
Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council 

Member Evaluations of Proposal and Hearing Criteria 
December 9, 2025 

 

Background:  

Staff solicited comments and suggestions from Council members related to the content and format of the 
Call for Funding Request, proposals, and associated hearing criteria. Member comments are summarized 
alongside staff feedback and suggestions. 
 

Proposal 

Narrative 

Design and Scope of Work 

Criteria #2) - "Proposal is clearly written and adequately addresses: Who, What, Where, When, Why, and 
How." 
 
Proposal Proposal Template reads: “In this section describe the problem to be addressed, the scope of work, 
how priorities were set, and the urgency and opportunity of the proposed project/program.” 
 
“Be sure that the narrative answers the specific habitat that will be affected and how the actions will 
directly restore, enhance, and/or protect prairies, wetlands, forests, or habitat for fish, game, and wildlife. 
Your narrative should also address the level of stakeholder involvement and partnership.” 

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Councilmember Suss reports many applicants use 
this question to describe why the project is 
important but would like to see a descriptive 
summary of the project’s work in this section. 

• Staff will edit the template instructions to 
emphasize that this section should describe the 
planned uses for project funds.  

• This is also addressed under the “Abstract” 
and “Urgency” questions. 

• If not adequately answered, criteria scoring 
can reflect that. 

 
Describe how the proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes and/or addresses habitat 
fragmentation:  
Criteria #5) - "Proposal will leverage or expand corridors and/or complexes, and/or address habitat 
fragmentation." 
 
Proposal Proposal Template reads: “Does your proposal build upon lands with existing conservation status 
or add to an area of ecological significance?” 



Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Vice Chair Schara expressed concerns over 
the accuracy and relevance of this question. 

Question corresponds to Criteria #5.  

• Staff will edit question to read “How will this 
proposal expands habitat corridors or complexes 
...” and template instructions to be more specific 
about relationships to habitat corridors or 
complexes. 

• Staff will edit Criteria #5 to read “Proposal will 
improve or expand corridors or complexes …” 

 

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

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Vice Chair Schara expressed that this question 
does not add value to evaluations. 

This question is required by statute. 

 

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

Criteria #6) - "Proposal outcomes will help address habitat climate resilience and will provide benefit to 
associated fish and wildlife species in a meaningful way."  
 
Proposal Template reads: “Describe how the planned actions of your proposal could provide habitat that is 
able to withstand the effects of climate change and support the species it seeks to protect.” 

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Chair Hartwell suggests this question be 
eliminated as it is rarely used as a meaningful 
determination for funds. 

Staff feedback: This question was originally 
edited to include mention of climate change as 
encouraged by the legislature. 
 
Climate change question was edited to address 
heightened concern about climate change. 
Wording of question and Criteria #6 will be 
edited to read “Proposal outcomes will provide 
benefit to associated fish and wildlife species in a 
meaningful way and will help address habitat 
climate resilience. 

Vice Chair Schara indicated this question is 
difficult for proposers to answer and questions it’s 
value to members. 



 

Which LSOHC section priorities are addressed in this proposal?  
Metro / Urban 

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

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 

Vice Chair Schara suggests adding “Rum 
River Corridor” to this list. 

This sentence is auto populated from “Metro 
Urbanizing Section Vision” within the Call for 
Funding Request. 

Any specific regional or local priority can be 
addressed within other questions related to 
Conservation Plans. 

 

Describe how this project/program will produce and demonstrate a significant and 
permanent conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife, and if not 
permanent outcomes, why it is important to undertake at this time:  
Criteria #7) - "Proposal addresses priority actions and outcomes of one or more of the ecological sections 
and is likely to produce and demonstrate significant and/or permanent conservation legacy and/or habitat 
outcomes for fish, game, and wildlife." 
 
Proposal Template reads: “Describe how your proposal will create lasting benefits for conservation in 
Minnesota. If the proposal does not provide permanent protection, describe why the proposal is necessary 
and ready to be implemented.” 

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Chair Hartwell suggests dividing this question 
into two. 

Staff will edit the question as described below:  
1. Describe how this project/program will produce 

and demonstrate a significant and permanent 
conservation legacy and/or outcomes for fish, 
game, and wildlife: 

If this project does not have permanent outcomes, 
why is it important to undertake at this time: 

 

  



What other dedicated funds may collaborate with or contribute to this proposal?  
Parks and Trails Fund 

Clean Water Fund 

Arts and Cultural Heritage Fund 

Environment and Natural Resource Trust Fund 

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Chair Hartwell suggests eliminating this question, 
as the Council does not typically use this answer 
to determine funds and leverage sources are listed 
in budget tables. 

Staff report that this question is useful in 
answering questions related to funding 
collaboration and M.S. § 97A.056 subd. 3, ¶ (b) 
and (f).  

This question could be moved to the end of the 
proposal, so it is less prominent. * 

 
Provide an assessment of how your program may celebrate cultural diversity or reach diverse 
communities in Minnesota, including reaching low- and moderate-income households:  
Proposal Template reads: Describe how your proposal benefits the environmental or social welfare of 
culturally diverse, low-, and/or moderate-income Minnesotans. Include potential partnerships, outreach, or 
volunteer opportunities that would allow different communities to engage with your project. 

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Vice Chair Schara expressed concerns about the 
usefulness of this question. 

This question was originally included as encouraged 
by the legislature. * 

 

Activity Details 
Is the land you plan to acquire (fee title) free of any other permanent protection?   
No 

Describe the permanent protection and justification for additional protection:   
Explain other possible protection here. 

Is the land you plan to acquire (easement) free of any other permanent protection?   
No 

  



Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Chair Hartwell suggests combining the questions 
about fee-title and easement acquisition with 
existing permanent protection. 

Combine questions and populate one question if 
proposal notes fee-title or easement acquisition.  
 
“Is the land you plan to acquire (easement or fee-
title) free of any other permanent protection?” 

Chair Hartwell noted a question about public use 
appears for easement activity details only. 

Staff will revise so two questions appear for 
easement programs: 
• “Will planned easements allow for public 

access?”  
• With existing protection: “Describe the 

permanent protection and justification for 
additional protection:” 

 

Will restoration and enhancement work follow best management practices including MS 84.973 
Pollinator Habitat Program?   
No 

Explain why the work will not follow best management practices:   
Proposal Template reads: “MS 84.973 mandates that all habitat restoration/enhancement under the 
Commissioner of Natural Resources must follow "best management practices and habitat 
restoration guidelines for pollinator habitat enhancement" developed by the Commissioner. 
 
Use this field to explain why your proposal would not use these guidelines.” 

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Chair Hartwell suggests adding mention of 
neonicotinoid products if proposer answers “No” 
to using best management practices. 

Staff feels this is adequately addressed in the 
current question and in questions appearing later 
in the proposal. 

 

 
Land Use 

Will there be planting of any crop on OHF land purchased or restored in this program, either by the 
proposer or the end owner of the property, outside of the initial restoration of the land? 
Yes 

Explain what will be planted and include the maximum percentage of any acquired parcel 
that would be planted into foodplots by the proposer or the end owner of the property: 
Proposal Template reads: Describe the planned use of the lands if it includes planting and/or 
foodplots. 



Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Vice Chair Schara suggests addition of phrase 
within crop planting question; “The planting of 
food plots on OHF land is at the discretion of 
wildlife manager if needed to provide winter food 
for wildlife.” 

Staff feels this is adequately addressed by existing 
policy and authority, which allows land 
management authorities to plant food plots to 
provide winter food for wildlife according to their 
own guidelines. 

 

Will new trails or roads be developed or improved as a result of the OHF acquisition?   
Yes 

Describe the types of trails or roads and the allowable uses:  
Explain what new trails or roads are expected to be developed/improved and allowable uses 
(examples: hiking, cycling, motor vehicle use) 

How will maintenance and monitoring be accomplished?   
Explain the funding sources and source of labor for maintenance. 

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Chair Hartwell suggests modifying 
question about new roads to account for 
most common answer. 

Staff will edit wording to read:  

“Will new trails or roads be developed or improved, 
beyond those used for maintenance and management, as 
a result of the OHF acquisition?” 

 
Other OHF Appropriation Awards 

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

Are any of these past appropriations still OPEN? 
Yes 

Approp Year Funding Amount 
Received 

Amount Spent to 
Date 

Funding Remaining % Spent to Date 

2024 $1,500,000 - $1,500,000 0.0% 
2023 $500,000 $250,000 $250,000 50.0% 
2022 $1,000,000 $800,000 $200,000 80.0% 
Totals $3,000,000 $1,050,000 $1,950,000 35.0% 
 

  



Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Councilmember Kucharski suggests adding a 
narrative question to the proposal to provide 
proposers an opportunity to explain unspent funds 
prior to hearings. 

Staff will add a question within this section: 
“Please provide an explanation of any unspent 
funds awarded in previous funding cycles.” 
 
Staff also closely monitor this issue and report to 
the Council twice a year in August and February 
after evaluating status updates. 

Councilmember Suss suggests an additional or 
expanded chart for unspent funds. Suggests table 
entries labeled: 
• Under Contract 
• Designated/Under Negotiation 
• Allocated to Specific Parcels 
• Reserved for Ongoing Acquisitions Awaiting 

Permitting for Restoration / Enhancement 

Staff currently monitor these categories within 
status update questions and reporting and is 
reported to the Council twice a year in August 
and February. 

 

Budget 

Totals 

Item Funding Request Total Leverage Leverage Source Total 
Personnel $55,000 $15,000 Donations/private 

funding, Federal 
Funds 

$70,000 

Contracts $1,000 - - $1,000 
Fee Acquisition w/ 
PILT 

$1,000 $500 Federal dollars $1,500 

Fee Acquisition w/o 
PILT 

$1,000 - - $1,000 

Easement Acquisition $1,000 - - $1,000 
Easement 
Stewardship 

$1,000 $500 donations $1,500 

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

$1,000 - - $1,000 

DNR Land Acquisition 
Costs 

$1,000 - - $1,000 

Capital Equipment $15,000 $5,000 - $20,000 
Other 
Equipment/Tools 

$1,000 - - $1,000 

Supplies/Materials $1,000 - - $1,000 
DNR IDP $1,000 - - $1,000 
Grand Total $82,000 $21,000 - $103,000 

 

  



Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Councilmember Suss suggests creation of 
additional line items related to Acquisition 
Professional Services. Add line items for 
appraisals, legal fees, surveys, closing costs, etc. 
to differentiate from other Professional Services.  

Staff feel this is best estimated within current 
professional services category, as total costs are 
highly variable dependent on parcels.  

Chair Hartwell suggests dividing leverage column 
to account for committed vs. anticipated leverage.  

Replace “Total Leverage” column with 
“Committed Leverage” and “Anticipated 
Leverage” columns. 
 
Staff feel this information is adequately provided 
for in leverage table under general budget 
section. Definitions of “Committed Leverage” is 
a potential area for policy discussion by the 
Council. The results of pledged vs. confirmed 
leverage is also listed within final reports and the 
“Program Progress to Date” report. 

“Add to the description of “contracts” and 
“professional services” the dollars allocated to 
these individual items so it is not just a lumped 
together number in the budget.” 

Exact amounts are generally unknown at the time 
of proposal; however, additional categories are 
listed below the “Contracts” and “Professional 
Services” questions. 

Chair Hartwell suggests adding a line item for 
“Equipment Rental” to separate that budget from 
“Travel”. 

Staff feel this question is adequately answered by 
the additional detail within the “Travel” section.  

 

Protect Parcels 

Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 

Middle Branch Two Rivers Acquisition Kittson 16148218 100 $20,000 - 
 

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Chair Hartwell suggests addition of new chart 
that separates “Protect Parcels” by protect in fee 
vs. easement, and addition of a budget column 
describing restoration / enhancement costs and 
purchase price. 

Staff will create an additional chart to separate 
easement and fee-title parcels. 
  
Estimated restoration/enhancement costs are 
often unknown at time of proposal. 

 

  



Protect Parcels with Buildings 

Name County TRDS Acres Est Cost Existing 
Protection 

Buildings Value of 
Buildings 

Middle Branch Two 
Rivers Acquisition 

Kittson 16148218 100 $20,000 No 1 $30,000 

 

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Councilmember Suss suggests disregarding 
buildings that are valued at <10% of appraised 
value, and suggests removal costs be considered 
as other restoration costs would be. 

As per recently approved Council guidelines, all 
parcels with buildings must be reported to the 
Council. Estimated costs are referenced by DNR 
Grants Management and Council staff. 

 

 

General Suggestions 

Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback 
Councilmember Suss suggests staff seek 
comments from ML 2026 applicants on process 
improvements.  

Staff are in consistent communication with 
proposers and process improvement feedback is 
always welcome and acted upon. 
 
Staff will consider specific outreach to new 
proposers for process improvement feedback. 

Councilmember Suss suggests adding a glossary 
of terms to define terms used in Council 
documents, i.e. “Restoration” and 
“Enhancement”. 

Staff will develop and provide a glossary of terms 
and definitions. 

Councilmember Suss suggests the Council 
consider requiring purchased goods and services 
to follow state competitive bidding law. 

DNR Contracts Management ensures adherence 
to current purchasing guidelines. 

  



Hearing Criteria  

Proposals will be reviewed and scored by LSOHC members based on the following criteria.  The scoring process 
will be used to help evaluate proposals and aid in the recommendation process.  High scorers are not guaranteed 
funding and low scorers are not necessarily excluded from receiving funding. 

HEARING CRITERIA Max 
Points 

1. Proposal abstract provides a clear and succinct overview of the proposal 
activity, outputs, and outcomes.  10 

2. Proposal is clearly written and adequately addresses: Who, What, Where, 
When, Why, and How.  10 

3. Proposal addresses habitats that have significant value for wildlife species of 
greatest conservation need, and/or threatened or endangered species.  10 

4. Degree of timing/opportunistic urgency.  10 

5. Proposal will leverage or expand corridors and/or complexes, and/or address 
habitat fragmentation. 10 

6. Proposal outcomes will help address habitat climate resilience and will provide 
benefit to associated fish and wildlife species in a meaningful way. 10 

7. Proposal addresses priority actions and outcomes of one or more of the 
ecological sections and is likely to produce and demonstrate significant and/or 
permanent conservation legacy and/or habitat outcomes for fish, game and 
wildlife.  

10 

8. Performance measures are clearly identified and have a specific plan for 
measuring and evaluating outcomes.  10 

9. Proposal outcomes will be maintained over time. 10 

10. Proposal includes leverage. 10 

11. Proposed budget is appropriate to accomplish the outcomes described in the 
scope of work.  10 

12. Proposal seems reasonable in its size (full score) or seems inflated to 
compensate for potential of reduced funding (low score).  

10 

 
Maximum Points Possible 120 



Council Suggestion Potential Change / Staff Feedback  
Chair Hartwell suggests eliminating criteria #1 as 
it is duplicative of criteria #2.  

Staff feel these questions are unique in that 
criteria 1 evaluates the abstract, and criteria 2 
evaluates the entire proposal. 

Chair Hartwell suggests combining criteria #3 
and #6. 

Staff will develop language to merge these 
questions adequately. 

Chair Hartwell suggests rewording criteria #4.  Staff will revise criteria wording to read: “The 
timing is important and urgent. (Poor = 0, 
Excellent = 10)” 

Chair Hartwell suggests modifying criteria #7. Staff will revise criteria wording “Proposal 
addresses priority sections and outcomes and is 
likely to produce significant permanent 
conservation legacy and/or beneficial habitat 
outcomes for fish, game and wildlife.” 

Chair Hartwell suggests adding a new criterion to 
evaluate member opinion of granting the proposal 
a hearing. 

Staff feels if added, “Proposal should have a 
hearing”, should be a yes or no question, and not 
used as part of the criteria scoring. 
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