel members serving during Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013 are 
shown below.   

Statutorily 
required member 
(as listed above)  

 
 
Panel member:  

 
 
Affiliation: 

a. Greg Larson / Carol 
Strojny 

MN Board of Water and Soil Resources  

b. Chris Weir-Koetter  MN DNR Parks and Trails  
c. Sue Galatowitsch University of Minnesota 
d. Greg Berg Stearns Co. Soil and Water Conservation District 
d. Greg Hoch MN DNR Fish and Wildlife 
e. Mark Oja USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service MN 
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Program Coordinator 
The program coordinator is responsible for coordinating site assessments, program administration and 
managing the work of the Panel for the three Funds.  By law, the coordinator is responsible for: 

 Identifying a sample of up to ten habitat restoration projects completed with funding from 
the Parks and Trails Fund, Outdoor Heritage Fund, and Clean Water Fund; 

 Securing the restoration plans for the projects selected;  
 Summarizing the findings of the Panel; and  
 Providing reports to the legislature on Panel findings.   

 

The Coordinator also leads efforts to facilitate and document continuous improvement in restoration 
practice.  To facilitate these efforts, the Coordinator delivers Panel recommendations to the Agencies, 
project managers and partner organizations, then works with the Panel and Agencies to identify actions 
and provide guidance for implementing improved methods.  The coordinator tracks, evaluates and 
reports on the progress and effectiveness of improvement actions.  The Agencies have assigned a single 
coordinator to ensure consistency in program implementation.  A proportionate amount of the three 
Legacy Funds is used to support the coordinator position and a memorandum of understanding (MOU) 
between the Agencies guides cooperative support for this position.  The coordinator position is currently 
housed in DNR’s Ecological and Water Resources Division.   

Site Assessors  
The site assessors are responsible for conducting the site evaluations and providing the results of the 
assessments, in collaboration with the Program Coordinator, to the Panel for evaluation.  Site assessors 
are selected based on knowledge of restoration applications in the given project habitat type and 
project location.  Site assessors work closely with the coordinator in assessing project plan materials, 
conducting site evaluations, and participate in discussion with the Panel to ensure queries are 
adequately addressed.  Site assessors may be State agency staff, LGU or Federal agency staff or a private 
contractor.  Services provided by the site assessors are negotiated through the use of contracts, State 
Interagency Agreements, or work assignments.   

Project Managers 
Project managers responsible for implementation are expected to actively participate in the restoration 
evaluation process.  Project managers work with the program coordinator to provide the necessary 
project background information.  Project managers are also expected to attend the site evaluations 
when possible to not only identify project work sites for the site assessors, but to provide important 
project context, and answer any questions that may arise. 

Project manager affiliations vary between Funds and projects.  It is necessary to acknowledge the 
diversity of managing organizations and the scope and focus of their practice when evaluating project 
implementation.  Project managers for the three Legacy Fund restoration projects may include, but are 
not limited to: 
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 Clean Water Fund project managers 
- Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) manager or technician,  
- Watershed District staff, 
- Watershed Management Organization (WMO) staff,  
- County Water Resource or Environmental Services staff 
- City Water Resource staff 

 Outdoor Heritage Fund Project Managers 
- State agency staff (DNR, BWSR) 
- Federal agency staff (USFWS) 
- County conservation and land management staff 
- Watershed District staff  
- Non-governmental wildlife organizations 

 Parks and Trails Fund Project Managers 
- MN DNR Parks and Trails resource management staff 
- Three Rivers Park District (via Met Council appropriation) 
- Other outstate Park managers, when/if restoration projects are implemented 

 

 

Assessment Process 
DNR, BWSR and the Panel developed a process that provides for meaningful evaluation of project 
effectiveness while keeping the process as simple and consistent as possible.  A standardized Site 
Evaluation Form was developed by the Agencies and the Panel to provide essential project information 
and answer the key evaluation requirements as directed by law.  The effectiveness of this form will be 
assessed and improved in future years based on feedback from the Panel, site assessors and project 
managers.   

The project evaluation process strives to include project managers to the extent possible in conducting 
site visits and communicating lessons learned from project implementation.  The Agencies and the Panel 
believe that facilitating an inclusive evaluation process with project managers will increase the transfer 
of knowledge between field practitioners and the Agencies and ultimately improve restoration 
outcomes.   

 

 

Program Reporting  
State law directs the Agencies to “summarize the findings of the panel and provide a report” for each of the 
three funds.  The Agencies elected to convene the same panel and combine the reporting for each of the 
three funds into one report.  The combined administrative and reporting structure allows for a 
comprehensive and consistent process, while accommodating for the unique attributes and 
requirements of each individual Fund.   
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Site Assessments 

Project Selection 
The program coordinator chose projects as a representative sample of habitat types and geographic 
distribution.  Project habitat types featured in this report include six stream, three lakeshore, two forest 
and one grassland.  Projects with the following criteria were considered eligible for selection:   

 Statement of “restoration”, “reconstruction”, “re-establishment” or “re-creation” in the project 
description.   

 Manipulation of a substantially degraded site with the goal of returning the site’s 
natural/historic ecological structure and/or function (e.g. Conversion of an agricultural field to 
native prairie vegetation; break tile or plug ditch to flood historic wetland).   

 For Outdoor Heritage Fund:  projects reported as “restore” 

The number of projects selected was in relative proportion to each Fund’s appropriation to restoration 
evaluations.  The projects described include four Clean Water Fund Grant Programs with eight project 
sites, three Outdoor Heritage Fund Program Appropriations with four project sites and one Parks and 
Trails Fund Project.  All eight grants and appropriations featured in this report funded restoration 
activities at multiple dispersed project sites.  A smaller subsample of project sites was typically 
evaluated.   
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Project Locations 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Location of projects featured in FY-2013 report.  Background color delineates Outdoor Heritage Fund 
Planning Sections. 

Clean Water Outdoor Heritage Parks and Trails 

Sauk River Watershed District – Sauk 
River, Riparian Restoration ; CWF FY-11 

Cedar River Watershed District – 
Dobbins Creek Restoration; CWF FY-11 

Trout Unlimited  – W Indian 
Creek; OHF FY-11. 5 (c) Cold Water 
River and Stream Restoration 

Stearns County SWCD – Enhanced 
Shoreline Restoration;  CWF FY-11 

MN Valley Nat. Wildlife Refuge Trust– 
Cherokee Park (Great River Greening); 
OHF FY-11 5(a) Metro Big Rivers 

Rollie Johnson Joint Powers  – Rollie Johnson 
Island Shoreline Restoration; OHF FY-10.  
5(a) Conservation Partners  Grants 

Three Rivers Park District – Parks and 
Trails Fund  Restoration;  PTF FY-10 

Scott WMO – Picha Creek 
Restoration; CWF FY-10 
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Project Evaluation  
Projects were evaluated by site assessors who are not affiliated with the respective projects.  Sites were 
assessed by visual inspection of the project’s structural components and plant materials.  Project 
managers participated in all site visits.  All projects evaluated are in early establishment or still being 
implemented due to the recentness of the Legacy Funds.  Restored plant communities may take several 
years or even decades to mature.  Evaluations are based on observations of the present and projected 
conditions of the project site relative to the project goals.  Observations by field assessors on project 
effectiveness, estimated outcomes based on current conditions and application of current science are 
summarized in individual project evaluations, Appendix I.   

As directed in statute, projects are evaluated relative to: 

the law, current science, and the stated goals and standards in the restoration plan  

The Panel determined that all projects evaluated were completed in compliance with applicable laws 
and seem likely to meet planned goals.  It will take several years of monitoring by project managers to 
determine if longer term outcomes will be achieved.  Restoration science is continually evolving and 
current state of the art practice is an area of ongoing discussion between practitioners, researchers, 
government agencies and stakeholders.  Practices implemented were within the range of current 
science based restoration practices for the given project type.   

 

Legacy Funds 
Each of the three Legacy Funds has a distinct focus on restoration projects directed by the Fund’s 
purpose.  For each of the Funds, projects are evaluated relative to the stated goals of the individual 
project and with an understanding of the purpose of the particular Legacy Fund.   All project 
assessments are focused on estimated effectiveness, durability and progress towards the stated 
restoration goals based on conditions at the time of the site visit.  Observations from these discrete 
project sites do not represent an evaluation of the overall clean water, habitat or ecological restoration 
program.   

Clean Water Fund 
The constitutionally directed purpose of the Clean Water Fund is:   

to protect, enhance, and restore water quality in lakes, rivers, and streams and to protect 
groundwater from degradation 

The primary goal of Clean Water Fund restoration projects is to restore water quality.  Implementation 
of these water quality restoration projects is typically directed by a local water management plan or 
TMDL Implementation Plan that guides the types of projects and locations in the watershed where 
restoration activities will support water quality improvement.  Restoration sites may engage several 
habitat types in the landscape including streams, shorelines and various upland land cover types and 
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habitats.  Projects evaluated are a selected subset of Clean Water restoration projects sites within a 
larger watershed scale water quality improvement effort.   

Clean Water Fund restoration projects featured in this report are funded through the competitive grants 
programs administered by the Board of Water and Soil Resources.  Clean Water Fund Statute 114D.50 
Subd. 4. (a) requires:   

A project receiving funding from the clean water fund shall include measurable outcomes, as 
defined in section 3.303, subdivision 10, and a plan for measuring and evaluating the results.  A 
project must be consistent with current science and incorporate state-of-the-art technology. 

The Panel determined that all projects reviewed have complied with statutory requirements for 
presenting planned measurable outcomes and planning to evaluate results.  Project managers provide 
planned measureable outcomes in standard reporting to the Board of Water and Soil Resources.  
Measureable outcomes are typically presented in the form of a modeled pollutant load reduction.  
Evaluation of the project results is fulfilled by routine, uniform inspections conducted by local project 
management staff at regular intervals (typically annual).  Inspection forms are kept on file by project 
managers.   

 

Outdoor Heritage Fund 
The Outdoor Heritage Fund is constitutionally directed to:  

restore, protect, and enhance wetlands, prairies, forests, and habitat for fish, game, and 
wildlife.   

The primary goal of Outdoor Heritage Fund restoration projects is to restore specific wildlife habitat 
types.  Implementation of these habitat restoration projects is typically guided by a statewide or 
national habitat plan that guides the types of projects and locations in the landscape where habitat 
restoration activities can best support habitat improvement goals.  Restoration sites may engage several 
habitat types including shorelines, streams, wetlands, grasslands and forests.  A selected number of 
Outdoor Heritage restoration projects within a larger scale habitat restoration and protection program 
are evaluated.   

Outdoor Heritage Fund restoration projects included in this report were implemented with fiscal year 
2010 and 2011 appropriations and are subject to M.L 2009, Chapter 172, Article 1, Section 2. Subd. 10. 
Project Requirements,  and M.L 2010, Chapter 361, Article 1, Section 2. Subd. 9. These laws direct all 
project implementers to plant vegetation and sow seed of ecotypes native to Minnesota to the extent 
possible and restoration projects to provide an ecological restoration and management plan.  All 
projects reviewed in this report have documented planting plans and seed lists to support fulfillment of 
these requirements.   

Outdoor Heritage Fund restoration projects must also prepare a restoration and management plan, as 
required by M.L 2009, Chapter 172, Article 1, Section 2. Subd. 10. (3)   
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 for all restorations, prepare an ecological restoration and management plan that, to the degree 
practicable, is consistent with the highest quality conservation and ecological goals for the 
restoration site. Consideration should be given to soil, geology, topography, and other relevant 
factors that would provide the best chance for long-term success of the restoration projects. The 
plan shall include the proposed timetable for implementing the restoration, including, but not 
limited to, site preparation, establishment of diverse plant species, maintenance, and additional 
enhancement to establish the restoration; identify long-term maintenance and management 
needs of the restoration and how the maintenance, management, and enhancement will be 
financed; and use the best available science to achieve the best restoration 

 
The program coordinator verified and the Panel concurred that all projects reviewed provided and have 
on file planning and implementation documentation consistent with Subd. 10(3), as above.   

 

Parks and Trails Fund 
The Parks and Trails Fund is constitutionally directed to: 

support parks and trails of regional or statewide significance. 

The primary goal of Parks and Trails Fund restoration projects is ecological restoration of specific habitat 
types within natural areas of State and Regional parks.  Implementation of these restoration projects is 
guided by State or Regional Park natural area management plans that guide the types of projects and 
locations in the landscape where restoration activities can best support specific habitat improvement 
goals.  Restoration sites may engage several habitat types including shorelines, streams, wetlands, 
grasslands and forests.  A selected number of Parks and Trails restoration projects are evaluated in this 
report.   

Parks and Trails Fund Statute 85.53 Subd. 2 requires: 

A project or program receiving funding from the parks and trails fund must include measurable 
outcomes, as defined in section 3.303, subdivision 10, and a plan for measuring and evaluating 
the results. A project or program must be consistent with current science 

The Parks and Trails Fund project featured in this report was funded through the Metropolitan Council’s 
appropriation by a grant to Three Rivers Park District for restoration activities in the Regional Park 
System.  This grant complied with statutory requirements for presenting measurable outcomes as 
reported in acres of specific upland habitat types restored and linear feet of shoreline restored.  The 
program coordinator verified and the Panel concurred that evaluation of project results is fulfilled 
through the project manager’s documentation of ongoing monitoring and adaptive management 
activities.   
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Recommendations for Improving Future Restorations 
Statute for restoration evaluations directs the Panel to determine:   

 any problems with the implementation of restorations , and if necessary, recommendations on 
improving restorations. 

The emphasis of reporting is also directed in statute.   

The report shall be focused on improving future restorations.  

The Panel recommended investment in the following three areas to improve restoration practice in 
Minnesota and strengthen the restoration evaluation process. 

Improved Documentation   
The Panel recommends that basic project data should be consistently documented in a simple format 
that enables funding organizations and current and future managers to understand the essential 
components of a restoration project and the funded phases.  Project data should be permanently 
housed in a designated location and be readily accessible.  One of the managing project partners should 
be designated as the responsible party for permanently holding project data.   

Well documented projects have these attributes and benefits:   

 Clear project goals linked directly to desired outcomes provide managers and stakeholders with 
consistent assumptions.   

 Easily observable, quantifiable measures of success allow for the effective tracking of progress 
towards desired outcomes and directing future actions. 

 Facilitate improved communication of lessons learned to benefit future projects. 
 Provide a basis to evaluate outcomes and determine if projects are strategic conservation 

investments.   

While many Legacy Fund restoration projects included thorough documentation, the Panel noted gaps 
in achieving a consistent level of documentation across all Funds.  Project plans, in some instances, were 
deficient in providing clear goals.  Shortcomings observed included:   

 Project specific goals were not always clear.  In some cases, implemented actions were 
considered to be goals.  While implemented actions were typically adequately documented, the 
actions taken were often not explicitly linked to the overall goal(s) of the funding.   

 Plans lacked easily observable, quantifiable measures for managers to readily gauge project 
success post installation.   

The Panel considers consistent documentation of essential planning and implementation data to be a 
prerequisite for effective projects.  The Panel recommends that the following data should be 
consistently prepared to benefit management and gauge outcomes: 
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 Goals and Objectives:  [ The project should have clearly defined outcome based goals and 
specific measureable objectives, against which project progress and success can be measured ]  
o Goal(s):  [ Describe the purpose of this project with regards to larger goals ] 

- What is the long term desired condition of this site?  [ This is a description of the desired 
structure or community composition.  e.g. specific native plant communities ] 

o Quantifiable Objectives [ Measureable indicator or milestone toward desired outcome of 
this project phase; such as greater than X % cover in 2nd yr.  Objectives should be readily 
observable ]  

 Project location and setting:   [ A description of the project location should include, at a 
minimum, the county, township, range, and section where the project is located.  A detailed site 
map with defined project boundaries or similar information e.g., legal description, aerial photos 
should also be included ]  

 Existing site conditions: [ Documentation of the existing site conditions is critical to both the 
development of a restoration plan and assessment of the effectiveness of restoration actions. 
Documentation of existing site conditions may include some or all of the following ] 

o Site characteristics:  [ Description of topography, soils, hydrology, land cover, wildlife, 
special elements ]  

o Baseline data (quantitative if available):  [ e.g. plant species present and abundance, 
stream channel profile, water quality data ] 

o Surrounding landscape conditions, land cover / Important adjacencies:  
 Restoration work plan: [ Provide a description of actions, materials and an implementation 

schedule ] 
o Materials (seed mixes, soil, rocks, etc.) 
o Specific work activities with timeframe, anticipated schedule and actual implementation 

date(s) when completed 
 Long-term management plan: [ Description of planned long-term management activities, 

including strategies for monitoring and maintenance of the restoration site.  Anticipated funding 
source ] 

 

A project documentation template that could be adopted by all three Legacy Funds and example project 
data showing how essential planning and implementation documentation could be displayed is currently 
in the process of development by the program coordinator.  The program coordinator has sought the 
input the Panel, Agency staff and project managers in the development process.  This template guidance 
will be presented in the Fiscal Year 2014 evaluation report.   
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Improved Restoration Training Statewide  
The Panel recommends that statewide efforts to disseminate restoration best practices be continued 
and bolstered to meet the needs of restoration practitioners.  Compiling and disseminating current 
science based restoration practices and showcasing exemplar challenges and successes from the field 
will be critical to improving practice.  The types of funded projects and the community of restoration 
practitioners throughout the State are diverse.  Trainings must be appropriate and adaptable to meet 
the needs of these diverse projects and practitioners.  Training must also be able to reach disperse 
outstate managers through digital means or local technical support.  A suite of formal classroom, peer to 
peer and field based experiential learning environments should be employed as appropriate to meet 
training needs.  

Two examples of effective formal training are given here.  

 Restoring Minnesota:  Five online training components and associated field training sessions to 
support dissemination and application of restoration best practices are available through the 
Ecological Restoration Training Cooperative coordinated by the University of Minnesota in 
partnership with MN DNR, BWSR and MN Department of Transportation 
(http://cce.umn.edu/Restoring-Minnesota).  This program is designed to support foundational 
restoration skills and knowledge for a wide array of practitioners including professional staff, 
technicians and community members by sharing the best available knowledge from research 
and practice.   
 

 BWSR Academy:  State of the art training in technical and operational restoration practices is 
provided by the annual BWSR Academy training (http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/academy/).  This 
training provides usable technical skills, to primarily local government staff, for implementing 
restoration projects and administering programs funded by BWSR grant programs.   
 

Potential gaps and opportunities for expanded trainings will be identified by the Panel and program 
coordinator by comparing needs identified from restoration project evaluations with the content of 
these and other available trainings.  Targeted areas for restoration training and how lessons learned 
from restoration evaluations could support these trainings will be identified in future reports.   
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Evaluation Process Improvement  
The Panel recommends that strategic improvements be made in the restoration evaluation process to 
more effectively accomplish statutory goals and contribute to improvement in restoration outcomes.  
Actions for improvement include:   

 Follow-up site evaluations:  Track critical aspects of project effectiveness by selecting a subset of 
previously evaluated projects for follow up evaluations.  Follow up assessments will further 
inform the accuracy of initial site assessments and can be used to recalibrate field assessment 
methods.   Two sites evaluated in 2012 were revisited in 2013.  It is anticipated that two or more 
sites will be revisited per Fund each year.   
 

 Case studies:  Create case studies to inform future restoration practice and policy.  Examine the 
process, decision making and outcomes of selected projects to best learn from challenges and 
successes in implementation.  Case studies will be included as appendices in future restoration 
evaluation reports.  They may also be used to support technical assistance guidance and 
restoration trainings.  It is anticipated that at least two in-depth case studies of projects and/or 
practices will be produced annually.  The program coordinator will work with the Panel and 
Agencies to determine effective mechanisms and formats for highlighting projects and practices 
for target audiences.   
 

 Track factors of success:  Track environmental, social and operational factors that influence 
restoration success.  Factors such as public and private landownership, environmental extremes, 
type of implementing organization, high level plan guidance, plan documentation, field 
monitoring protocols, project manager turn over and shifts in state of the art restoration 
techniques should be assessed.  Within ten years, trends and indicators of project success and 
areas for improvement should emerge as the sample of evaluated projects becomes larger.  
Findings should be compiled and disseminated by the evaluation program coordinator to help 
guide future restoration planning and management.  A follow up survey of evaluated project 
managers will provide essential data on project success and associated organizational and 
operational factors.  An initial survey of factors influencing Legacy restoration projects is 
anticipated to be presented in 2017, based on findings from the first five years of the evaluation 
program.   
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Appendix I:  Project Site Evaluations 
 
Clean Water Fund, Fiscal Year 2010                 
Restoring Upper Porter and Picha Creeks – Picha Creek Restoration  

Project Sponsor:   Scott Watershed Management Organization 
Partners:   Scott Soil and Water Conservation District 
Grant Period:   January 2010 – December 2011 
Contact:   Paul Nelson, (952) 496-8475,   pnelson@co.scott.mn.us 
 

Project Narrative 
Over thirty miles of stream bank erosion have been documented along Sand Creek and its tributaries. 
These streams are considered as impaired due to sediment in them.  Research suggests that 70% of the 
sediment is coming from channel sources. The Scott WMO has developed a strategy for restoring fluvial 
geomorphic processes, improving riparian vegetation and buffering, reducing runoff, and the completion 
of a limited number of capital improvements to stabilize acute stream stability problems.  Sand Creek 
and Picha Creek are also listed as having impaired fish habitat.  Probable stressors include sediment and 
habitat fragmentation (i.e., fish migration barriers).  This project includes two improvement projects to 
stabilize the more unstable stream reaches as well as one fish migration barrier.   
 
The Upper Porter Creek project addresses four bank erosion sites in Section 36 of Cedar Lake Township. 
Treatment technologies consist of bio-engineering approaches using large woody debris cribs, bank 
sloping and vegetative planting.  There will also be some livestock exclusion and a short section with rock 
protection. The Picha Creek stabilization involves elevating the incised channel bed in some locations, 
excavating a floodplain bench, stabilizing the banks with biodegradable materials and native plantings, 
and the installation of buried grade control and 
exposed cobble and gravel riffle features. The Picha 
Creek project will also include habitat improvement 
and remove a fish migration barrier.   
 
The project will require on-going inspection and 
maintenance to ensure establishment of the bio-
engineered practices. The WMO will complete 
inspections on a 3 year rotation over the contract 
period, and pay for necessary maintenance from 
the WMOs annual funds for targeted projects.  The 
WMO is willing to assume these long term 
maintenance responsibilities since the public 
benefits are much more than the property owners. 

Evaluation Summary  
The Picha Creek Restoration was assessed for this evaluation.  This project stabilized approximately 2600 
linear feet and reduced sediment loading to Picha Creek and Sand Creek by an estimated 900 tons per 
year.  Additionally a significant fish migration barrier was removed and habitat was enhanced in the 
reach.  This project applied an innovative and challenging design of raising the streambed for the half 

      Board of Water and Soil Resources 
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mile reach with cobbles and anchoring the streambank with root wads.  Channel design used sound 
methodology and has proven to be stable during flood events. 

Project managers indicated that through this project they learned lessons regarding phased installation 
and maintenance regimes for seeded perennial vegetation.  Upon completion of in channel work in the 
fall of 2011 the riparian buffer zone was seeded and simultaneously planted with woody shrubs.  
Suppression of undesirable and invasive plants in the native seeded planting was completed with hand 
held brush cutting equipment in and around the woody shrubs.  This maintenance would likely have 
been completed more efficiently and cost effectively with large mowing/clipping equipment for the first 
two years; this was not possible due to the presence of the woody plantings.  Phasing of the riparian 
buffer plantings so the woody plants were installed at least two years after the seeding would have 
facilitated more efficient management during the seed establishment phase.   

Panel Comments / Recommendations:   
 Innovative and challenging design to raise streambed for the entire reach of the project 
 Stated goals were clear and outcome based; completed successfully 
 Riparian re-vegetation may be most ecologically appropriate and cost effective if allowed to re-

vegetate as Riparian Cottonwood forest 
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Clean Water Fund - Scott WMO, Picha Creek Restoration 
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Clean Water Fund - Scott WMO, Picha Creek Restoration 
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Clean Water Fund - Scott WMO, Picha Creek Restoration 

 

 



Restoration Evaluation for Legacy Projects – Fiscal Year 2013 20| P a g e  
 

 

 

Clean Water Fund, Fiscal Year 2011                
Dobbins Creek Watershed Restoration 

Project Sponsor:   Cedar River Watershed District 
Partners:   Mower County Soil and Water Conservation District, Red Rock Township 
Grant Period:   January 2011 – December 2012 
Contact:   Justin Hanson, (507) 434-2603,   justin.hanson@mowerswcd.org 
 

Project Narrative:   
In the summer of 2011, conservation practices were installed in the upper reaches of Dobbins Creek to 
stabilize eroding stream banks. We contracted with the non‐profit Minnesota Conservation Corps to 
assist with the labor. The crew worked efficiently, the weather cooperated perfectly, and the project 
came together exactly as planned.   The banks of 
Dobbins Creek were armored with native cedar trees 
and anchored to the banks. Once the project was 
complete, we cut the side slopes back to reduce future 
erosion in the newly protected banks. The site was 
seeded and matted to assure that the final project had 
adequate stability once vegetation was established. 

This was a new conservation practice for the staff and 
the community. Because of this, it generated 
significant media coverage from the local newspaper 
and television stations, broadening the public outreach 
and knowledge of water management in the area.   

Evaluation Summary   
Water quality projects in the Dobbins Creek Watershed were informed by an Ag Watershed analysis 
conducted by Cedar River Watershed District.  Projects funded through this grant were completed by 
Cedar River Watershed District in partnership with the Mower SWCD and Red Rock Township.  Two 
projects on the North Branch of Dobbins Creek were visited in October 2012.  A roadside stabilization 
along a Township Road reduced sediment erosion to the Creek and a Cedar tree revetment stabilized an 
eroding bank in a riparian corridor through agricultural fields.  Both projects applied accepted, durable 
structural and vegetative stabilization practices to address the goals of reducing erosion and sediment 
loading.   

Panel Comments / Recommendations: 
 Cedar revetment:  Valuable “soft armor” stabilization in an agricultural riparian zone; potential 

continued erosion at the downstream end of the project is a concern, should be monitored by 
managers.   

 Township roadside stabilization project:  SCS construction specifications for seeding,  circa 1989, 
are antiquated and should not be used in the plan set; more appropriate seed mixes are readily 
available (e.g. BWSR Native Construction Seed Mix 32-241)  

      Board of Water and Soil Resources 
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Clean Water Fund – Cedar River Watershed - Dobbins Creek Restorations 
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Clean Water Fund – Cedar River Watershed - Dobbins Creek Restorations 
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Clean Water Fund – Cedar River Watershed - Dobbins Creek Restorations
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Clean Water Fund – Cedar River Watershed - Dobbins Creek Restorations 
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 Clean Water Fund, Fiscal Year 2011                 
Sauk River Runoff Reduction and Riparian Restoration  

Project Sponsor:   Sauk River Watershed District 
Partners:   Natural Resources Conservation Service, SWCDs from Douglas Pope Todd and 

Stearns Counties, Cities of Sauk Centre Spring Hill Cold Spring Oakis St. Martin 
St.Cloud and Waite Park  

Grant Period:   January 2011 – December 2012 
Contact:   Lynn Nelson, (320) 352-2231,  lynn@srwdmn.org 

Project Narrative:   
The Sauk River Stormwater Runoff Reduction and 
Riparian Restoration Project is a watershed–wide 
effort to reduce the amount of nutrients delivered by 
stormwater and bank erosion to area surface waters. 
Funds will be used to assist local schools and 
municipalities with their restoration project design, 
installation, and financing. … Riparian restoration 
projects provide multiple benefits.  Restoring 
streambanks using native materials (bioengineering) 
stabilizes the bank from further erosion while offering 
better habitat for aquatic wildlife, a more diverse 
plant community, and a more natural corridor for 
recreational uses. The SRWD will conduct water 
quality monitoring along the Sauk River using other 
funding sources to determine project effectiveness.   

 

Evaluation Summary 
This water quality improvement grant applied a multifaceted approach throughout the Sauk River 
Watershed to reduce delivery of nutrients to surface waters.  Two of the eight shoreline restoration 
sites completed with this grant were assessed in September 2012.  The first a streambank stabilization 
on the Sauk River utilizing “soft armoring” and native vegetation.  The second a steep hillside shoreline 
restoration.  Both projects utilized accepted bioengineering stabilization methods and have the potential 
to achieve planned goals with appropriate continuation of prescribed management and maintenance.  
Projects were visited in a very early stage of establishment, follow up visit are needed to confidently 
assess plant establishment and achievement of project goals.   

Panel Comments / Recommendations:  
 Projects should consider retaining and / or establishing woody shrubs and trees, to the extent 

practicable, for woody root stabilization. 

       Board of Water and Soil Resources 
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 Lakeshore slope: consider phasing removal of trees and woody shrubs to reduce slope instability 
and erosive undercutting of coco-blanket; hydro-seed on coco blanket must maintain soil 
contact on slope to succeed, backfill and stabilize as needed. 

 Sites should be revisited by evaluation program during the first three years to track vegetation 
establishment and performance of bioengineered stabilization. 

 

Three project site evaluation forms are included, pages. 27-32 
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Clean Water Fund – Sauk River Runoff Reduction and Riparian Restoration – Sauk River project 
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Clean Water Fund – Sauk River Runoff Reduction and Riparian Restoration – Sauk River project 
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Clean Water Fund – Sauk River Runoff Reduction and Riparian Restoration – Sauk River project 
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Clean Water Fund – Sauk River Runoff Reduction and Riparian Restoration – Lake Shore  
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Clean Water Fund – Sauk River Runoff Reduction and Riparian Restoration – Lake Shore  
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Clean Water Fund – Sauk River Runoff Reduction and Riparian Restoration – Lake Shore  
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Clean Water Fund, Fiscal Year 2010               
Enhanced Shoreline Restoration, Infiltration and Protection 

Project Sponsor:   Stearns County Soil and Water Conservation District 
Partners:   West Central Technical Service Area, private landowners, Stearns County Lake 

Associations 
Grant Period:   January 2010 – December 2011 
Contact:   Dennis Fuchs, (320) 251-7800,  Dennis.fuchs@mn.nacdnet.net 
 

Project Narrative: 
The Stearns County SWCD Enhanced Shoreline Restoration, Infiltration and Protection Program has 
accelerated natural resource restoration projects in Stearns County. The project partners are assisting in 
recruiting landowners to implement shoreline restoration, erosion control and infiltration projects to  
protect and improve water quality as well as fish and wildlife habitat. We have prioritized projects based 
on location and impact. The site will be ranked as a higher priority if it is located near a body of water 
that has been listed as impaired or has an approved TMDL. Higher pollutant removals will also result in a 
higher priority ranking. All of the sites will be evaluated and documented by using eLINK and/or 
Hydrocad.  The Stearns County SWCD Board also has established a policy that all shoreland restoration 
projects are required to have a native buffer in existence or planted. The native buffer shall cover at least 
75% of the shoreline length and extend at least 25 feet landward of the Ordinary High Water Level of the 
lake or watercourse. 

In January 2011, approximately 50 landowners have requested assistance from the SWCD. All of the sites 
have been evaluated thru the project development stage. Of those sites, three have been selected based 
on priority ranking and have been designed and 
completed. All three of those sites completed involved 
shoreline restoration and one site included a 
raingarden. The balance of the sites that have been 
identified are currently being pursued in priority order. 

As a part of the shoreland conservation projects, the 
Stearns County SWCD Shoreland Deed Restriction 
process is being used to ensure projects done today 
will be in place for future generations. 

 

Evaluation Summary 
Stearns County Soil and Water Conservation District supported the implementation of eighteen water 
quality restoration projects utilizing this Clean Water Fund grant.  Three of these project sites were 
assessed in September 2012.  Evaluated projects included a riverbank and channel stabilization on the 
Crow River, a lakeshore slope stabilization on Long Lake and a runoff off reduction project adjacent to 
Big Fish Lake using grading/drainage manipulation combined with agricultural field conversion to 
grassland vegetation.  All projects were well sited and installed for clear water quality benefits.  The 

       Board of Water and Soil Resources 
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West Central Technical Service Area Engineer provided current science based designs for all projects.  All 
projects show clear direction towards achieving planned goals.  Continued investment and maintenance 
from landowners, directed by well written maintenance agreements, will support the success of these 
projects.   

Panel Comments / Recommendations: 
 Standards for shoreland deed restrictions and minimum project specifications ( ie 75% of 

shoreline at least 25 feet inland from water) provide strong support for overall effectiveness of 
the grant program;  May serve as an exemplar for other grant programs. 

 Big Fish Lake Ag. field conversion and drainage modification provides excellent water quality and 
habitat benefits at a low cost per estimated nutrient reduction. 

 Should establish simple quantifiable milestones for vegetation establishment. 

 
Three project site evaluation forms are included, pages. 35-42 
 
Note:  Evaluation Panel Member Greg Berg is directly associated with this Clean Water Grant to Stearns 
County Soil and Water.  He was recused of comment regarding these projects. 
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Clean Water Fund – Stearns SWCD – Enhanced Shoreline Restoration – Crow River 
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Clean Water Fund – Stearns SWCD – Enhanced Shoreline Restoration – Crow River 
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Clean Water Fund – Stearns SWCD – Enhanced Shoreline Restoration – Crow River 
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Clean Water Fund – Stearns SWCD – Enhanced Shoreline Restoration – Long Lake shoreline 
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Clean Water Fund – Stearns SWCD – Enhanced Shoreline Restoration – Long Lake shoreline 
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Clean Water Fund – Stearns SWCD – Enhanced Shoreline Restoration – Field conversion 
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Clean Water Fund – Stearns SWCD – Enhanced Shoreline Restoration – Field conversion 
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Clean Water Fund – Stearns SWCD – Enhanced Shoreline Restoration – Field conversion 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund, Fiscal Year 2011   
5 (c) Cold Water River and Stream Restoration, Protection and Enhancement 
Project:  West Indian Creek Habitat Restoration 

Project Sponsor:   Trout Unlimited   
Partners:   MN DNR 
Grant Period:   2010 – June 2013 
Contact:   John Lenczewski,  (612) 670-1629,   jlenczewski@mntu.org 
 

ML 2010 Appropriation Language   
Laws of Minnesota 2010, Chapter 361, Article I, Section 2, Subd. 5(c):  
Cold Water River and Stream Restoration, Protection, and Enhancement.  
$1,269,000 in fiscal year 2011 is to the commissioner of natural 
resources for an agreement with Trout Unlimited to restore, enhance, 
and protect cold water river and stream habitats in Minnesota.  A list of 
proposed acquisitions and a list of proposed projects, describing the 
types and locations of restorations and enhancements, must be provided 
as part of the required accomplishment plan.  The commissioner of 
natural resources must agree in writing to each proposed acquisition, 
restoration, and enhancement.   

Program Narrative:   
Our program will restore and enhance in-stream and riparian fish and wildlife habitat in six cold water 
streams in the State of Minnesota. The proposed projects will improve habitat for both game and non-
game fish and wildlife species uniquely associated with cold water trout streams and provide expanded 
recreational opportunities for Minnesota anglers.  
The specific fish habitat restoration or enhancement methods used on each stream will vary depending 
upon the distinct natural resource characteristics of each ecological region, as well as variations in the 
type and magnitude of poor land uses practices within each watersheds. MNTU will tailor each project 
accordingly in close consultation with resource professionals within the Minnesota DNR. The projects to 
be undertaken by MNTU as part of this program will be designed to accomplish a number of the 
following purposes: a) reduce stream bank erosion and associated sedimentation, b) reconnect streams 
to their flood plains to reduce negative impacts from severe flooding, c) increase natural reproduction of 
trout and other aquatic organisms, d) maintain or increase adult trout abundance, e) increase 
biodiversity for both instream and non-game species, f) be long lasting with minimal maintenance 
required, and g) improve angler access. 
These brief project summaries outline the types of actions, participants and timetables for each 
individual project:   Lost Creek (Fillmore); North Branch of Whitewater River (Wabasha); Pine Creek 
(Winona); West Indian Creek (Wabasha). 
Habitat will be restored on a section of each of these four Southeast Minnesota streams.  Specific project 
sites have been selected in coordination with the MNDNR.  At least 3.0 miles of in-stream habitat and 
stream banks will be restored or enhanced between July 2010 and June 2012. These projects will be very 
similar to the cooperative projects done by Hiawatha Chapter TU and the MNDNR in the past several 
years. They will consist of sloping and stabilizing stream banks using rip-rapping and/or vegetation, 
installing overhead cover for trout and installing soil erosion blankets.  Mulching and seeding of exposed 
stream banks with be performed, with native plant species used where appropriate. Improving and 



Restoration Evaluation for Legacy Projects – Fiscal Year 2013 44| P a g e  
 

 

 

maintaining stream access road(s) and stream crossing(s) will be necessary to complete these projects.  
Removal of undesirable woody vegetation (box elder, buckthorn, etc.) from riparian corridors of these 
streams will reduce competition with desirable plant and grass species and allow beneficial sunlight to 
reach the stream corridors.  All these projects are designed for reducing bank erosion, increasing 
overhead bank cover, increasing large trout and trout wintering cover, improving habitat for 
invertebrate species and other non-game species, reconnecting streams to their flood plain, adding 
native plant species whenever appropriate and possible, improving/increasing sunlight to streams by 
removing nonnative and undesirable tree and shrub species, increasing trout angling opportunities and 
local economic impact by providing improved trout populations and habitat.   
* Restoration and enhancement are used interchangeably throughout this document as the precise 
dividing line between them is not always clear. 

Evaluation Summary  
This project greatly improved the physical habitat of a highly degraded 4200 foot section of West Indian 
Creek.  The pre-project conditions consisted of a wide shallow stream bed with steep eroding banks.  
This project re-graded, widened and re-vegetated the streambanks and utilized a combination of rip rap 
and large rock habitat structures to stabilize and define the stream bank and channel.  Re-vegetation 
work utilized an appropriate diversity of native seed.  Minnesota Trout Unlimited worked jointly with 
the Lanesboro and Lake City Fisheries offices in identifying project sites and planning for this site.  Plans 
for site specific features and locations were developed by Trout Unlimited in consultation with Habitat 
Solutions LLC.  Site installation was completed in the fall of 2011.  An evaluation site visit was conducted 
in September 2012.  This project achieved planed goals of restoring and enhancing cold water fish 
habitat in this section of West Indian Creek.   

As indicated in the site evaluation additional habitat diversity could have benefited this project.  
Potential alterations include replacing some portion of the rip rap bank stabilization with root wads or 
toe-wood/sod mats, reducing artificial cover (skyhooks) and including submerged woody cover in some 
pool habitats.  During an intense rainfall event in May of 2013 several of the installed streambank 
stabilizing rock habitat structures were compromised as above bankfull flows scoured around them and 
eroded beyond the channel defined in 2011.  Intense “flashy” high stream flows are not uncommon or 
unexpected in Southeast Minnesota.  As such, stream restoration planning and design should 
adequately anticipate and design flexibility into the system where possible, versus repairing around 
fixed rock structures to maintain the channel course.   

Panel Comments / Recommendations:   
 Encourage integration of new evolving techniques such as natural channel design analysis and 

implementation methods on future projects to provide 1) increased integrated planning based 
on watershed and stream dynamics 2) greater flexibility for natural stream channel movement 
and 3) improved long-term structure for aquatic habitat by increased emphasis on 
predominantly living vegetation and woody materials.   
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Outdoor Heritage Fund  ML-10 5(c) – Trout Unlimited, Cold Water Habitat – West Indian Creek 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund ML-10 5(c)  – Trout Unlimited, Cold Water Habitat – West Indian Creek 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund ML-10 5(c) – Trout Unlimited, Cold Water Habitat – West Indian Creek 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund, Conservation Partners Grant, Fiscal Year 2010            
Rollie Johnson Island Shoreland Restoration 

Project Sponsor:   Rollie Johnson Natural & Rec. Area Joint Powers Board  
  
Grant Period:   2010 – June 2012 
Contact:   James Brandt (218) 543-6483 
 

Project Description 
The Rollie Johnson Big Island is a rare surviving example of an 
undisturbed old-growth maple-basswood forest. A major threat to Big 
Island fish, plant and wildlife habitat is the loss of vegetative cover and 
shrubs and trees in the upland areas due to shoreline erosion.  Because 
of the size of this area a multi-year restoration effort is in process. The 
outcome of this funding phase was to complete approximately 300 
additional linear feet of shoreline restoration.  Once completed, the area 
will have sufficient vegetative cover to prevent shoreline and upland 
erosion and allow for the area and adjacent littoral zone to support 
expanded plant and aquatic communities. 

Evaluation Summary 
The Rollie Johnson Island Shoreland Restoration is a volunteer lead effort that has successfully stabilized 
over three hundred linear feet of shoreline with slopes up to 30 feet high.  A suite of appropriate 
structural (coconut-coir blankets, fascines, biologs) and vegetative bioengineering solutions were 
applied with good success.  Native plant species selection, spacing and follow up watering were 
appropriate.  Yearly monitoring of the effects of winter ice push on the toe of slope will be essential to 
ensuring the stability of vegetation on these sandy slopes.  Despite difficult site conditions, ongoing 
efforts by volunteers supported by technical assistance from partner organizations (MN DNR, Crow Wing 
SWCD) indicate the likelihood of successful outcomes. 

Panel Comments / Recommendations: 
 Ambitious project implemented using best practices for bioengineered shoreline on a large 

sand-slope condition 
 Good use of fascines; impressive on this scale 
 Toe of slope stabilization should be closely monitored after melt out each spring; repaired as 

needed 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund, CPL Grant – Rollie Johnson Island Shoreline Restoration 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund, CPL Grant – Rollie Johnson Island Shoreline Restoration 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund, CPL Grant – Rollie Johnson Island Shoreline Restoration 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund, CPL Grant – Rollie Johnson Island Shoreline Restoration 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund, CPL Grant – Rollie Johnson Island Shoreline Restoration 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund,  Fiscal Year 2011        
5(a) Metro Big Rivers Habitat Program, Phase 1 
Project:  Cherokee Bluff  Restoration 

Project Sponsor:   Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge Trust 
Implementer: Great River Greening 
Grant Period:   July 2010 – June 2012 
Contact:   MN Valley Nat Wildlife Refuge Trust:  Deb Loon  

Great River Greening:  Wayne Ostlie 651 665.9500 

ML 2010 Appropriation Language 
$2,397,000 in fiscal year 2011 is to the commissioner of natural resources 
for agreement s for projects to protect, restore, and enhance natural 
systems of the Minnesota River, St. Croix River, Mississippi River, and their 
major tributaries as follows: $500,000 with Minnesota Valley National 
Wildlife Refuge Trust, Inc. for fee title land acquisition; $1,500,000 with the 
Trust for Public Land for fee title land acquisition; $227,300 with the Friends 
of the Mississippi River for restoration, enhancement , and conservation 
easement acquisition; and $169,700 with Great River Greening for 
restoration and enhancement . The accomplishment plan must include an 
easement stewardship plan.  All restorations must comply with subdivision 
9, paragraph (b).   

Evaluation Summary 
Cherokee Bluff is one of many restoration projects undertaken through the Metro Big Rivers Habitat 
Program.  The Cherokee Bluff site is within the City of St Paul Cherokee Park, above the Mississippi River 
across from downtown St Paul.  The bluff is dominated by a dry oak forest plant community; a one acre 
remnant dry prairie/savanna is also located within the project area.  Great River Greening implemented 
restoration activities on this site utilizing Outdoor Heritage Funding to leverage ongoing support from 
the City of St Paul Park’s restoration efforts.  The Outdoor Heritage funded projects supplement ongoing 
restoration activities at Cherokee Bluff directed by a 2002 restoration and management plan.  A walk 
through assessment of restoration activities was conducted in August of 2012.  Great River Greening 
utilized current science based practices in buckthorn removal/treatment and prescribed burning to 
achieve the stated goal of 80% dominance of native vegetation.  Additional woody removal will be 
needed around the remnant prairie to control woody encroachment.   Ongoing support from the City of 
St Paul will be essential to achieving and maintaining restoration outcomes. 

Panel Comments / Recommendations: 
 Good planning / implementation:  Pre-existing management plan utilized and adapted to 

current conditions to direct restoration efforts 
 Quantifiable objectives; “control Buckthorn over ½” diameter; & 80% dominance of native 

vegetation”; provided clear milestones for tracking phases of project progress  
 Combined cutting/herbicide and burning of remnant high-diversity urban prairie produced 

excellent results towards preserving locally rare remnant plant community 
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 Outdoor Heritage Fund ML10 5(a) –  MN Valley National Wildlife Refuge Trust, Metro Big Rivers 
Habitat Program – Cherokee Park  
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Outdoor Heritage Fund ML10 5(a) –  MN Valley National Wildlife Refuge Trust, Metro Big Rivers 
Habitat Program – Cherokee Park 
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Outdoor Heritage Fund ML10 5(a) –  MN Valley National Wildlife Refuge Trust, Metro Big Rivers 
Habitat Program – Cherokee Park 
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Parks and Trails Fund, Fiscal Year 2010            
Three Rivers Park District 
Project:  Crow Hassan Park Reserve Hardwood Forest Restoration  

Project Sponsor:   Three Rivers Park District  
Grant Period:   July 2009 – June 2011 
Contact:   John Barton, (763) 694-7841 jbarten@threeriversparkdistrict.org 
 

Project Description  
The goal of this project is to restore an invasive, exotic brome grass field in the Crow Hassan Park 
Reserve to a native northern hardwood forest.  Beginning in 2008 Three Rivers Park District, with Clean 
Water Legacy funds, restored 4.3 acres of this parcel within Crow Hassan Park to native woody 
vegetation.  Building on this initial work the current project initially began as the reforestation of 4.4 
acres of an old agricultural field to native woody vegetation. The planting, which is immediately adjacent 
to the Crow River in Crow-Hassan Park Reserve, ultimately ended up covering 14.4 acres. Forests have 
been shown to reduce phosphorus runoff by approximately 50% compared to grasslands/ pastures. This 
re-established native hardwood forest will help reduce nutrient loading from the site into the Crow River. 

Three Rivers Park District provided 7,530 native trees and shrubs grown 
at the nearby Park District nursery from locally collected seed.  The Park 
District also supplied all the equipment, chemical, mulch, and additional 
personnel needed for the project.  Site preparation activities included 
mowing and herbicide treatment of undesirable plant species. Follow-up 
maintenance activities included spot herbicide treatments, application of 
deer repellants, mulching, and watering. Monitoring of the planting will 
continue into the future and additional site maintenance will be 
performed on an as-needed basis. .   

A project overview is available on the Legacy Fund website at:  http://www.legacy.leg.mn/projects/fy-
2010-three-rivers-park-district-grant-project-4 

 

Evaluation Summary 
The Crow Hassan hardwood forest restoration was implemented in part utilizing funds granted to Three 
Rivers Park District from Metropolitan Council’s Parks and Trails Fund appropriation.  The Crow Hassan 
Reserve project was one of several restoration projects in the Three Rivers Regional Park System that 
utilized Conservation Corps Minnesota crews supported by the Parks and Trails funding.  A walkthrough 
site assessment was conducted in May of 2013.  Site preparation, herbivory abatement and 
maintenance activities are consistent with current best practices for ecological restorations in these 
habitat types.  Existing invasive grasses are being managed with herbicide and will continue to be 
suppressed by shading from relatively dense of tree stocking.  The Crow Hassan hardwood forest 
restoration appears to be on a positive trajectory to achieve the broad planned goals and improve the 
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habitat corridor along the Crow River.  Long term commitment by the Three Rivers Park District to 
support monitoring and management indicate a high likelihood of successful outcomes.   

Panel Comments / Recommendations: 
 Significant benefit to habitat connectivity:  Conversion from old field to floodplain and upland 

forest will benefit important habitat corridor adjacent to the Crow River 
 Desired outcome of “northern hardwood forest” was ambiguous, utilizing specific native plant 

community types would help to direct species composition (e.g. DNR Native Plant Community 
Classifications:  Southern Mesic Hardwood Forests MHs38, MHs39 and MHs49) 

 Species selection and stocking densities could have been more strategic.  Localized site 
conditions and competition through shade suppression will direct the suitable forest 
composition over time; benefits per investments would be greater if species and stocking were 
more strategic 
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Parks and Trails Fund FY10-FY11 – Three River Park District – Crow Hassan Forest Restoration 

 
 



Restoration Evaluation for Legacy Projects – Fiscal Year 2013 61| P a g e  
 

 

 

Parks and Trails Fund FY10-FY11 – Three River Park District – Crow Hassan Forest Restoration 
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Parks and Trails Fund FY10-FY11 – Three River Park District – Crow Hassan Forest Restoration 
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