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LETTER TO THE 1983 LEGISLATURE
January 3, 1983

Pursuant to the requirements of M.S.A. 114B et. seq., we
have prepared this Annual Report of our program.

The 1981-83 biennium is the first period during which the
Mississippi Headwaters Board began program implementation.

During this period the program has been jointly funded
through county monies and a Legislative Commission on Minne-
sota Resources (L.C.M.R.) 50/50 matching grant.

In its first two years of operation, the Mississippi Head-
waters Board has become nationally recognized as a model pro-
gram.

During the reporting period covered in this report (July 1,
1981-December 1, 1982) the Board made significant progress

toward implementing its legislatively-mandated program ob-

jectives. Our results are highlighted in this report. Given the
fact that a cooperative, interlocal resource management pro-
gram such as ours has never been attempted anywhere else; the
program has run remarkably smoothly.

In this report, we have provided a detailed description of the
project history and the perspective of its originators. We have
done so because we feel that the program can only be understood
within this context.

We appreciate the support provided by the Legislature. We
look forward to continuing this relationship which has produced
such positive results.

Virgil F. Foster
Chairman
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PROJECT HISTORY

On January 3, 1975, President Gerald Ford
signed P.L. 93-621 which authorized a study of the
upper 466 miles of the Mississippi River from Lake
Itasca to Anoka for possible designation as a Na-
tional Wild and Scenic River.

In October, 1975, the preliminary draft plan
prepared by the U.S. Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
(BOR) was completed, and in May, 1977, Assistant
Secretary of Interior Robert Herbst submitted the
Study and the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) to Congress and President Carter.

On June 15, 1977, a bill which would have desig-
nated the ten segments recommended in the BOR
study, was introduced in the U.S. Senate. On Octo-
ber 31, 1977, H.R. 9855, a bill to amend the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act in order to designate
the Upper Mississippi, was introduced.

In January, 1978, Congressman James
Oberstar amended the bill to require a more com-
plete, specific study. The Mississippi.designation
provision was subsequently deleted from the Om-
nibus Parks and Recreation bill passed by Con-
gress.

In August, 1979, President Jimmy Carter in-
cluded the Upper Mississippi in his Environmental
Message and called for a study ‘‘to determine the
specific requirements for protecting the river cor-
ridor and providing public access, campgrounds
and other recreational facilities....”” He also
directed the National Park Service to complete the
study by April, 1980.

After objections to this deadline were ra’ised,
the target date for completion of this study was left
open.

Recognizing the need to protect the Upper Mis-
- sissippi, and in response to an overwhelming desire
on the part of the residents of the region to do so
through local control, State Senator Robert
Lessard suggested in the summer of 1979 that there
be some joint effort by local governments to pro-
tect the river. Subsequent discussions led to the
suggestion at a January, 1980 meeting of six coun-
ties that a joint powers board be formed to develop
a plan to protect the river.

On February 22, 1980, a joint powers agree-
ment was signed by eight counties: Clearwater,
Hubbard, Beltrami, Cass, Itasca, Aitkin, Crow
Wing, and Morrison. This coalition was named the
Mississippi Headwaters Board (MHB) and became
the largest (in number) joint powers board in state
history.

In response to an inquiry by Sonja Stevens,
Itasca County attorney, regarding the formation
and administration of the Mississippi Headwaters
Board, the Attorney General found the Mississippi
Headwaters Board was legally constituted under
Minnesota Statutes 471.59 and had the authority to:
pay for necessary planning, contract for services in
the same manner as individual counties, and re-

view zoning decisions of the individual counties re-
garding the Upper Mississippi.

The stated purpose of the Mississippi Head-
waters Board was to: formulate plans for the area
under its jurisdiction, and protect the Upper Mis-
sissippi River from uncontrolled and unplanned de-
velopment through the preparation and adoption of
a comprehensive management plan for the river
and-adjacent lands. The county management plan
was to provide for the adoption of strong local zon-
ing ordinances, recreational use of the river and
adjacent public lands, donation or purchase of
critical lands in the public interest and sound man-
agement of existing public lands along the river.

The board also recognized that any workable
plan must consider the views of all the diverse in- -
terests affected.

THE JOINT POWERS BOARD

The joint powers board is comprised of one-
county commissioner from each county. The MHB
was formed for several reasons: to recognize the
need for some uniform zoning and land manage-
ment guidelines, to share in the cost of producing a
high quality river protection plan, and to eliminate
the possible criticism that a “‘single county board is
too open to local pressure — sometimes to the
detriment of sound natural resources manage-
ment.”’

There. are several advantages to an interlocal
(joint powers board) planning effort. The advan-
tages cited in a State Planning Agency report on
interlocal cooperation include:

1. Cooperation *Is Useful in Broadening the Geo-
graphical Base for Planning and Administering
Governmental Services and Controls. Conflict-
ing land uses, differing codes, confusing juris-
dictional rules and inattention to those problems
not capable of solution by one unit of govern-
ment are the main criticisms of the small unit of
local government.

~ 2. Cooperation Tends to Enlarge the Scale and Ad-

ministration of Local Services Making Lower
Unit Costs Possible. This is an obvious advan-
tage to interlocal cooperation. By expanding a
service area, communities can take advantage
of the economies of scale that often accrue in
most services.

3. Cooperation Is Helpful in Guiding the Orderly
Growth of An Area. Planning is an especially
useful example. If several units of government
(including townships, municipalities, and coun-
ties) jointly plan the development of an area, the
cooperating units of government can prepare for
the expansion of governmental services well in
advance of the time when serious problems
might necessitate stopgap, less than satisfac-
tory solutions.
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4. Cooperation is Flexible and Versatile. One of the
outstanding advantages of interlocal coopera-
tion is its flexibility in adapting to new condi-
tions which may develop after communities are
already cooperating in a particular local gov-
ernment service. Everyday problems that occur
can be remedied within the practical framework
of cooperation without necessitating major
changes in the legal or administrative rules.

5. Cooperation Allows Flexibility of Boundaries.
Cooperation has the added advantage of being
able to include other units of government in the
agreement should they have need for the partic-
ular service.

6. Cooperation is Politically Feasible. Cooperation
does not result in the political re-structuring of
an area. No units of government are eliminated
and, usually, none created. Citizens still retain
control over the function through their elected
and appointed local governmental officials. .

7. Cooperation Results in the Better Performance
of a Service. Cooperation, if properly per-
formed, can result in the infusion of new ideas
and original approaches to problem solutions
that better serve the local citizen. This is no
small factor in an age of complexity and citizen
participation in government.

8. Cooperation Protects the Political Identity of the
Community. Most persons are extremely proud
and protective of their independent political ex-
istence. Although a municipality may lose
partial control over the administration of the
function in the process of cooperation, it does not
give up its political identity.

The current Mississippi Headwaters Board
membership is:

Mr. Virgil Foster, Chairman (Cass County)

Mr. Felix Kujawa, Vice Chairman (Morrison
County)

Mr. George Predovich, Secretary/Treasurer
(Itasca County)

Mr. Al Gerner (Beltrami County)

Mr. Alvin Hauge (Crow Wing County)

Mr. Ervin Kahlstorf (Hubbard County)

Mr. Donald McCollum (Clearwater County)
Mr. L.H. ““Gus’’ Schroeder (Aitkin County)

From the Board’s perspective, the plan they
developed had several major advantages over the
federal management alternative. Some of these
advantages include:

1. Cost

By adoption of strong local zoning ordinances,
sound management of existing state and county
lands, judicious purchase of lands or scenic
easements from willing sellers and more use of
existing opportunities for land exchanges, the
MHB plan could better protect the river at a
lesser cost.

2. Responsiveness
Because the plan was to be prepared by the joint
powers board it would uniquely strike the bal-
ance needed to respond to local concerns while
accounting for the broader public interest.

3. Public Support
The effort generated considerable public sup-
port. Public support is essential to the ultimate
success of any plan.

4. Protection

- The essential goal of the Mississippi Head-
waters Board was to prepare and implement a
comprehensive, interlocal plan to protect the
upper 400 miles of the Mississippi River. While.
the MHB plan would propose to develop facil-
ities and opportunities for diverse recreational
uses of the river and its adjacent lands, there
were concerns about overuse that could result
from federal designation. The book onriver pro-
tection, Flowing Free, concluded that: ‘‘On the
plus side, local or regional programs, escaping
the publicity.that attends federal or state scenic
status, are less likely to result in large increases
in recreational use.”

5. Timing
The implementation of the joint powers plan
could also be conducted in a more timely fashion
than could a new federal program.

PLAN FORMULATION PROCESS

At the beginning, many state and federal of-
ficials and citizens were skeptical of both the
Board’s motives and its abilities to protect 400
miles of the Upper Mississippi River.

The MHB recognized that if they were to have
any hope of convincing these skeptics, the plan they
were to develop would have to consider a broad
range of interests beyond those of strictly a local
nature. For this reason the MHB'’s first step in the
process of developing an alternative management
plan was to establish a technical advisory commit-
tee and a citizens advisory committee, with mem-
bership of these advisory committees to include the
broadest possible range of perspectives.

The Board’s decision to involve all interested
parties directly in the planning process proved to
be perhaps the most critical to the ultimate success
of the program.

The Technical Advisory Committee was
formed to review study drafts, discuss manage-
ment policy alternatives, and to advise the MHB on
the technical and procedural aspects of the man-
agement plan to ensure that it established sound
land and water management objectives.

The current membership of the Technical Ad-
visory Committee is:

Dan Logelin
Dir. of Environmental Services
Clearwater County
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Bob Hoffman
Forester, Land Department
Hubbard County

Lennard C. Bergstrom
Land Commissioner
Beltrami County

Merlyn L. Wesloh
Regional Administrator
Department Natural Resources

Carol Newstrand (Chairperson)
Planning & Zoning Administrator
Cass County

Charles L. French
Township Officer

Terry Greenside
Planning & Zoning Administrator
Itasca County

Roger Howard
Land Commissioner
Aitkin County

Otto Schalow
Planning & Zoning Administrator
Crow Wing County

Jo Barnier

Public Affairs Specialist
Chippewa National Forest
Route 1, Box 25

Cass Lake, MN 56633

Roger Kanten
Land & Forest Department
Clearwater County

Vern Massie
Planning & Zoning Administrator
Hubbard County

William J. Patnaude
Planning & Zoning Administrator
Beltrami County

Ruth Smith
Township Officer

Larry Olson
Wildlife Manager, Land Dept.
Cass County

Bill Marshall
Former Land Commissioner.
Itasca County

Charles Bonneville
Planning & Zoning Administrator
Aitkin County

Lansin Hamilton
Land Commissioner
Crow Wing County

Kathy Kendall
Planning & Zoning Administrator
Morrison County

Paul Swenson
Supervisor, River Section
Department of Natural Resources

Mel Gullickson

Wood Fibers Employees Legislative Council
Inger Route

Deer River, MN 56636

The second advisory committee established by
the MHB was the Citizens Advisory Committee.
The primary purpose of this committee was to
critique the study drafts prepared by MHB’s con-
sultant, staff and Technical Advisory Committee
and to advise the Board as to any plan changes
needed to account for the broadest possible range .
of interests affected.

The committee membership represents land-
owners, agricultural, forestry, conservation, busi-
ness and labor interests. With this diverse mem-
bership, the Citizens Advisory Committee was able
to advise the board on various plan elements and
policy decisions to ensure that it was responsive to
public concerns.

The current membership of the Citizens Ad-
visory Committee is:

Mr. Alvin Katzenmeyer
Lake Itasca, MN 56460

Mrs. Alice Dreyer
Star Route, Box 96
Bemidji, MN 56601

Mr. Dick Compton (Chairman)
Bena, MN 56626

Mrs. Helen Thorwardson
Lake Itasca, MN 56460

Mr. William Sliney
Rural Route 8 -
Bemidji, MN 56601

Mr. John Hohncke
Route 1, Box 87A
Little Falls, MN 56346

Mr. Alf Madsen
318 3d Avenue SE
Grand Rapids, MN 55744

Mr. Russel Ruud
Route 1
Palisade, MN 56469

Mr. Donald Crust
Route 3, Box 221
Brainerd, MN 56401

Mr. Vincent Cafaro
P.O. Box 533
Bemidji, MN 56601

Otto Norenberg
Route 2, Box 63
Cass Lake, MN 56633

Mrs. Elayne Maki
Citizens Action Group
Route 1, Box 242
Deer River, MN 56636

Mr. Bill Cook
Route 3, Box 257
Aitkin, MN 56431







Mr. David Wilander
Becida, MN 56625

Mr. Cal Bengston
206 Riverwood
Little Falls, MN 56345

At-Large Members:

Mr. Jake Nordberg
United Power Association
Jacobson, MN 55752

Mr. Ford M. Robbins, P.A.
1200 2nd Avenue S., Suite 205
Minneapolis, MN 55403

Mr. Claude Titus

Mississippi Headwaters Assn.

Manager, Grand Rapids Area
Chamber of Commerce

Grand Rapids, MN 55744

Mr. John Zakelj

Audubon Society ®
250 Fuller

St. Paul, MN 55103.

Mrs. Laddie Elwell (alternate)
Route 8, Box 479
Bemidji, MN 56601

Mr. Archie D. Chelseth
Northwest Paper Division
Potlatch Corporation

P.O. Box 510

Cloquet, MN 55720

Mr. Wes Libbey

Izaak Walton League of America
Route 5, Box 282

Grand Rapids, MN 55744

Mr. Don Ledin, Exec, Director

MN Assoc. of Farmers,
Landowners & Sportsmen

C. W. Michael Building

490 North Snelling

St. Paul, MN 55104

Mr. Duane Moran
700 Minnesota Street
Bemidji, MN 56601

Both the Technical and Citizens Advisory Com-
mittees contributed greatly to the formulation of
the entire MHB program. Committee members
spent literally hundreds of hours evaluating pro-
gram alternatives for the MHB.

The MHB and its advisory committees began
work on its plan in March, 1980, and met biweekly
throughout the planning process. Concurrently the
National Park Service was preparing-its plan for
National Wild and Scenic River designation and
management.

In July, 1980, the first draft of the MHB plan
was distributed for public review, and, in August,
public meetings were held throughout the region to
solicit citizen comments on the plan. Also in Au-

gust, 1980, the National Park Service released its -

draft ““Conceptual Master Plan” for river manage-
ment.

With both plans out for public review, Depart-
ment of Interior and MHB officials agreed to meet
to discuss the river protection options.

In September, the MHB responded to concerns
about its management plan, which were raised by
the Assistant Secretary of Interior, Robert Herbst.
In October, the MHB revised its final plan and
formally adopted it.

The final MHB plan also had to be adopted by
each of the eight participating county boards. Pub-
lic hearings were held in each county and the plan
was adopted by the commissioners of all eight
counties by a vote of 39 to 1.

- In December 1980, the National Park Service
held a final series of public meetings, at which time
Department of Interior officials announced that its
plan would be ‘“‘shelved’” and that the MHB plan for
cooperative local management would be accepted
by them as an alternative management proposal.

However, Department of Interior approval of
the MHB was contingent on the MHB seeking and
receiving state legislation which would:

1. Ensure a permanent Board,

2. Vest the Board with necessary authority to carry
out its plans, and

3. Obtain state cost-sharing assistance for plan
implementation.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The final MHB management plan was ap-
proved and printed in January, 1981. This plan,
which is referred to in the enabling state legisla-
tion, calls for the Mississippi Headwaters Board to
protect and manage the upper 400 miles of the Mis-
sissippi, from Lake Itasca to the southern bound-
ary of Morrison County.

Under the MHB plan, there are three major
methods by which the board, and its member coun-
ties are to provide this protection and manage-
ment: (1) the adoption and administration of com-
prehensive land and water use ordinances to con-
trol shoreland development, (2) management and
improvement of public recreational opportunities
on and along the River, and (3) establishment of
public land management programs designed to im-
prove the fish and wildlife, forestry, and the
aesthetic qualities of the River and its adjacent
lands.

Because all of these major areas of concentra-
tion include a number of specific objectives, and
provide the basis of the program, they will be ad-
dressed in greater detail:

Administration

The plan calls for the adoption of com-
prehensive ordinances by each member county,
and the Board, itself. These ordinances provide the
primary method for guiding land use and prevent-
ing uncontrolled or unplanned development.







The model ordinance prepared by the MHB
ensures the perpetuation of the essential environ-
mental qualities which make the Upper Mississippi
River such an important public resource. The or-
dinance provides minimum standards for the
placement of structures along the River, regulates
sewage system design and installation, regulates
cutting of vegetation, and prohibits commercial or
industrial use(s). The model ordinance also estab-
lishes criteria for the placement of utility trans-
mission lines, public roads and bridges, and grad-
ing and filling activities.

In addition to these standards for the river pro-
tection, the model ordinance- also regulates de-
velopment along eight (8) headwaters lakes.

The model ordinance adopted by each county,
is administered through their respective county
planning commissions, boards of adjustment and
zoning offices. However, exceptions to the model
ordinance standards, such as variances, rezoning
or inconsistent plats, must be reviewed and ap-
proved by the Mississippi Headwaters Board. The
MHB also reviews all conditional use permit ap-
plications. '

Recreation Management

The maintenance and rehabilitation of existing
river recreational sites and the acquisition and de-
velopment of new ones is a major objective of the
MHB plan.

The plan calls for the MHB to assume a leader-
ship role as coordinator of public recreation man-
agement activities.

The plan stresses the use of existing public
lands for locating most of these recreational op-
portunities; however, it also recommends the ac-
quisition of important lands, or interests in lands.
Acquisitions are to be on a willing seller basis only.

The plan also proposed that a recreational fa-
cility and use inventory be completed to assess de-
mand and ensure that only facilities compatible
with river protection be developed. A river-orien-
ted, recreational trails system is envisioned in the
plan. Finally, the plan proposes facility develop-
ment for river users.

Since the Mississippi River and its shoreline
were used as a prime travel route for the explora-
tion and settlement of the region, it is very rich in
historical and cultural value. For this reason the
plan recommends that the Board actively pursue
the preservation and restoration of historically-
significant sites along the upper 400 miles of the
River.

Land Management

The river management area established by the
MHB is over 100,000 acres in size. Of this total
acreage, approximately 50% is in public own-
ership. The public ownership is a mixture of feder-
al, state and county lands.

With such a significant amount of public own-
ership, the MHB and its advisory committees felt
that much could be done with this resource to im-
prove river protection and management.

The plan, therefore, calls for employing a vari-
ety of land management techniques to improve fish
and wildlife habitat, better manage the forest re-
source, and maintain the aesthetic qualities of the
shoreland area.

Land exchanges are recommended in the plan
to consolidate public ownership in order to reduce
agencies’ administrative costs and create new land
management opportunities.

IForest management plans are required to be
submitted to the MHB prior to timber harvesting in
order to ensure the protection of aesthetic qualities
of the shoreline and to also ensure reforestation of
these areas.

To further improve the management of these
public lands for public benefits, the plan recom-
mends the forest inventory of public lands within
the river corridor be accelerated.

Specific fish and wildlife improvement
projects are also recommended in the plan.

Finally, recognizing the value of these public
lands within the established river corridor the plan
recommends that these lands be permanently re-
tained.

The initial funding for the preparation of the
MHB plan and its program implementation were
derived solely from county funds and private con-
tributions. The funds raised were for the period
from program start-up in March, 1980 through
June 30, 1981. Many felt that if the program was to
be successful, a permanent board, with permanent
authority and financing would have to be establish-
ed. The Department of Interior’s contingencies for
MHB plan approval reflected these public con-
cerns.

In December, 1980, the MHB’s staff and legal
counsel met with the Attorney General’s Office to
begin drafting legislation which would address
these concerns.

After much input was received on the proposed
legislation, a bill (S.F. 2/H.F. 510) was introduced
in the 1981 Legislative Session. ‘

Concurrently, a biennial budget request for a
state cost-share program was made to the Legisla-
tive Commission on Minnesota Resources
(L.C.M.R.).

After many hearings, the necessary MHB leg-
islation was unanimously approved by the State
Senate and passed by an overwhelming margin in
the House. The legislation which was finally
enacted required county board approval by each
participating county before it became effective.

The 1981 Legislature also enacted a 50/50 state
cost-share assistance program. The L.C.M.R. pro-
vided a matching grant of $160,000 for the 1981-83
biennium. The appropriation was made to the De-







partment of Natural Resources to be used as a
grant to the Mississippi Headwaters Board.

1981-83 BIENNIAL PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

This description addresses the actions taken by
the board in order to implement the objectives of
both the MHB enabling legislation (M.S.A. 114B et.
seq.) and the L.C.M.R. work program. For
purposes of this report, the activities, projects and
financial data are for the period July 1, 1981 to De-
cember 1, 1982.

The MHB set six (6) major objectives to be ac-
complished during its first two years of operation.
The six objectives which were made a part of the
L.C.M.R. 1981-83 biennial work program are:

1. Carry out regular MHB administrative and op-
erat{onal activities.

2. Amend and update the current management
plan and land use ordinances to reflect pro-
visions of the 1981 legislation establishing the
MHB as a permanent board.

3. Implement the recreation and historic site plan-
ning and management portion of the manage-
ment plan.

4. Develop public involvement and informational
services.

5. Develop a program for intergovernmental coop-
eration and communication.

6. Initiate special projects and activities.

Much work has been accomplished toward im-
plementation of these objectives. A summary of the
specific projects or tasks carried out by the Board
under each of these objectives is provided:

1. Carry Out Regular MHB Administrative and

Operational Activities.

* When L.C.M.R. funding was received, a
formal agreement describing the terms and
conditions for transfer of funds from DNR to
the MHB was signed by the respective agen-
cies.

* Procedures were established by the MHB to
ensure compliance with the requirements of
the enabling legislation and the L.C.M.R. ap-
propriation.

* The MHB established a central administrative
office in the Cass County Courthouse at Walk-
er.

* The Cass County Auditor was designated as
the fiduciary agent for the MHB.

* A personnel subcommittee was established by
the MHB to handle the hiring of an Executive
Director, and other support staff.

* The MHB held regular monthly meetings to
conduct its business. Minutes of each meeting
have been prepared and distributed.

2. Amend and Update the Current Management
Plan and Land Use Ordinances to Reflect Pro-
visions of the 1981 Legislation Establishing the
MHB as a Permanent Board.

* The MHB legislation required that each mem-
ber county adopt the legislation; and that they
also adopt the MHB management plan and or-
dinance cited in the legislation. All member
counties adopted the legislation and or-
dinance.

* However, in August, 1981, the County of
Beltrami amended that ordinance by exempt-
ing six headwaters lakes and approximately
seven river miles of the Mississippi River
within Beltrami County from the coverage of
the Mississippi Headwaters Zoning Or-
dinance. In response to the exemption made
by Beltrami County, the Minnesota Depart-
ment of Natural Resources filed a Petition for
Alternative Writ of Mandamus which, in es-
sence, asked the District court to direct
Beltrami County to implement and enforce
the Mississippi Headwaters Zoning Or-
dinance. The Mississippi Headwaters Board,
with the unanimous support of the C.A.C., was
granted leave to submit a Brief as Amicus
Curie to the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources. In Minnesota Department of Nat-
ural Resources v. the Board of Com-
missioners of Beltrami County, (District
Court, Ninth Judicial District) decided March
24, 1982, the Court held that Beltrami County
could not exempt the areas in question from
the minimum standards of the Mississippi
Headwaters Zoning Ordinance. As a result of
that decision, Beltrami County began to, and
continues to implement and enforce the min-
imum standards in all areas of Beltrami
County under the Mississippi Headwaters
Zoning Ordinance.

* The MHB and county staffs are processing all
applications required under the ordinance.
Necessary site inspections are conducted by
county and MHB personnel.

* Procedures have been established by the
MHB for the consistent administration of the
ordinance by all participating governmental
units and agencies.

* Regular communication has been maintained
between the MHB and county zoning offices as
well as with other appropriate agencies and
the advisory committees to ensure timely re-
view of permit applications. All permit ap-
plications brought to the MHB for review and
certification have been acted on within the 30-
day period specified by law.

* Through this process, there has been a
marked improvement in the quality and ex-
tent of review conducted by county zoning of-
fices, planning commissions and boards of ad-
justment. Consequently, the MHB has fewer
applications coming to it for approval where
the requests are unjustified, based on the or-
dinance criteria.
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. Implement the Recreation & Historic Site Plan-
ning and the Land Management Objectives of
the Management Plan.

* A multi-agency review of recreation areas
and facilities along the upper 400 miles of Mis-
sissippi River was conducted.

* In Morrison County, recreational park
acreage was acquired and initial development
begun.

* In Aitkin County, major rehabilitation work
was done in one county park; a new picnic
shelter building was constructed in another.
Public access, road and day-use facility im-
provement were made in a third riverside
park. Planning was completed for a road im-
provement and bike path construction
project, which will connect with a similar
project in Itasca County.

* In Itasca County, improvements were made
to existing river accesses. Preliminary work
was done on two new accesses. A road im-
provement and bike path construction project
located along the river was also completed.

* In Crow Wing County, a new access was com-
pleted; work was also done on a riverside pic-
nic area.

* In Hubbard County, a bridge project was
completed by the county and the DNR.

* In Clearwater County, a new public access
near the headwaters of the Mississippi was
constructed through a cooperative state and
county effort.

* The MHB staff worked with private organiza-
tions to secure protection of a French fur trad-
ing post site.

* The MHB provided staff support and as-
sistance to Itasca County in their effort to
purchase an important recreational and his-
toric site known as White Oak Point. This
project was submitted for LAWCON funding.
The grant request was approved by the
L.C.M.R. and the L.A.C. in 1982. MHB and
county staff are currently negotiating the
purchase of the property.

* A forest inventory and management plan
were completed for all state and county lands
within the river corridor in Hubbard County.
The MHB reviewed and approved this man-
agement plan.

* A forest management plan for county lands in
Clearwater County was completed by the land
commissioner’s office. This plan was also re-
viewed and approved by the MHB.

* Forest inventory and management planning
activities were begun on lands along the River
in Aitkin, Crow Wing, Itasca, Cass and
Beltrami Counties.

* Timber appraisals, sales and reforestation
activities were carried out in Clearwater,

Hubbard, Beltrami, Cass, Itasca, Aitkin and
Crow Wing Counties.

The MHB also reviewed DNR forest land
management plans which were presented to
it.

Fish and wildlife improvement projects were
completed in Cass County.

Aitkin, Crow Wing and Itasca Counties in-
vestigated land exchange possibilities with
private owners in order to consolidate public
land holdings along the River. Aitkin County
held several public hearings regarding a ma-
jor (several thousand acres) land exchange it
was proposing. However, this exchange is
being re-examined and redeveloped consis-
tent with a recent Attorney General’s ruling.

. Develop Public Involvement and Informational

Services.

*

An advisory committee composed of 23
citizens representing a diverse group of in-
terests has been established by the Board.
Nominations to the committee were solicited
from each of the county boards. Additional
memberships on the committee, representing
a broad range of statewide interests, were
also submitted to the Board for their ap-
proval. Committee membership includes io-
cal citizen leaders and representatives of
landowners, conservation, forestry, agricul-
ture, and other interests.

The Citizens Advisory Committee has adopted
a ‘‘Purpose & Responsibility Paper’’ which
defines its function and relationship to the
MHB. This paper also sets the procedures for
the election of a chairman, replacement of
members, and meeting procedures.

The Citizens Advisory Committee has held
quarterly meetings to review the progress of
the MHB on various elements of its L.C.M.R.
work program and to advise the Board on im-
portant issues which require MHB action.

Citizen Advisory Committee members have
received copies of all relevant zoning applica-
tions so that they can advise the MHB.

The MHB holds regular monthly meetings,
which are open to the public, to conduct its
business. Agendas are prepared and dis-
seminated to the news media, interested
groups, and the general public.

There have been numerous requests for in-
formation about the MHB from throughout
Minnesota, and from other states, as well.
MHB staff responds to all these public in-
quiries and does the necessary follow-up.

The MHB program has been featured on nu-
merous television and radio programs and
has been the subject of over 400 newspaper
articles.

The MHB has also'developed aninformational
brochure about its program. Brochures have
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been made available to the public through the
MHB, county, DNR, and U.S.F.S. offices.

MHB and county staffs have also prepared an
ordinance summary. Copies of the ordinance
and the summary are available to the public
through the county zoning offices or from the
MHB.

5. Develop a Program For Intergovernmental Co-
operation and Communication. “

* The MHB has spent much time working with

other state and federal agencies, as well as
the member counties themselves, to prevent
duplication of efforts and improve interagen-
cy cooperation.

A formal cooperative management agree-
ment between the MHB dnd the DNR was
signed in July, 1981. The agreement is de-
signed to ensure compatible management af
public waters.

A formal cooperative agreement and memo-
randum of understanding was sigiied between
the MHB and the U.S. Forest Service in De-
cember, 1981. This agreement ensures coop-
erative land, water and recreation manage-
ment by the U.S. Forest Service, MHB and its
member counties, within the boundaries of the
Chippewa National Forest.

The MHB also sent a proposed cooperative
agreement to the U.S. Bureau of Land Man-
agement (B.L.M.) which owned many islands
on the upper 400 miles of the Mississippi Riv-
er.

This agreement, however, was held in
abeyance, at the request of the B.L.M. until
the issue of possible transfer of these land
holdings had been resolved. The B.L.M. has
reached agreement to transfer these lands to
the State of Minnesota. Therefore, a coopera-
tive management agreement is no longer nec-
essary with the U.S. Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. Mississippi Headwaters Board staff
sent a letter requesting acknowledgement of
this situation to the B.L. M.

The MHB legislation also directs the Board to
negotiate a cooperative management agree-
ment with the Leech Lake Reservation Busi-
ness Committee. At the time of this report a
cooperative management agreement between
the Mississippi Headwaters Board and the
Leech Lake Reservation Business Committee
for the management of land lying within the
exterior boundaries of the Leech Lake Indian
Reservation has not been reached. Through-
out the past year, negotiations have been con-
ducted between the Mississippi Headwaters
Board and the Leech Lake Reservation Busi-
ness Committee for the purpose of reaching a
cooperative management agreement. Part of
the effort made by the Mississippi Head-
waters Board includes its attempt to de-

termine the interests of the four counties that
will be affected by the cooperative manage-
ment agreement, namely, the counties of
Beltrami, Cass, Hubbard, and Itasca. During
the past year, the Mississippi Headwaters
Board has formulated and submitted two
management proposals to the Leech Lake
Reservation Business Committee. The Leech
Lake Reservation Business Committee de-
clined to accept either of those proposals.
However, progress has been made. In its most
recent proposal, the Mississippi Headwaters
Board recognizes the management authority
of the Leech Lake Reservation Business Com-
mittee over Indian Trust lands.

The remaining issue of disagreement con-
cerns the management authority over fee
lands that lie within the exterior boundaries of
the Leech Lake Indian Reservation. In its at-
tempt to reach an agreement on that issue, the
Mississippi Headwaters Board has proposed
that the Mississippi Headwaters Board would
exercise primary management authority over
all fee lands. The Leech Lake Reservation
Business Committee, however, has declined
to accept that proposal. At this time, nego-
tiations are in progress.

Several cooperative recreational develop-
ment projects have also been undertaken with
state agencies. Recreation projects are being
cooperatively developed under the Great Riv-
er Road Program by Clearwater, Cass, Itasca
and Aitkin Counties.

The concurrent review of permit applications
and site inspections by MHB, DNR and county
staffs has been encouraged in order to im-
prove interagency response(s), reduce re-
sponse time, and minimize conflicts.

The MHB hosted a meeting of state and coun-
ty engineers and DNR officials to discuss road
projects and bridge crossings. Interagency
coordination regarding public water and land
use permit reviews has been significantly im-
proved.

The MHB Technical Advisory Committee,
which includes federal, state and local of-
ficials meets on a regular basis to discuss
areas where interagency communications
and management activities can be improved.

6. Initiate Special Projects and Activities.

*

*

The MHB has arranged legislative tours and
briefings to discuss the program.

A congressional field hearing was held in
Grand Rapids by the U.S. Senate In-
tergovernmental Relations Subcommittee of
the Governmental Relations Committee to
discuss the MHB program and other non-fed-
eral management alternatives.

MHB staff gave presentations at the National
Association of Counties’ Western Conference.







MHB staff served as” panelists at two <2)
workshops on land acquisition and manage-
ment alternatives, which were sponsored by
the U.S. Senate Public Lands and Reserved
Waters Subcommittee of the Senate Energy
and Natural Resources Committee.

MHB staff and Citizen Advisory Committee
members also spoke at other conferences
on land policy and management alternatives
held around the country.

The MHB was notified that it will receive an
Outstanding Achievement Award from the
National Association of Counties for its pro-
gram.

The MHB was also notified that it will receive
an Qutstanding Achievement Award from the
Association of Minnesota Counties.

MHB staff discussed its program and the op-
portunities for its application elsewhere at a
recent National Conference on Water Policy.

The MHB also applied for a private foundation
grant to provide some special pubslic informa-
tion services.

The member counties themselves have also
worked on special projects. For example, in
Cass County, the wildlife specialist works co-

» operatively with the U.S.F.S. on bald eagle
and osprey management. This year, the Cass
County wildlife specialist also placed wood-
duck nesting houses along the Mississippi.
Further, the Aitkin County zoning office con-
ducted a special survey of all sanitary sewage
systems along the river within the county.
This study also included follow-up with prop-
erty owners to ensure that substandard sew-
age treatment systems were corrected.

FINANCIAL

The grant formula is specified in M.L. 1981,
Chapter 356, Sec. 31, Subd. 4-q. The grant requires
the expenditure of funds, or equivalent services by
the eight member counties. County funds and ser-
vices must be for the implementation of various
elements of the plan and program authorized by
M.S. Chapter 114.B. These county expenditures are
then submitted to the DNR by the Mississippi
Headwaters Board, acting as agent for the member
counties. The DNR, after review and approval of
county expenditures, is then authorized to reim--
burse the Mississippi Headwaters Board for an
amount up to 50% of the total project cost. The ac-
tual disbursement of funds for the Board is made
through the Cass County Auditor’s Office.

SIGNIFICANT STATISTICS:

County Expenditures By Fund
7/1/81 — 12/1/82

Total — $195,482

Tax Forfeit County ~Com-

Res. Mgmt./ Parks & General munity Road &

Reforestation Recreation Revenue Health Bridge
Aitkin $7,344 $23,552 $ 3,818 $4,337
Beltrami 3,975 6,874
Cass 3,024 17,176 $ 2,425
Clearwater 2,377 3,316 9,432
Crow Wing 3,080 2,922 9,268
Hubbard 1,008 919
Itasca 7,900 66,580
Morrison 4,658 11,167

$28,708 $31,462

1983-85 Biennial Budget Request

Actual
F.Y. 1982

Total Expenditures by

Member Counties for

program implementation: $138,965
Total Expenditures of

State Grant: $ 56,475
Administrative Cost (DNR

from Grant): -0-

$119,118 $4,337 $11,857

Est. Est. Est.
FY. 1983 F.Y. 1984 F.Y. 1985
$151,000 $176,000 $176,000
$103,525 $ 91,000 $ 91,000

-0- $ 13,500 $ 13,500
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