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Projected Future Impacts 

•  TOTAL:  5,250 acres over next 20 years 
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Guiding Principles 

1.  The team will concentrate on compensatory mitigation 
and will not address other requirements such as 
avoidance and minimization. 

2.  Wetland replacement within the watershed is required 
under federal and state rules whenever practicable 
alternatives are available that offset the aquatic 
resource functions lost. 

3.  “Traditional” mitigation opportunities in NE MN are 
limited by the amount of public land, the extent of 
aquatic resources that remain from the pre-settlement 
era, and the limited potential for generating mitigation 
credits. 
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Guiding Principles (cont’d) 

4.  When practicable opportunities are not 
available in the watershed where impacts occur 
that adequately compensate for the impacts, 
then mitigation should be pursued in priority 
areas. 

5.  Mitigation of impacts to water quality must 
occur within the watershed, and may be 
accomplished through various mechanisms not 
limited to wetland mitigation. 

5 



Northeast Minnesota = BSAs 1&2 
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Bank Service Areas 
1 and 2 are the 
Lake Superior and 
Rainy River 
drainage basins. 



Potential Solutions and Options 

Five Main Areas for Further Consideration: 

1.  Wetland Mitigation Search Criteria 

2.  Alternative Options for Compensatory Mitigation 
within NE MN Watersheds 

3.  Replacement Wetland Siting Criteria 

4.  “Other” Recommendations for Program 
Improvement 

5.  Alternative Mechanisms for Providing 
Compensatory Mitigation 
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Alternative Options for Compensatory 
Mitigation within NE MN Watersheds. 

•  Restoration preferred method for mitigation. 

•  Fewer wetland restoration opportunities in NE. 

•  Large projects = high credit needs. 

•  Water quality is important in NE watersheds. 

Ø Concept:  Other “non-traditional” resource improvement 
and protection options exist that can enhance aquatic 
resources and at least partly mitigate for wetland 
impacts. 
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Alternative Option: 
Expanded Use of Preservation 

•  Activities on adjacent uplands negatively affect wetlands 
and other aquatic resources, including lake and river fringe 
wetlands. 

•  Protecting some of the area’s shoreline habitats and 
sensitive upland areas should be a priority. 

Concepts: 
1. Clarify and utilize existing 

preservation options. 
2. Allow credit for protection of 

sensitive upland areas 
(headwaters, riparian areas, 
important wildlife corridors, etc). 
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Protect NE MN Shallow Lakes/Streams/Wetlands 
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Headwaters of Trout Streams: 
Options for Protection? 
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www.dnr.state.mn.us/fishing/trout_streams/northeast.html 



Alternative Option: 
Restoring Riparian Corridors and Streams 

Ø Restoration of riparian corridors can provide multiple 
benefits to aquatic resources, including: 
•  temperature moderation through shading, 
•  reduced sediment loading in streams, 
•  reduction in peak velocities, 
•  in-stream structure from woody debris, 
•  wildlife habitat, and 
•  floodwater retention. 

Ø Restoration activities can include wetlands and/or uplands. 
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Alternative Option: 
Restoring Riparian Corridors and Streams 

Concept:  Allow mitigation credit for: 

1.  buffer reforestation activities that improve shading, 
habitat, or water quality of trout streams and other 
sensitive northeast streams, including impaired streams 
with an established TMDL. 

2.  stream restoration projects that include such actions as 
re-meandering lost channels, stream bank stabilization, 
and day-lighting buried/piped streams. 
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Mud Lake (Mud-Goose WMA) Leech Lake River 

Dredged  
Channel 

Sediment 

Original Channel 

Channel Restoration  

Example provided by DNR 
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Alternative Option: 
Stabilizing Natural Hydrology 

Concepts: 

•  Nearby ditching, channelization, or other modifications 
can indirectly impact the hydrology of existing wetlands. 

•  Restoration of the natural hydrologic regime can restore 
functionality and stabilize the hydrology, providing 
benefits to the watershed. 

Team Recommendation:  Provide clarification to allow 
mitigation credit for stabilizing hydrology by amending 
drainage features or other means. 
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Alternative Option: 
Peatland Hydrology Restoration 

Concepts: 

•  Significant ditching of NE peatlands through early 1900s. 
Drainage efforts largely unsuccessful. 

•  Significant effects on peat quality, water quality, and peatland 
hydrology in some areas. 

•  Restoration of peatland hydrology can provide water quality 
and quantity benefits to the watershed and downstream 
resources. 

Team Recommendation:  Clarification and consistency in 
allowing mitigation credit for restoring peatland hydrology. 

1.  Functional evaluation 
2.  Guidance 
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Map provided by PCA 
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Alternative Option: 
Approved Watershed Plan Implementation 

Projects 

Concept:  Approved watershed plans often identify 
specific projects that benefit the overall ecological 
functioning of aquatic resources.  Implementation 
of those projects by applicants could generate 
credit. 

–  TMDL implementation plans 
–  Resource management plans 
–  Basin plans 
–  Local water plans 
–  Habitat conservation or improvement plans 
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Replacement Wetland Siting Criteria 

Concepts: 

1.  Maintain requirement/incentives to replace wetland impacts 
within the watershed of impact when practicable options are 
available (do not “give up” on the NE). 

2.  Protecting water quality is particularly important in the NE. 

3.  When adequate mitigation is not available within the same 
major drainage basin, it should be directed to areas of the 
state that will maximize public benefits. 
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Siting Criteria 

Proposed Siting Criteria: 
 
1)  On-site or in the same minor watershed as the impact. 

2)  In the same major watershed as the impact. 

3)  In the same bank service area as the impact. 

4)  In an area of the state that has been designated as 
high priority for wetland restoration.* 

5)  In another bank service area. 

*Under current siting criteria, step 4 allows mitigation statewide. 
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Prioritizing and Targeting Out-of-Watershed Mitigation 

•  Existing plans and 
documents generally 
identify the prairie pothole 
region as a high priority 
area. 

•  For example, current WCA 
Rules identify the entire 
<50% area of the state as 
high priority for wetland 
restoration. 
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Prairie Pothole Region 

More drained wetlands = 
• More restoration opportunities. 
• More available information. 
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Prioritizing and 
Targeting Out-of-

Watershed Mitigation 

•  Priority areas can 
be more specific. 

•  Example map from 
MN Prairie 
Conservation Plan. 
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Local plans can also identify and/or 
prioritize wetland restoration opportunities. 
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Alternative Mechanisms for Providing 
Compensatory Mitigation 

•  NE Regional Wetland Mitigation Cooperative 
(Umbrella Bank) Option 

•  In-lieu-fee program 
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Advantages: 
•  More expertise: finding and conducting projects 
•  Strategic location 



Next Steps 

1.  Consider input from stakeholders, agency staff, and 
others. 

2.  Agency concurrence on the way forward. 

3.  Complete the Interagency Team Report. 

4.  Prioritizing and planning for implementation. 

5.  Continue work and collaboration on details and 
outstanding issues.* 

*Note:  Most implementation items will have some type of public input 
process associated with them (i.e. via Rulemaking). 
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Questions? 
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Other Ideas for Program Improvement 

•  Inventory of Siting Analyses and Potential Mitigation 
Sites Evaluated. 
–  Database of sites evaluated for use in future searches. 

 
•  “Rapid Response” Interagency Review Team. 

–  Early agency review of potential mitigation sites, resulting in early 
feedback to project sponsors. 

–  Improved consistency and coordination through simultaneous multi-
agency review. 

 
•  Promote Private Wetland Banking. 

–  Improve availability of info regarding banking in NE. 
–  Utilize agency expertise to proactively inventory and assess 

potential mitigation sites and promote banking. 
–  Promote and utilize local watershed planning efforts. 
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Example:  Stabilizing Natural Hydrology 
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