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INTRODUCTION

This is a major portion of the Final Report of Proposal/Grant
033-8016378, National Science Foundation. The author is a Public Service
Science Resident working under the Science for Citizens Program, in the
Division of Intergovernmental and Public Service Science and Technology
of NSF. The host or sponsoring organization in which the Resident is housed
is the Siouxltand Interstate Metropolitam Planning Council (SIMPCO) in
Sioux City, lowa.

The Title of the Grant is ''Development of Environmentally Acceptable
Land Use Options in a Recreation River Stretch of the Middle Missouri River."

After the various options were collected and considered via library
research and discussions with knowledgeable professionals and governmental
-specialists, a series of citizen public education meetings was planned
and conducted with the goal of presenting all reasonable or possible options
for the future development of a 58 mile stretch of the Missouri River which
has been designated by the federal government as the Missouri National
Recreation River. After the presentation, participants were asked to
complete a questionnaire which summarized the options and gave them an
opportunity to express their opinions concerning the future development
of the river and choose those options which they felt to be most desirable
for the future. These questionnaires were then compiled and summarized

and the results constitute the major body of this report.
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BACKGROUND AND SOME RIVER HISTORY

The 58 mile stretch of the Missouri River under consideration is
upstream from Sioux City, Iowa, and was a part of the wild, unpredictable,
meandering middle Missouri River before the construction of the big dams
in the middle and upper Missouri River in the 1950's by the Corps of
Engineers. The river also was narrowed and channelized for barge traffic
as far north as Sioux City, Iowa. The construction which gradually narrowed
the river for the channel actually began upstream from Sioux City at the
present site of Ponca State Park, Nebraska.

This left a 58 mile reach of the river between Ponca State Park and
Gavins Point Dam (the first dam in the river as one goes upstream). This
stretch was allowed to meander freely between the high banks. Since
Gavins Point Dam and the other dams successfully contreclled downstream
flooding, the water was never allowed to go above the high banks after the
completion of the big dams.

However, sometimes during high water periods, enough water was released
at Gavins Point Dam so that high bank erosion in the 58 mile free-flowing
stretch of the river was quite severe. This disturbed riverland owners
very much and they began agitating-periodically for high bank erosion
control. At about this time {late 1960's and early 1970's), a group of
businessmen, primarily in Yankton, S5.D., began to push for the channeli-
zation of the river from Sioux City to Yankton so that barge raffic would
terminate at Yankton rather than Sioux City. Largely as a response to this
channelization effort, an environmental group, the Dakota Environmental
Council, opposing channelization, deveioped with headquarters at Vermillion,
S.D. At about this same time, also, the Missouri River Bank Stabilization

Association came into existence with headquarters at Newcastle, Nebraska.
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This environmental organization, initially developed by river landowners in
the area, had as its primary thrust the solution of the periodic but severe
high bank erosion problem on this reach of the river. Other environmental
groups also were involved, particularly a SIMPCO committee called "The
Missouri River Preservation and Development Committee'.

The struggle against channelization to Yankton which developed was
eventually won by the environmental and other downstream groups, and out of
this effort came a positive program to solve the high bank erosion problem, a
federal minimum bank stabili:zation program called Section 32 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1974, Public Law 93-251 and Section 161 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1976, Public Law 94-587,

Since the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Cmaha, has been the primary
federal organization involved with these developments, and also with the
development of the compromise plan for the development of the Missouri National
Recreational River, the historical treatment given in the Introduction of
the booklet, "Missouri National Recreation River, Nebraska and South Dakota,
General Design, Memorandum MRR-1, Omaha District Corps of Engineers, Depart-
ment of the Army, July 1980" is quoted below. This statement is clear and
brief and brings the historical statement up to the present time. It gives
the background, authorizations, cobjectives, management plan summary and
the current federal status concerning this stretch of the Missouri River.

"1, BACKGROUND: As a congept, the Missouri National Recreational River has
had a diverse background. This is summarived briefly in the following
paragraphs. '

1.1 Preauthorization: The earliest efforts which reccgnized the many rescurce
values of the Missouri River began in 1967, A Recreation Task Forge,
established for the Missouri River Basin Comprehensive Framework Study,
identified the recreational potential and recommended that the 58-mile reach
be considered for inclusion in either a national or state recreational rivers
system. The recommendation was contzined in the 1967 Recreation Task Force

report and also in the Missouri River Basin Framework Study report published
in Decenber 1971,

The second effort in 1971 was initiatad by the Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation



(BOR)--now the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (HCRS)--when
that agency began an investigation to determine the area's potential for
inclusion under Section 5(d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. As a result
of that investigation, BOR recommended that the values of the Gavins Point
to Ponca segment were such that it should be given status under Section 5(d)
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. This would have assured that any future
Federal planning and programs involving the segment proceed on a basis of a
complete recognition of the natural, historic, and recreational values of
the river and a clear understanding of how these values would be affected.
However, this reach of the river was never included under Section 5(d).

The segment was also identified in the Framework Study for Nebraska's
state water plan, dated May 1971, as one with attributes which would
qualify it for preservation in its existing free-flowing state.

The proposed recreational river segment had received additional support
at the regional level through the Missouri River Basin Commission. The
Commission's Missouri River Basin Water Resources Plan published in 1977
. recommended designation and development as a National Recreation River,
Further, the Commission's 1979 Priorities Report cited the management plan
study as the number two regional priority among nine proposed Federal
implementation studies.

In the early 1970's, intense local concerns about conservation, erosion
control, public access, and recreational uses of this river led to a
grass-roots movement to seek ways to control a worsening erosion problem and
yet preserve the values associated with the river. Diverse elements
found a common meeting ground predicated on combining bank stabilization
with retention of the then existing nature of the river. Emerging as the
spokesman for these interests was the Missouri River Bank Stabilization
Association (MRBSA), a local organization of landowners, environmentalists,
hunting, boating and fishing interests and conservationists. Enjoying
effective support from these diverse elements, the MRSBA has proved to be a
highly successful organization, it was the driving force behind the movement
which culminated in the inclusion of this segment of the Missouri River in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Indeed, so effective was this
citizens group that it earned the Outdoor Recreation Achievement Award from
the Secretary of the Interior in 1978.

This reach of the river has also been named in a number of resolutions
to consider bank stabilization, construction of a lock and dam, improvement
for navigation, flood protection, and power development for which investi-
gations have been carried out.

1.2 Umbrella Study: A review report for Water Resources Development, Missouri
River, South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Montana published by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Missouri River Division, August 1977, hereinafter
referred to as the Umbrella Study, gave recognition to this segment. The
report recomnended a plan to be authorized for Phase I design memorandum
stage of advanced engineering and design. The plan included designation of
the reach from Gavins Point Dam to Ponca State Park, Nebraska, as a National
Recreation River under Public Law 90-542 as amended, through establishment
of recreation and scenic easements and development of new areas and access
facilities. The plan also included construction of bank stabilization at

25 areas of active erosion between Gavins Point Dam and Ponca, Nebraska.




The selected plan as outlined in the Umbrella study was the basis for the
authorized project.

1.3 (Completed and Current Activities: Under provisions of Section 14 of
the Flood Contreol Act of 1946, emergency bank protection measures were
constructed along the rtight bank of the Missouri River between the Gavins
Point tailwaters area and a location immediately upstream from U.S,

Highway 81. The work was completed prior to the completion of Gavins Point
Dam at a cost of $578,791.

The Water Resources [evelopment Act of 1974, Public Law 93-231,
authorized bank protection measures along the left bank of the Missouri
River in the vicinity of Yankton., The project was constructed to protect
Sacred Heart Hospital, the city water plant, and the U.S. Highway bridge
abutment. Cost of the project was $191,000. ’

Under provisions of Section 32 of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1974, Public Law 93-251 and Section 161 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1976, Publie Law 94-587, streambank erosion control demonstration
projects have been constructed along both banks of the Missouri River between
Yankton and Ponca State Park. When the current program is completed, these
measures will be in place at 12 locations. Total cost of these measures
is estimated to be $7,300,000.

The completed and ongeing streambank erosion control work will reduce
the number of current active erosion areas from the 25 in the Umbrella Report
to 13. ’

At the time of designation, an assessment of the 13 remaining high priority
erosion sites was made. Ten sites were determined to be critical; these
included 8 of the 13 identified in the Umbrella Study and 2 new sites
determined to be critical, high priority erosion sites due to changing river
conditions.

2. AUTHORIZED PROJECT: This segment of the Missouri River was designated

as a National Recreational River and authorized by Section 707

of the National Parks and Recreation Act of 1578 (Public¢ Law 95-6:S).

Section 707 amended Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Public

Law 90-542), referring to the Review Report for Water Rescurces Development,
South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Montana for a description of the
designated segment of the Missouri River. Project.costs under the authori-
zation are limited to §21,000,000. In addition, Section 707 assigns primary
responsibility for implementing this project to the Secretary of the Interior
and subsidiary responsibility to the Secretary of the Army acting through

the Chief of Engineers. The mechanism specified by Section 707 to more
accurately define the responsibilities of each department in implementing

this project is a Ccoperative Agreement. This agreement was signed by the
Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife, and Parks for the Department of the
Interior (DOIY on 1 Januarv 1980 and the Chief of Engineers for the Depart-
ment of the Armv (DOA) on 1 February 1980. The Department of the Interior will
administer the designated segment as 2 Recreatienal River under the provisicns of the




Act. The responsibility for implementation and the day-to-day management of
the designated river, including operations, maintenance and replacement of
recreational and erosion control features and facilities, lies with the
Corps of Engineers.

The total cost of the authorized plan limited to $21,000,000 by the Act
was adjusted from the plan presented in the Umbrella Study. The adjustment
was basically on the bank stabilization program due to elimination of
areas that were protected under Section 32, Public Law 93-251, and other
authorities as discussed in paragraph 1.3 and due to elimination of areas
that were not in the designated reach of the river.

3. OBJECTIVES: The objectives of the Missouri National Recreational River
are based on the intent of Congress as outlined in the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act, Public Law 90-542, enacted 2 October 1968;

'It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States that
certain selected rivers of the nation, which with their immediate
environments, possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational,
geological, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar
values, shall be preserved in free-flowing condition, and that they
and thelr immediate environments shall be protected for the benefit
and enjoyment of present and future generations. The Congress
declares that the established national policy of dam and other
construction at appropriate sections of the rivers of the United
States needs-to be complemented by a policy that would preserve other
selected rivers or sections thereof in their free-flowing condition
to protect water quality of such rivers and to fulfill other vital
national conservation purposes.'

4. MANAGEMENT PLAN: After an interim Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

was signed by the Director, HCRS, DOI and the Chief of Engineers on

7 June 1979, an interagency planning team was organized by DOI to formulate
a management plan for this project to meet the objectives outlined above.
From 21 to 23 August 1979, the interagency planning team revised a draft
management plan proposed by HCRS. Public hearings for the project were
conducted in the evenings at Newcastle, Nebraska; Yankton, South Dakota; and
Vermillion, South Dakota.

DOI defined the scope of this project with the Missouri National
Redreational River Management Plan. The Plan shows the designated corridor
and presents the goals and programs for identified resources to meet the
objectives of the Recreational River,

The Management Plan was prepared to guide the administration of the
authorized project consisting of the 58 mile reach of the Missouri River
from Gavins Point Dam, South Dakota, to Ponca State Park, Nebraska, as a
component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system. The document was
filed in the Federal Register on 26 March 1980 and is the official pian for
the Recreation River. Specifically, the plan provided Congress conceptual
management programs for the administration of the Missouri Recreational
River. Additional advanced planning and studies are required to specifically



identify resources to be preserved and to implement programs to preserve
or protect these resources.

The Recreation River corridor as identified in the Management Plan
consists of about 19,000 acres. This plan includes an additional estimated
15,000 acres identified as lands on which interest may be desirable for
river management that were not included in the Umbrella Study. The Plan
included other river resources considered to be of value and consistent
with the objectives of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act in addition
to the recreation, visual resources, and bank stabilization presented in
the Umbrella Study. These included fish and wildlife, cultural and natural
resources, minerals, grasslands management, wocdlands, agricultural lands,
and water.

5. CURRENT STATUS: Since the Management Plan was published, detailed

studies, specified in the Cooperative Agreement, have been initiated to
identify specific resources that should be preserved, and protected

to meet the objectives of the National Recreational River designation.

Studies of the bank erosion areas, recreational features, and real
estate acquisition procedures will be completed in Fiscal Year 1980.

Studies of fish and wildlife and visual and cultural resources will be
completed in Fiscal Year 1981. These ongoing study efforts are being
integrated into feature design memoranda for the first segments of the plan
to be implemented in the event funds are appropriated for that purpose.'

As of this date Congress has appropriated only $600,000 of the
$21,000,000 authorization for this project. Essentially nothing except
planning and preliminary work is being done at this time.

A Missouri Recreational River Citizens Advisory Group, which consists of
representatives from Federal and State agencies and local units of govemnment
in the vicinity of the Recreational River has been fommed. This committee

also has several at-large members from the local citizenry. It has met one

time thus far, on August 26, 1982 at the Visitor's Center at Gavins Point Dam.



PROJECT PURPOSES AND PLAN

A primary purpose of this project was to examine the land use options
for the future development of the 58-mile stretch of the Missouri River
between Gavins Point Dam, South Dakota and Ponca State Park, Nebraska, the
stretch now designated under the Wild and Scenic¢ River Act as the Missouri
National Recreation River. Other purposes included a public education
program concerning these options and an effort to discover what the attitudes
of the local citizens were toward these options.

Many public education meetings were arranged and held after extensive
library research. Prior to the meetings, discussion sessions were .held
with appropriate personnel of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha office,
the National Park Service, Department of the Interior, Omaha, appropriate
government personnel in the two state governments involved, Nebraska and
South Dakota, and government personnel from the five counties directly
involved, Dixon and Cedar Counties in Nebraska and Union, Clay and Yankton
Counties in South Dakota. The meetings included both public meetings
advertised via newspaper and radio and private meetings with many clubs, i.e.,
Kiwanis, Optimist, Jaycees, Chambers of Commerce, etc. The purpose of
these meetings was to discuss the land use options of all types, both environ-
mentally sound and not sound. All aspects of the land use options were
discussed: agricultural, economic, recreational, environmental, political
and personal. After this public education presentation, which included a
history of the work done on this stretch of the river, pictures of the
river, past and present, were shown to illustrate changes that have occcurred
in the 58-mile stretch of the river during the past ten years. A questionnaire,

developed by the author with the help of appropriate personnel from the



U.S. Armmy Corps of Engineers, the National Park Service, and the two state
governments involved, was then distributed to each participant. Those who
chose to complete it did so. This questionnaire listed essentially all of
the viable land use options, and when completed, gave a clear picture of a
particular individual's opinions concerning the future development of this
stretch of the river.

These questionnaires have been studied, compiled and tabulated and
the results constitute the main body of this report. These results
constitute the effort to find out what land owners, river users and local
citizens, in general, think, not only of the authorized federal project,
but also of other possibilities for use and development of this beautiful,

nearly natural meandering stretch of the middle Missouri River,



THE WORK SCHEDULE FOR THE PROJECT

A work plan and timetable for the project was developed and is
presented in Table 1. This was followed closely. The only delay came
about through the difficulty experienced in arranging meetings. This was
far more difficult and time-consuming than anticipated. The plan called
for the completion of all of the meetings by Christmas of 1982. This
was not possible. In fact, the last meeting could not be held until

February 24, 1983.



TABLE 1 WORK PLAN AND TIMETABLE FOR 0SS-8016378
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May June July Aug|Sepy Oct[Nov.pec.|Jan.Feb.

Inicial Newspaper, Radio § TV Publicity ’7/7//y/
o
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77
and work plan // A
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Mcet with state, county and city officers concerning progrum data ///f//////////
and work plan % % //// / v
v s
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and zoning. %//E/’ %}/ ¥ /f%//. 7
Yy A
Visit Corps of Lnpgineers, other federal agencies, Missouri Basin States ///////// ///
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Develop citizen questionnaire to be used at Rivercade and public meetings 7//// 7 i
%// V7,
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Ptan citizens meetings with local governmment officials and citizens

// o
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Citizens, minorvities, landowners, cte, meetings in each county

U
e

Summarize land use amnd zoning options from questionnaire and all data %% 7 //// 7///// /////7///,%/
i

/ 77 [~
Y ’//gx
Discuss and distribute results to government bodies and citizen groups //,// /// A

&@

v
\\\

. NN /

3

Write Final Report and distribute . g,/ ////%% ' /,,/// %/W'f/i
////é% %/; 77
Quarterly Reports to NSF ' Gz //
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rak ial and 1 pi £k \ d tak ///”%/7/////%7////4// ///////
Toke acrial and ground pictures of key areas along river and take R B A e
river study trips. %////7////// 0, A vk i

Write Final BEvaluation of Project for NSF - ’?:/
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INFORMATION AND IMPRESSSIONS CONCERNING THE FIVE GOUNTIES

Superficially, one gets the impression, initially, that the five counties
in the project area (Union, Clay and Yankton in South Dakota and Dixon and
Cedar in Nebraska) are quite uniform in terms of people, interests and
attitudes. However, this is not actually the case as was shown by the replies
given in the questionnaire.

Yankton County, South Dakota, has the largest town, the County Seat
of Yankton with a 1980 population of 12,011. Yankton has two small private
colleges, a fine regional Catholic hospital and a veteran's hospital. In
addition to being the County Seat, it is definitely a farmer's town, a
buying center for a big area in South Dakota and south into Nebraska. The
Gavins Point Dam and lake are five miles west so that it is quite an
important tourist center during the summer. Many service clubs and private
clubs of various types have their headquarters in Yankton. There are no
other towns of significant size in the county. The City of Yankton has
zoning regulations along the river but there are no county zoning regulations.
An effort was made several years ago to develop zoning concepts in the
county, but this was unsuccessful. In the Yankton area there is a rather
even mix of rural and urban ideas and attitudes. Although an urban center,
rural ideas and attitudes tend to predominate and the business community
makes a special effort to cater to rural people.

Clay County, South Dakota, has only one town of any size, the County
Seat of Vermillion, with a population of 10,136, including university
students. Vermiilion is the site of the state university, the University of
South Dakota, and is very much a university town with all of the typical

sophistication and intellectual snobbery characteristic of such towns.
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Vermillion is not too important as a farmer's town, although it is the
county seat. It has not developed itself as an important regional shopping
center as has Yankton. It is oriented primarily to the university.

Vermillion has zoning regulations which extend to the river. Clay
County also has land use zoning regulations which include the riverbanks.
This is the only county in the group of five which has zoning regulations.
Vermillion is the center for quite a few service clubs and private clubs.
Because of the domination of the umiversity, Clay County tends to be a center
of more sophistication than any other county. Urban ideas and attitudes tend
to dominate, also, even though there is a large and important rural
population.

Union County, South Dakota, is a very long county north and south. The
northern half is dominated by a good farmer town named Beresford, which has
a population of 1,865. The people in the northern half are far away from
the Missouri River and do not have much direct interest in it except as
local tourists. The southern half has the County Seat of Elk Point. Elk
Point is a smaller town, population 1,661. All of the other towns,
Jefferson, McCook Lake and North Sioux City are also small towns and for the
most part all are bedroom communities for Sioux City, Iowa. However, people
in these towns, as well as the rural people in the southern half of Union
County have strong interests in the Missouri River. There are no zoning
regulations which apply to the Missouri River banks. The only zoning
regulations in the county of any consequence were eliminated by a large
majority in the last election. In general, rural and '"blue collar®
attitude;?dominate the southern half of the county. Not many service clubs

and private clubs exist and those which do tend to be quite small.



Both of the Nebraska counties are predominantly rural. Even the county
seat towns are very small and are essentially rural towns.

Cedar County has its county seat at Hartington, a town of 1,730. It is
a considerable distance from the Missouri River and many of the people
living in the southern portion of the county have little direct interest
in the future of the river. There are very few service clubs and private
clubs in the county and those that exist are small. However, the Chamber of
Commerce has strong support and the meetings are very well attended.

The attitudes are predominantly rural in orientation throughout the
county. In general, the attitudes are conservative, anti-zoning and anti-big
government. However, the support for the federal involvement in bank
stabilization and high bank erosion control is strong, the general feeling
being that the problems are so complicated and so costly that local govern-
ments and private individuals will not be able to solve them.

Dixon County may be the most conservative county of the five. The tounty
seat is Ponca with a population of only 1,057. This is essentially a rural
town withvrural attitudes. The only other town near the river of any size
in the county is Newcastle with a population of 348. It also is a rural town
entirely dominated by rural attitudes. Both of these towns are quite near
the Missourl River and the people are interested in its future. The anti-
zoning and anti-big government feelings are very strong in Dixon County,
perhaps even stronger than in Cedar County. But again, there is strong
support among most of the river oriented people for the federal program of
high bank ercsion control and minimum bank stabilization on this stretch
of the Missouri River. However, there is a strong minority opinion, particulariy
among hunters and fisherman, who would wish to leave the river as it is and

only control water levels, primarily to enhance fish and wildlife populations.
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This group feels that only the farmers and riverbank landowners want the
federal program as authorized. The only large service club found in the county
is a good private club called the Commercial Club and located in Ponca. This
is a rather large group of businessmen and farmers interested in the economic

future of Ponca and Dixon County.

No way was found to present the program to many captive audiences in the
Nebraska counties because of the small number of service clubs. The combina-
tion of a smaller population and a lack of organizations interested in spon-
soring the program made the available sample smaller than hoped for in both
Nebraska counties. There was good advertising and publicity for the public
meetings, and a resultant good attendance in Cedar County and fair attendance in
Dixon County. Certainly, people of the counties were well informed concerning
the meetings and those most interested actually participated. For that reason,
a very good mix of riverbank landowners, farmers, businessmen and sportsmen

was obtained in the Nebraska counties as well as the South Dakota counties.
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GOVERNMENTAL GROUPS CONTACTED AS A SOURCE OF INFORMATICN

The following governmental groups were contacted first, primarily
to obtain whatever information these groups and individuals felt would
be helpful in carrying out the project as planned. All aspects of the
project were discussed so that each concerned governmental body would know
what was planned and would have an opportunity to present input prior to

the commencement of the meetings.



Date

May 19
19

20

June 1

20

29--30

August

6.

Event

Meeting with Corps of Engineers Group
Meeting with National Park Service Group

Meeting of Missouri Basin States Ass'n.

Meeting with Brian Hisel, Director, and
others from SD Planning District III

Meeting with Rivercade Board

Meeting of Missouri River Preservation and
Development Committee

Meeting with Clay County, SD Planning Comm.

Meeting with Generals Gianelli, Asst. Sec.
for Army and Sisinyak, Missouri River Div.
Engineer

Meeting with Nebraska Game and Parks
Commission and Natural Resources Group

Meeting with Corps of Engineers Group
Meeting with National Park Service Group

Meeting with City Planning Commission of
Vermillion

Meeting with Dixon County Commissioners

Meeting with Iowa Conservation Commission
and Natural Resources Group

Meeting with Union County Commissioners
Meeting with State Department of Water and

Natural Resources and State Dept. of Game,
Fish and Parks

Meeting with County Commissioners and other
interested officials of Cedar Co., Nebraska

Meeting with County Commissioners, Yankton
City Commissioners and other interested
officials of Yankton County, South Dakota

Meeting of National Advisory Committee of

Missouri National Recreation River at Gavins

Point Dam Visitors Center

. Location

Omaha, Nebraska
Omaha, Nebraska

Omaha, Nebraska

Yankton, South Dzakota
Sioux City, Iowa

Sioux City, Iowa
Vermillion, South Dakota
Sioux City, Iowa

Lincoln, Nebraska
Omaha, Nebraska

Omaha, NeWraska

Vermillion, South Dakota

Ponca, Nebraska

Des Moines, lowa

Elk Point, South Dakota

Pierre, South Dakota

Hartington, Nebraska

Yankton, South Dakota

.

Gavins Point Dam,
South Dakota
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PUBLICITY

Some publicity for this project was obtained through booths at the
Sioux City Rivercade, an annual river fair held at Sioux City, Iowa, and
at the annual Clay County Fair in Vermillion, South Dakota. Neither of
these were very successful because fair goers, in general, did not seem
to be interested, at least while attending a fair. in a serious matter such as the
future of the Missouri River. |
Most of the good publicity was achieved through newspaper and radio stories
concerning the project and reports on the meetings. There were several
short TV presentations also. All were very well done and effective.

A list of the publicity interviews and presentations is given below.

August
6 interview with radio station KYNT, Yankton, South Dakota.
Radio program developed for the listening area.
4 Interview with newspaper editor, Yankton Press and
Dakotan, Yankton, South Dakota.
6 Interviews with three Yankton radio stations plus
Yankton Press and Dakotan, Yankton, South Dakota
11 Interview with reporter--Omaha World Herald newspaper,
Omaha, Nebraska.
13 Developed two radio programs with radio stations WNAX and
KYNT, Yankton, South Dakota.
20 Interviewed reporters of two newspapers for development
of articles.
Yankton Press and Dakotan, Yankton, South Dakota.
Sioux City Journal, Sioux City, Iowa.
October
8 Publicity for the project via car and signs in Dakota Day
Parade, Vermillion, South Dakota.
12 Interview with Editor, Vermillion Plain Talk, Vermillionm, $.D.,

and reporter from Vermillion Radio Station.
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November
15 Interview with newspaper editor of Hartingtom Shopper,
"Hartington, Nebraska.
29 Interview with editor of Cedar County News, Hartington,
Nebraska.
February
7 Interview with newspaper editor, Ponca Leader (Dixon

County), Ponca, Nebraska.

Three fV'programs were developed concerning the project. One program
each appeared on Channel 9 (ABC) and Channel 4 (NBC)} in Sioux City, lowa,
and one on KELO Channel 10 and 11 (CBS) in Sioux Falls, South Dakota.

Three paid advertisements were run in newspapers in Cedar and Dixon
Counties, Nebraska, one each in the following newspapers: the Cedar County
News, the Hartington Shopper and the Ponca Leader.

There were ten articles in area newspapers, two in the Sioux City Journal,
one in the Omaha World Herald, one in the Sioux Falls, South Dakota Argus
Leader, two in the Vermillion Plain Talk, two in the Yankton Press and
Dakotan and one each in the Cedar County News and the Ponca Leader.

There were several radio programs on the three Yankton, South Dakota
radio stations, one on the Vermillion station and one on the agriculturaliy-
oriented station KMNS in Sioux City, Iowa. There are no radio or TV stations

in either Cedar or Dixon Counties in Nebraska.
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RECORD OF MEETINGS HELD AND NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS

The information which follows includes a record of all public meetings

held plus meetings with various clubs. It gives the attendance at each meeting and

the number of people who completed questionnaires. At first, an effort was
made to contact people through fairs such as the annual Missouri River
Rivercade at Sioux City. This effort was dropped when it was found that
very few people attending fairs were willing to-stop and discuss a serious
matter such as the future of a portion of the Missouri River and very few
were willing to take the time to fill out a questionnaire. A few stopped
to examine maps, pictures, etc. of the river, but not many. Apparently,
the motivation of those attending a fair are, at least temporarily, frivolous
and light-hearted and people are not interested at that time in serious matters.
A booth was also set up at the Clay County Fair in Vermillion but this was no
more successful than the Rivercade booth.

A total of 41 meetings was held with 1787 participants and 449
questionnaires were completed. These were always filled out voluntarily.
Eleven other organizations were contacted but chose not to sponsor the program.

The record of the meetings follows in Table 2.
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TABLE 2. MEETINGS HELD AND PARTICIPANTS
No. of
Group Location Participants Questionnaires

Rivercade (Fair) Sioux City, Iowa 300 5
Clay County Fair Vermillion, SD 50 0
Yankton, County Pub. Mtg. Yankton, SD 42 0
Optimists Club Yankten, SD 21 12
American Legion Vermillion, SD 23. 0
Missouri River Preservaticn
and Development Committee South Sioux City,

Nebraska 14 0
Commercial Club (Dixon Co.) Ponca, Nebraska 55 16
Amer. Soc. of Public Admin. South Siocux City

Nebraska 18 0
Rotary Club Vermiliion, SD 41 25
Union Co., SD public meeting Elk Point, SD 20 9
Jaycees Elk Point, SD 7 0
Ducks Unlimited Vermilliecn, SD 33 0
Izaac Walton Club McCook Lake, SD 44 0
Lion's Club Vermillion, SD 46 30
Veterans of Foreign Wars Hartington, NE 34 0
Senior Citizens Vermillion, SD 67 0
Exchange Club Yankton, 3D 15 10
Exchange Club Vermillion, 3D 12 4
Lion's Club (Unien Co.) Eik Point, SD 26 20
Rotary Cliub Yankton, SD 37 25
Senior Citizens (Union Ceo.) North Sioux City

South Dakota 15 G
Senior Citizens Yankton, SD 102 0

Vermillion, SD 16 0

Amer. Soc.

of Pub. Adm.



Junior Chamber of Commerce

Midwestern Conference of

State Governments

Sertoma Club

Chamber of Commerce

{(Cedar County)

Yankten Co. public meeting

Jaycees (Cedar Co.)

Sertoma Club

Senior Citizens (Union Co.)

Clay Co. Public Meeting

-

Jaycees (Union Co.)

Jaycees (Clay Co.)

Kiwanis Club

American Legion

Cedar County Public Meeting

Public Meeting

Yankton, SD

Yankton, SD

Vermillion, SD

Hartington, NE
Yankton, SD
Wynot, NE
Yankton, SD

North Sioux City
South Dakota

Vermillion, SD

Jefferson, SD
Vermillion, SD
Yankton, SD

Vermillion, SD

Sportsman's Club
near Wynot, NE

Gavins Point Dam Visitors Ctr.

League of Women Voters

Lion's Club

American Society of Public

Administration

Gavins Point Dam, SD

Yankton, SD

Yankton, SD

South Sioux City
Nebraska

10

21

87

18

18

15

60

20

10

21

12
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Retired Teachers® Association

. Vermillion, SD 52 0
Public Meeting, Dixon Co. Ponca, Nebraska 37 25
Chamber of Commerce Sioux City, Iowa i7 0
Miscellaneous _5

Total 1,787 | 449
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THE PROBLEM OF ACHIEVING ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND LAND-USE ALONG THE RIVER

The stretch of the Missouri River under consideration in this study
has already been altered by man through agricultural practices, development
of river towns, development of private homesites and recreational activities,
the development of several game refuge areas, the building of the big dams on
the upper Missouri, and recently by the completion of the minimum bank
stabilization project by the U.S. Corps of Engineers, the Section 32 program.

The present authorized program called the Missouri National Recreation
River, which has not yet been funded except for initial planning and
start-up funds, is an honest effort to solve some of the high bank erosion
problems, preserve the natural beauty of the area through scenic easements,
and develop appropriate but limited access areas and recreation facilities
at intervals along the fiver. It represents a campromise, a good compromise,
but not necessarily the best compromise.

There are other problems associated with achieving desirable environ-
mentally sound land use options along the river. These are primarily
associated with the intense feelings generally associated with land owner-
ship and the pronounced anti-zoning feelings among the landowners in all of
the counties except, possibly, Clay County, South Dakota.

The public education discussions held during each meeting during this
project were designed to present the various options for land use, both
environmentally sound and unsound. The hope, of course, was that people,
when presented the various optiens, would tend to choose those that were
scientifically and environmentally sound, but they were completely free to
choose any option. The questionnaire used was designed to gather and make it

possible to summarize the thoughts and opinions of the participants
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concerning all of the options, both environmentally sound and unsound,
and to find out what the people of the 5 counties involved actually think
concerning the proper use and future development of this 58 mile stretch
of the Missouri River.

It should be emphasized that people do not necessarily choose the
most environmentally sound land use policy even when it is known. Selfish
interests often tend to dominate and many interests are conflicting. These

observations are clearly demonstrated in the results of the questionnaire.
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THE QUESTIONNAIRE

A questionnaire concerning land use options along the 58 mile stretch
of the river was developed with the aid of personnel from the .5. Army
Corps of Engineers, the National Park Service, Department of the Interior,
State of Nebraska and State of South Dakota.

It was used where possible, but always on a voluntary basis. Senior
citizens groups always chose not to‘complete it. Several other organizations
also decided not to complete it. In most meetings, some of thé people
present chose not to complete the questionnaire. The numbers varied with
di fferent groups contacted.

In the final tally, 449 people out of a total of 1,787 participants chose
to complete the questiomnaire. It is assumed that the most concerned

citizens chose to complete the questionnaire,

If a person did not complete a given question, it was assumed that this

meant no opinion. In some cases, questions were not answered obviously

hecause of either carelessness or discouragement at the end of the
questionnaire. It was clear, also, that some started and lacked the interest
to finish. Twenty-seven partially completed questionnaires were discarded
for various reasons. Those with only a few blanks were kept. Because of
the blanks, which represent mistakes or carelessness, the totals of different
gquestions do not necessarily correspond to the total number of questionnaires.
One of the blank questionnaires is included as Table 3.

Each of the questions and the probable implications of the answers will
be discussed in detail. Table 4 gives the summary figures for each question

of the completed questionnaires.
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A detailed discussion of the implications of the answers to each of
the questions follows. The first question (1) is geographical, The next
group of questions (2 through 12} describe the respondents and their uses
of the river. Most of the rest of the questions describe the attitudes,
interests and opinions of the respondents. Three are evaluation questions,

These are questions 31 through 33.
QUESTION:

2. A good sample of both farmers and urban dwellers was obtained. Actually

there are only two towns of appreciable size in the study area, Both are

on the South Dakota side of the river, Vermillion (about 10,000) and Yankton

(about 12,000). These are the only towns which would tend to stimulate urban
attitudes. A state university is located at Vermillion and two small liberal

arts colleges are located at Yankton.

~

3. Eighty-nine of the 449 respondents were farmers. This was believed to
be a large enough sample of farmers to obtain a perception of what farmers

in the area were thinking about the river.

4. Only 40 females filled out the questionnaire. Most of these were farm
wives. An effort was made to present the program to all of the women's
groups in the five counties, but only one group in Yankton eventually allowed
the program to be presented, and this meeting was not well attended. The
reason for this apparent lack of interest in the river by women is not clear,
but probably reflects the fact that far more men than women are interested

in fishing, hunting, boating, etec.

5. About one-third (110) of those who filled out the questionnaire were

riverbank landowners. This was gratifying. It is felt that an excellent



27
sample of the opinions of riverbank landowners has been obtained.

6. More than 3 out of 4 (344} respondents were landowners in one of the
counties. This, too, was very gratifying. It was hoped that a majority
of the people completing the questionnaires would be citizens who had
strong financial and personal commitments to the area. This proved to be

the case.

7. All county and city governing bodies in the 5 counties were contacted
before any of the meetings were held. Many, in fact, most of these people
did not attend the meetings. Only 23 members of county and city governments
in the 5 counties attended meetings. Although this was not a large number,
it was felt to be sufficient since all of the concerned government bodies
had been contacted earlier and were given complete information concerning

the content of the project.

8. Environmental organizations in these counties have been important

during the past ten to fifteen years in helping to develop the concepts

used in the federal programs which have emphasi:zed minimum bank stabilization
and high bank erosion c¢ontrol. However, in this present project, most of

the participants and respondents were not members of environmental organi-
zations. Only 45 members of environmental organizations filled out the
questionnaire. The results of the questionnaire, therefore,‘do not represent
an environmental bias, but rather represent the thinking pretty largely

of male farmers, . businessmen and landowners, certainly a principal group of

raxpayers and influential citizens in the 5 county area.
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9. The age of the respondents was spread tairly evenliy over the 20-65+ age
group, the responsible working age group. Cnly one person under twenty
completed the questionnaire. No effort was made to contact teenagers either
in high school or college. Several senior citizen groups were contacted,

but none of these chose to fill out the questionnaire. Those over 65 who did
complete the questionnaire were still actively working, and if retired,

were still typically in control of the land they owned or worked.

10 and Il. Although an effort was made to attract Native Americans to the
public meetings, only 4 came and completed questionnaires. There are no
Indian Reservations in the 5 county area, but quite a few live in the region,
Four Mexican Americans completed the questionnaire, and one Black. Very few
Blacks live in these counties and only a small-number of Hispanic origin.
Hence, it is not surprising that only 9 people ;epresented recognized
minorities. It is interesting to note, thougﬁ, that many farmers feel

that they should be recogni:zed as 2 minority, one that 1s imposed upon,
misunderstood and discriminated against by our urban society. Ten farmers

insisted that they be classed as a minority. Many others mentioned it,

some facetiously.

12. The river is used for a great many purposes. - More people used it

for various types of pleasure than for any other purpose. The most common
activities in order of their popularity were picnics and camping, fishing and
hunting, boating, swimming and hiking. A large group either made their
living on or near the river or live on its banks. Seventy respondents,

a good strong sample, had boat or marina businesses. Eightv-one either had
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fulltime or summer homes along the river, and 46 had riverbank farms. Of
these, 13 irrigated from the river.. Thirty-eight of the respondents did not

use the river in any way.

Questions 13 through 30 were designed to find out what people's personal
attitudes were concerning the most desirable present and future activities,

uses and developments along this stretch of the Missouri River.

QUESTION:

13 and 14. Zoning, or governmental land use control, is not popular at all
on the Nebraska side of the river. Neither of the Nebraska counties have
zoning regulations, and there is no effort at all to zone or control land
use along the river. On the South Dakota side of the river, all three counties
have had zoning regulations, but in the last election, all zoning regulations
were essentially eliminated in Union County. In Yankton County, the City of
Yankton is zoned along the river, but there is no zoning at present outside
of the city limits. A rather ambitious Yankton County comprehensive zoning
plan was developed by Planning and Development District III of South Dakota,
but this plan has never been adopted or implemented.

Clay County has zoning regulations along the river. There are Vermillion
city regulations and also county regulations. This is the only county of
the five which now has rather complete zoning regulations for the whole
county, including the riverbank.

In question 13, there were 302 in favor of zoning and 118 against it,
with 22 having no opinion. What is not apparent here is the anti-zoning
attitudes of the Nebraska counties. These will be clear in Tables 5 and 6,

which show the Nebraska county attitudes as compared to those in South Dakota,
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The Scuth Dakota attitudes from Clay and Yankton Counties fend to dominate
the questionnaire simply because there are more people and more organizations
in these counties, and hence, more participants.

In question 14, there were 282 in favor of counties and cities zoning

the riverbank and 131 against. Again, 22 had no opinion.

15. It is clear from the answers to this question and several others that
" bank stabilization is by far the most popular program on the river. Even
those who strongly oppose zoning and federal involvement in recreation and
wild life programs seem to agree that the river itself and the control of
high bank erosion is a federal responsibility. The choice was 399 for high
bank erosion control and 33 against it, with 7 having no opinion.

16. Here again, it is clear that a large majority (395) of the respondents
felt that the federal government should pay for bank stabilization and all

high bank erosion control.

17 and 18. With the question concerning protection and preservation of
natural beaufy and vegetation, the opinions begin to vary tremendously.

The authorized‘federal project got the most votes (192) but others, such as-
the voluntary set-aside (132}, zoning and land use regulations by local
governments (114} and control of water levels to maintain wetlands (106)

all got over 100 votes. A surprisingly large minority (25} felt that nothing
should he done. Even though a majority (231) felt that the federal govern-
ment should pay the bill, strong minorities felt that intergovernmental

cost sharing (134) should be emploved or that the state governments (114)
should pay for such a program. A rather strong minority (83) thought that

private interests should pay the bili.
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19. It is very interesting that a strong majority (346) felt that bank
stabilization would preserve and protect the natural beauty more than any
other activity. This strong bias in favor of bank stabilization is apparent
in every question where bank stabilization is one of the options. There is
also strong support for the preservation of wooded areas (311) and the removal

of trash (232).

.

20 and 21. The authorized federal project (The Missouri National Recreation
River) contains the most popular approach to the improvement of fishing and
hunting conditions on this stretch of the river (272 votes). The maintenance
of the present system was also popular with 177 votes. The maintenance

of favorable water levels for fish spawning and for water fowl was often
mentioned as well as the problem of riverbed degradation and the consequent
lowering of the river level and flood plain water table. The opinions
concerning payment for the costs of improvements in fishing and hunting
potentials was fairly evenly divided between the federal government (199),

the state governments (157) and intergovernmental cost sharing (165) with
fairly strong minorities being in favor of county governments (52) and private
interests (65) paying the bill. C(learly, where fishing and hunting is
concerned, a strong minority (possibly a majority) seem to feel that it is not
the federal government's responsibility either to control the programs or

pay the bill.

22, 23 and 24. Most of the people who completed the questionnaire felt that
recreational development in this stretch of the river was important. The
development of access roads (292} was most popular, followed by boat

ramps (250), picnic areas (237), nature trails, etc., (212) sanitary facllities



(194), tent camping areas {166}, boat docks (140) and primitive trailer
camping sites (120). A surprising number (105) favored the development of
informative and interpretive programs for historical and archaeological
sites. Playing fields (29) and full facility trailer camping sites (62)
were the least popular developments.

Here again, a probable majority of the people contacted felt that
intergovernmental cost sharing should be involved in paying for these.
developments with strong involvement by both state and county governments
as well as the federal government. Here, too, a strong minority feel that
private interests and developers should be involved primarily in recreational

development along the river.

25 and 26. A surprising number of people felt strongly in favor of federal
involvement in the preservation of archaeological, historical and cultural
sites. There was strong support (275) for the authorized federal project and

a surprising support for the importance of all of this preservation. A
=1 -

sizeable minority (128) felt that the states and/or counties (49) should
develop the preservation programs, but these still emphasized the importance
of the concept of preservation. There were 23 who felt that no preservation
should occur and 30 thought that the landowners should fumish the protection,
if any. Twenty-two did not express an opinion.

Here, again, there is a strong feeling that state and local govern-
ments should share the costs of these programs with the federal government
in some form of intergovernmental cost sharing. Some (38) felt that the

landowners should pav the bill. Again, 22 did not express an cpinion.
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the river, most (291) chose the federal program as authorized by Public Law
95-625. The popularity of federal high bank ercsion control and minimum

bank stabilization can be seen when one adds to the figures above the two other
options which included high bank erosion control. These were nc federal
program but erosion control {39) and federal highbank erosion control with
state or county programs to develop access roads, etc. (60). The total
favoring federal high bank erosion control then becomes 390, a very strong

majority.

28. A strong majority (313) also favored the development of the Missouri
National Recreation River as authorized. Here, again, from this question

and question 27 as well as the results of several other questions, it is clear
that the high bank erosion contrel and miniﬁum bank stabilization concepts are
very popular with most of the people contacted. The recreational and fish

and wildlife developments are far less popular and many, perhaps a majority or
at least a very strong minority, feel that these should be developed and

paid for either by the states and counties or by some sort of a cost sharing

program with the federal govemnment,

29 and 30. There was rather strong support for all suggestedrfacets of
the authorized Missouri National Recreation River project except for the
development of large parks which received only 50 votes. The screening of
irrigation equipment with vegetation also received only 66 votes. Perhaps

a surprising number (35) had no opinion and 21 voted to do nothing at all.



QUESTIONS:

31, 32 and 33, These questions were for evaluation purposes and to allow

people to express their opinions freely if they wished to do so.

A very large majority (371) felt that the gquestionnaire was helpful in
developing an understanding of the problems associated with resource use
and zoning along this stretch of the river. A large majority (312) also
felt that the meetings helped them understand more fully the scientific,
environmental, economic, sociological and political aspects of land use
and development along this portion of the river,

Most respondents had no comments. The most common comments concerned the
importance of the authorized federal program (10) and that more people
should be interested (4). Ten indicated that they felt that the meetings
were excellent and most helpful. These_ thoughts were expressed in a variety
of ways. Many more péople expressed their appreciation orally. One facet
of that sense of appreciation which does not appear in the questionnaire results
was felt to be very important. People appreciated the public education
aspects of the program, the fact that all land use options were discussed
opeﬁly and without bias or pressure. Many people complained that "all of the
other federally sponsored meetings and hearings they had attended were
strongly biased in favor of a proposed federal program. One man expressed
the common opinion very well when he said, "I feel that all they want is to

apply pressure and get quick rubber stamp approval of their program and I

always resent that''. The fact that they were under no pressure at these
meetings was much appreciated. In the author's opinion, the federal

government would be wise to spend much more money on public education such as



this where no pressure for a given program is applied, just an effort to find out
what people are really thinking about important local problems. Such

programs would not cost much and the money would be well spent in purchasing
understanding and good will as well as discovering what people think

concerning contemplated government programs.
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TABLE 3-- MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVER QUESTIONNAIRE

The S8 mile segment of the Missouri River between Gavins Point Dam
and Ponca State Park has been designated as a National Recreational River
because of the remarkable natural and cultural values that are present on
this stretch of the river. The federal program was authorized by Section 707
of the National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-625) and is
part of the Wild and Scenic River Act (Public Law 90-542). A $21 million
progran was authorized, but thus far has not been fumded by the present
administration. Approximately $600,000 was funded by the Carter Administration.

This questionnaire is an effort to find out what land owners, river
users and citizens in general think of not only this authorized federal
project, but élso of additional possibilities for use and development of
this beautiful nearly natural stretch of the river that are within the powers
of local citizens and governﬁents.

Please answer the questions carefully and thoughtfully. We really want
to know what you think are the resourcé use potentials for this portion of the

river and the appropriate ways to develop them.
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Your state 7 Your County
I live in the country In town
Are you a farmer? Yes No
Are you a male female
Are you a riverbank landcwner? Yes No
Are you a landowner in this county? Yes No
Are you a member of county government at present? Yes No
Are you a member of an environmental organization? Yes No
My age is Under 20 20-30 30-40
40-50 50-65 Qver 65

Are you a member of a recognized minority in the U.S.A.? (answers to .

10 and 11 are optional)
Yes No

What minority?

How do vou use the river and its banks?
O Business--~Boats, marina, etc.
0 Farming
d Irrization
D Pleasure
O Boating ‘
(O Fishing & hunting
C swimming
U Picnics and gamping
EHiking and just lookiag
O other, please list
[ Home or summeT home

[j Do not use
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15.

16.

17.
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In general, do you believe in zoning to regulate land use?

Yes D No D

Should the counties and cities in the area use their zoning authority

to achieve land use objectives along the designated reach of the
recreational river? Yes | No [

Erosion is a constant problem in certain portions of the high banks

along this stretch of the Missouri River.

Should this be controlled? Yes [ No

If it should be controlled, who should contrel it and pay for the expense?

D The federal government (the presently authorized federzl project
provides for bank stabilization and erosion control).

DState government:

] County g_ovenment

DConservahcy'-'. sub-districts, N.R.D's, etec.
DPrivate land owners

DNo control

{Jother, explain

How should the natural beauty and vegetation along the river be protected
and preserved?

D By purchasing and maintaining a greenbelt 100-300 ft. wide on
each side of the river.

O By developing a mandatory set-aside pméram which pays private land
owners to set aside a 100-300 ft. wide strip of land on each
side of the river.

O By purchasing scenic and preservaticn easements along the river
(the presently authorized federal project provides for this}.

D By encouraging a voluntary set aside program among land owners
along the river.

DBy encouraging local governments to develop zoning and land use
regulations aleong the river.

D By controlling water levels to maintain adjacent wetlands and marshes.
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D No effort should be made to protect or preserve the vegetatlon and
beauty except as desired by each land owner.
[ other. Explain.

18. Who should develop and pay for this preservation and protection program?

D Federal governrent | Intergovernmental cost sharing
G State governmment D Private interests and land owners
D County government D'Other. Explain

D Conservancy sub-districts, N.R.D's, etec.

19. What activities do you think will improve the scenic quality of this portion
of the river?

[J Bank stabilization

D Removal of trash

D Preservation of woodesd areas

D Cropping of all possible land along the river
D Pa.sturiné of land along the river

D Doing ﬁothing

D Other. Explain

20. What should be done to manage and enhance fish and wildlife along this stretch
of the river?

D Nothing

O Maintain the present system of contyolled fishing and hunting

O Eliminate all fishing and hunting

| Maintain the present system and also establish additional wildlife manage-
ment areas on the main islands and other key .areas alomg the river

(the presently authorized federal project provides for this)

D Other. Explain
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21. Who should pay for establishing additional wildlife management areas and
any other similar land programs?

E] Federal government

Ej State government

Ej Countty governﬁent

E1 Intergovernmental cost sharing
Ej Private interests

[J other. Explain

22. What type of new recreational development should occur at key points aleng
this stretch of the river? (Mark any you feel should be included).

| Access roads

E] Boat ramps

U Picnic areas

D Sanitary facilities (drinking water, toilets, etc.) .
E] Tent camping areés

O rreiler camping sites (primitive)

O Trailer camping sites (all facilities)

E] Boat docks

E] Nature trails, historical trails, canoe trails, etc.

E] Playing £fields

Ej Informative and interpretive prograzms for historical and
archaeological sites

Ej Other. Please list.
23. Who should pay for developing and building these recreational facilities?
Federal government
State govermment

County government

0onoag

Intergovernmental cost sharing
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L] private developers
[J other. Explain
24, Who should pay for operating and maintaining these recreational facilities?
Federal government
State government
County government
Intergovernmental cost sharing

Private developers

Oo0o0aonmno

Other. Explain
2S. How should archaeological, historical and cultural sites and values be preserved?

They should not be preserved or protected

NERN

An inventory should be conducted and a long-range plan for protecting,
enhancing and interpreting histerical, cultural and archeological
sites and values shquld be developed (the presently authorized federal
project provides for this) '

Each state should develop its own program

Each county should develop its own program

Each land owner involved should protect and preserve as he/she decides

Oooonao

Other. Explain

26. Who should pay for this protection and preservation?
The federal government

State government

County government

Intergovernmental cost sharing

Land owners

Other. Explain

No one

ooooood
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Below are eight land use options (alternatives) for this stretch of the
rviver. Please indicate your preference by checking one.

a.

d.

No program

Implies unzoned and unregulated development of all types by private
interests along river and no erosion control of banks.

No program except erosion control.

Implies unzoned and unregulated commercial and recreational develop-
ment along the river and a federally funded program of high bank
erosion or minimum bank stabilization.

No federal program

A state and county program of development of a few access roads and
sites along the river.

Federal high bank erosion control plus state and county programs- of
development of a few access roads and sites along the river.

The National Missouri Recreational River

Federal program as authorized by Public Law 95-625. This includes

bank stabilization structures for erosion control, purchase of scenic
and preservation easements from willing sellers, purchase of recreation
easements from willing sellers, and purchase of land for recreatiocn
development from willing sellers. Scenic and preservation easements
will be used to preserve areas of scenic beauty, wildlife habitat and
sites of historical or archaeological value. Project expenditures

are limited to $21,000,000. These funds will be spread among the
project purposes.

A federal greenbelt river program like the National Recresatiocnal River
program except that from 100-300 fr. strips be purchased by fee simple
or condemmation on both sides of the river (this implies elimination of
farming, homesites, commercial activities, etc., from the greenbelt
strip).

Same as "€’ except that the greenbelt would be developed via mandatory
set-aside program for which the land owners would be paid by the
federal government (Note, f and g are environmentally sound, but very
expensive}. ’ :

Cther (your own program, if different {rom one of the above).
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23. Do you think the Missouri National Recreation River should be developed
as authorized and as planned by federal agencies?

Yes D No D
29. If yes, which of the following should be included (check as many as you wish):
O Bank stabilization and erosion control
[ Access to river for boaters
J Development of small parks
O Development of large parks
L] preservation of scenic vistas

D Preservation of critical fish and wildlife habitat; includes wooded
areas, bogs, marshy areas, etc.

O Preservation of historical sites
d Preservation of archaeological sites

] Allowing recreationists to hike, camp, picnic and swim on recreation
easements

D Screening of irrigation equipment with vegetation

30. If no, what would you recommend? (Be brief).

51. Was this meeting and questionnaire helpful to you in developing an
understanding of the problems associated with resource use and zoning
along this stretch of river? Yes D No D

32. Did it help you appreciate more fully the scientific, environmentzl, economic,
sociological and political aspects of use and development along this
stretch of the river? Yes D No O

Do you have any other comments? (Be brief).

L9
[ 73]
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TABLE 4--SUMMARY OF RESULTS--ALL COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRES

QUESTION 1--

States involved- South Dakota Nebraska
Questionnaires Completed 319 127
Ssuth Dakota Counties Union Clay
Questionnaires Completed 49 140
Nebraska Counties Dixon Cedar
Questionnaires Completed 47 80
Total Questionnaires Completed 449

Total Participants 1,787

Towa
3

Yankton
130
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QUESTIONS :

2. I live in the country 120 In town 328

3. Are you a farmer? Yes 39 Ne 342

4. | Arg you a male 398 female 40

_S. Are you a riverbank landowner? Yes 110 No 336
6. Are you a landowner in this county? Yes 344 No 95

~4
.

L ol
5 o |e

—
-

.

2.

ATe you a member of county goverament at present? Yes 23 No 421

Are vou a member of an environmental organization? Yes 45 No 389

My age is Under 20_ ) 20-30___ 63 30-40 133

40-30 24 50-65 115 Qver 65 151

Are you 3 member of a recognized minority in the U.S.A.7 (answers to .
10 and 11 are optional)
Mexican 4 Yes__g No z04

Native American 4
What minority? Riack 1

Farmers-10. Some farmers insis he - are a minority.
How do you use the river and its a.nfcst':' Y y

70 [ Business--Boats, marina, etc.
46 [J Farming

13 O Irrigation

409 {J Pleasurs

260 ] soating . £Other-Details
266 ] Fishing & hunting Birdwatching--2
Photography--1

195 O swimming Loafing--2

) Scouting--1

271 U Picnics and camping Studying--1
) ) ) Coast Guard--1

118 (C Hiking and just lookiag Trapping--1

* g . Other, please list

g1 . Home sr summer 210me

58 L Do not use
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79

94

27

55

70

192

114

106

16

In general, do you believe in zoning to regulate land use?

Yes 1 302 No 1 118 No Opinion--22

Should the counties and cities in the area use their zoning authority

to achieve land use objectives along the designated reach of the
recreational river? Yes [J 252 xold 131 No Opinion--22
Erosion is a constant problem in certain portions of the high banks

along this stretch of the Missouri River.

Should this be controlled? YesTJ 399 Ne OJ 335 No Opinion--7
If it should be controlled, who should control it and pay for the expense?

D The federal government (the presently authorized federal project
provides for bank stabilization and erosion control).

EJState government

| County government
E]Conservancy':sub-districts, N.R.P's, etc.
D Private land owners

E]No control :
Intergovernmental Cost Sharing No Opinion--25

[JOther, explain Federal Control

How should the natural beauty and vegetation aleng the river be protected
and preserved?

E] By purchasing and maintaining a greenbelt 100-300 ft. wide on
each side of the river.

Ej By developing a mandatory set-aside prcéram which pays private land
owners to set aside a 100-300 ft. wide strip of land on each
side of the river.

Ej By purchasing scenic and preservation easements along the river
(the presently authorized federal project provides for this).

E]By encouraging a voluntary set aside program among land cwners
along the river.

[:]By encouraging local governments to develcop :zoning and land use
regulations alcong the river.

E] By ¢ontrolling water levels to maintain adjacent wetlands and marshes.



47

25 [0 No effort should be made to protect or preserve the vegetation and
beauty except as desired by each land owner.

> DOther. Explain.

_13. Who should develop and pay for this préservation and protection program?

231 D Federal government 134 D Intergovernmental cost sharing
114 D State government 85 D Private interests and land owners
8 No One
65 D County government O other. Explain
20 No Opinion

39 D Conservancy sub-districts, N.R.D's, etc.

_19. What activities do you think will improve the scenic quality of this portion
of the river?

346 [ Bank stabilization
232 [] Removal of trash
311 D Preservation of wooded areas *Other-Details

14 O Cropping of all possible land along the river Don't cut timber--1
Plant Trees--2

s¢ O Pasturing of land along the river Have green belt--4
Control Bed Degradation--2
16 [J Doing nothing Stop dumping--1

* 10 [ other. Explain
7 No Opinion

-~20. What should be done to manage and enhance fish and wildlife along this stretch
of the river?

10 D Nothing

177 O Maintain the present system of controlled fishing and hunting

11 [ Eliminate all fishing and hunting

272 [0 waintain the present system and also establish additional wildlife manage-

ment areas on the main islands and other key -areas alomg the river
(the presently authorized federal project provides for this)

* 15 D Qther. Explain *Other-Details
Constant water level--7
lé No Opinion Control bed degradation--3

Greenbelt wildlife refuge--3
Stop commercial fishing--1
Access only to landowners--1
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21. Who should pay for establishing additional wildlife management areas and
any other similar land programs?

199 D Federal govermment

157 [ state government

52 [0 comnty government

165 Intergovernmental cost sharing
65 [ private intsrests

e U ggheg, Bpptate

22, What type of new recrsational development should occur at key points along
this stretch of the river? (Mark any you fzel should be included).

292 O Access Toads

250 [ goat ramps

257 [0 picnic areas

4 O3 Sanitary facilities (drinking water, toilets, etc.)

166 [ Tent camping areas

120 O traiter camping sites (primitive) *Other -- Details

62 [ tTrailer camping sites (all facilizies) ?Zingizs?‘f‘fple out--2
o D sene o
212 4 Nature trails, historical trails, canoce trails, etc.

29 O praying sields

105 D Informative and intarpretive programs for historical and

archaeological sites

1 None

*s [ Qther. Please list.

3 No opinion

23, Who should pay for developing and building these recreational facilities?
175 [T fredera: government
150 [ seazs government

36 D Csunty government

154 B Intargovernmental c¢ost sharing
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43 D Private developers *Other: Details
4 No One No one--4
5 Other. Explain Users--1
15 No opinion
24. Who should pay for operating and maintaining these recreational facilities?
146 [ Federal government
161 [ State government
72 O County government A *Other: Details
U --6
172 O Intergovernmental cost sharing Niezie--s
so [ Private developers
*9 [ other. Explain
27 _No opinion
25. How should archaeoclogical, historical and cultural sites and values be preserved?
23 [ They should not be preserved or protected
275 [C] An inventory should be conducted and a long-range plan for protecting,
enhancing and interpreting historical, cultural and archeological
i sites and values should be developed (the presently authorized federal
project provides for this)
128 [0 gach state should develop its own program
49 [ Bach county should develop its own program
30 [J Each land owner involved should protect and preserve as he/she decides
1 D Qther. Explain {all of above)
22 No Opinion )
26. Who should pay for this protection and preservation?
177 D The federal government
140 [J state government
59 D County government
153 D Intergovernmental cost sharing
58 D Land owners
1 [J other. Explain (Private interest groups)
8 D NO one |
22 No opinion
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13

39

13

60 d.

291 e.

Z21

11

~J

63

50

Below are eight land use options (alternatives) for this stretch of the
river. Please indicate your preference by checking one.

a.

£.

c-
-1

i.

No program

Implies unzoned and unregulated development of all types by private
interests along river and no erosion control of banks.

No program except erosion control.

Implies unzoned and unregulated commercial and recreational develop-
ment along the river and a federally funded program of high bank
erosion or minimum bank stabilization.

No federal program

A state and county program of development of a few access roads and
sites along the river.

Federal high bank erosion control plus state and county programs of

.development of a few access roads and sites along the river.

The National Missouri Recreaticnal River

Federal program as authorized by Public Law 95:625. This includes

bank stabilization structures for erosion control, purchase of scenic
and preservation easements from willing sellers, purchase of recreation
easements from willing sellers, and purchase of land for recreation
development from willing sellers. Scenic and preservation easements
will be used to preserve areas of scenic beauty, wildlife habitat and
sites of historical or archaeological value. Project expenditures

are limited to $21,000,000. These funds will be spread among the
project purposes.

A federal greenbelt river program like the National Recreational River
program except that from 100-300 ft. strips be purchased by fee simple
or condemnation on both sides of the river (this implies elimination of
farming, homesites, commercial activities, etc., from the greenbelt
strip).

Same as "f£' except that the greenbelt would be developed via mandatory
set-aside program for which the land owners would be paid by the
federal government (Note, f and g are environmentally sound, but very
expensive). '

Other (your own program, if different from one of the above).

Just control bottom erosion--1

Limited recreation program--1

No opinion
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29,
309
213
198

50

188
158
159

66
35

51

Do you think the Missouri Naticnal Recreation River should be developed
as authorized and as planned by federal agencies?

Yes [ 313 No (0 33 No opinion--33

If yes, which of the following should be included (check as many as you wish):

O Bank stabilization and erosion control
[ Access to river for boaters '
| Development of small parks

O Development of large parks

D Preservation of scenic vistas

E] Preservation of critical fish and wildlife habitat; includes wooded
areas, bogs, marshy areas, etc.

Ej Preservation of historical sites
E] Preservation of archaeclogical sites

O Allowing recreationists to hike, camp, picnic and swim on recreation
easements

ﬁg:ggg&§§hdf irrigation equipment with vegetation
If no, what would you recommend? (Be brief).

Do nothing--21

State controlled with federal match--3

State, countv, or private pregrams onlv--10

Was this meeting and questionnaire helpful to you in developing an
understanding of the problems associated with resource use and zoning

along this stretch of river? Yes (] 371 ° Ne Ej3ﬂ3: No opinion--28
Did it help you appreciate more fully the scientific, environmental, economic,
sociological and political aspects of use and development along this

stretch of the river? Yes Ej-312 vo [ 76 No opinion--37

Do you have any other comments? (Be brief]).

Verv good meeting--10

Federal program very important--19

As little federal invelvement as possible. Keep river as it is--7
Need to know more about federal plans--4

More people should be interested--4

Advertise to get more tourists--1
Landowners should pay all benefits--1 Control boat speeds--1
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ATTITUDES QF CITIZENS QOF EACH COUNTY

The broadest set of attitudes and opinicns in the survey tended
to come from the private service clubs. These were captive audiences and most
probably would not have attended public meetings. Hence, they gave a better
picture of the average opinions of people in the counties.

By contrast, public meetings in all five counties tended to bring out the
people who were much interested in the river and were either strongly biased
for or against the authorized federal project. In the South Dakota counties,
farmers and landowners dominated the Union County meeting, but the Yankton
and Clay County meetings both had strong urban representations since the two
largest cities in the five counties are the County Seats of Clay and
Yankton Counties. In general, the urban people seem to be more supportive
of the total federal program than the rural people.

{n the Nebraska side of the river, both Cedar and Dixon Counties have
largely rural populations. The attitudes toward zoning tend to be antagonistic
and the support of federal programs seem to be somewhat less enthusiastic.

To illustrate this point, the Dixon County public meeting results are presented in
Table 5, These results can easily be compared to the totals given in Table 4
for the 5 counties.

The majority of the people attending this meeting lived in the country
and were farmers. Most were landowners and 10 of 25 completing the
questionnaire were riverbank landowners. Only 4 were members of county
governmental bodies and only 4 were members of environmental organizations.
There was only one minority citizen present, a Mexican, but several farmers
insisted that thev be classified as a minority. They are positive that they

are discriminated against in many ways.
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A majority (16) either had a business on the river or_farmed the river-
bank. A majority (17) did not believe in any form of zoning, quite a
contrast with the total attitude of all 5 counties. However, a majority (17)
thought that the erosion of the high banks should be controlled, but a fairly
large minority (7) did not think so.

In question 19, a majority (18) thought that bank stabilization was
the most important factor in improving the scenic quality of the river.

In question 25, only 9 thought that the federal program should be
associated with protecting, enhancing and interpreting historical, cultural
and archaeological sites. Nine thought that the states and counties should
do this and 6 thought that the landowner should protect and preserve them,
but only if they chose to do so. These opinions contrast markedly with
those shown for all 5 counties.

In questi;n 27, only % thought that the Missouri National Recreation
River was the most desirable land use option for this stretch of the river.
The same number (7) chose no program except high bank erosion control and
4 others chose federal high bank erosion control coupled with state and
county programs to control and pay for other activities. Tﬁe important point
here is that a majority (18) did vote for federal high bank erosion control,
but only 7 voted for the rest of the federally authorized project.

In question 28, there were 17 who thought the authorized program should
be developed and funded as authorized. The opinion of many seemed to be
that of the man who said, "All I want is erosion control, but since the
damned thing is authorized, let's get it funded and do it."

Again in question 29, the majority (17) felt that the most important

thing to do was to stabilize the banks and control the high bank erosion.



54

A majority (15) also wanted better access to the river for boaters.

There were some strong antagonlstic opinions. These should be noted in
questions 30 and 33 of Table 5, These were, generally, the attitudes of
those who want the river to remain as 1t is and who are primarily interested

in hunting and fishing.

ATTITUDES OF NEBRASKA CITIZENS IN BOTH COUNTIS

Table 6 is presented so that the Nebraska counties, which tend to be
anti-zsoning and pro federal bank stabilization and high bank erosion control
can be compared to the attitudes from both states and those from the Dixon
County public meeting. 1In general, the enthusiasm of the majority of
Nebraska respondents is limited to federal bank stabilization and high bank
erosion control.

In question 17, only 37 of 126 approved of the authorized federal
projects program to preserve the natural beauty and vegetation. One more (38)
chose a voluntary set-aside program and three less (34) chose control of
water levels to encourage maintenance of wetlands and marshes, and 13 thought
that nothing should be done.

In question 20, a slight majority (75) felt that the authorized federal
program to manage fish and wildlife was the most desirable, but a strong
minority (51), felt that the present program should be maintained without
changes.’

Only two types of recreational development in question 22 received a
slight majority of the votes. These were development of more access
roads (74) and boat ramps (67).

In question 25, only 39 of 126 possible votes supported the authorized

federal project's plan concerning the preservation of archaeological,
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historical and cultural sites., By contrast, a slight majority (70) felt
that this should be done, if done at all, by state or county governments
or by private landowners.

Only 52 of 126 possible votes were cast for the Missouri National
Recreation River option in question 27. Twenty did not express an opinion.
Thirty-seven others voted for federal high bank erosion control but not for
the balance of the federal project.

A fair majority (83) voted for the developing and funding of the
federally authorized project in question 28. But, notice that when bank
stabilization and erosion control was mentioned specifically in question 29,
a large majority (117} approved, whereas the other aspects of the project
received much less support, the greatest being 55 votes for access sites

for boaters.

A computer analysis is being made with non-federal funds which will analvze
much more accurately the attitudes of the respondents in each of the 5 counties
so that carefully analyzed county attitude profiles can be developed. These
results when obtained will be published and will be available to the general

public as well as to appropriate government bodies.
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{25 completed questionnaires)

LIC MEETING--DIXON COUNTY, NEBRASKA

Your state ebraska Youzr County Dixon
i live in the cowntzry 14 In town 11
Are you a farmer? Yas 1§ No 9
Are you a male 22 Samale 3
Ares you 3 riverbank landewner? Yes 10 No 15
Are you a landowner in this cowmcty? Yas 20 No 5
Are you & member oI county government at presant? Yes 1 No 21
ATe vou 2z member of an environmental orgzanization? Yes 4  Ne 2]
My age is Under 20 0 20-30 3 30-40 9
40-30 4 50-43 8 Qver 635 1

Are you a member of a recogniczed minority in the U.S.A.? (answers to -

10 and 11 are optiomnal)
Note: Three farmers insist they are a minority.  Yes__ ] No 24

What minority? Maxican

How do you use the river and its banks?
S [T Business--30ats, macina, etc.
8 [ Farming

! -

16 7 preasu=e

16 [ 8oating

22 7 fishing & hunting

12 T swimming

15 Zricics and cammiag

11 " Hiking znd just icckizg

1 T QCther, slsase lisz (loafing)

o N "
Scme JT 3UTmer Ache

9]

1 1

Jo not use
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lIn general, do you believe in zoning te regulate land use?
Yes [ 5 o O 17 No opinion 2
Should the counties and cities in the area use their zoning authority
to achieve land use objectives along the designated reach of the
recreational river? Yes O . NQD 17 No opinion-2
Erosion is a constant problem in certain portions of the high banks
along this stretch of the Missouri River.

Should this be controlled? Yes [ 17 No [ 7

&=

f it should be controlled, who should control it and pay for the expense?

D The federal government (the presently authorized federal project
provides for bank stabilization and erosion control).

DState government
D County government
DCOH;“ervancy-' sub-districts, N.R.D's, etc.
DPrivate land owners
DNo control
[CJother, explain
Ho opinion
How should the natural beauty and vegetation aleong the river be protected

and praserved?

D By purchasing and maintaining a greenbelt 100-300 £t. wide on
each side of the river.

D By developing a mandatory set-aside progfa.m which pays private land
owners to set aside a2 100-300 ft. wide strip of land om each
side of the river.

D By purchasing scenic and preservation easements along the river
(the presently authori:zed fsdevral project provides for this),

D By encouraging a veluntary set aside program among land owners
along the river.

DBy encouraging loczl governments to develop zoning and land use
regulations along the river.

[ 3y controlling water levels t5 maintain adjacent wetlands and marshes.



6

1
1s.

(2]

12

58

D No effort should be made to protect or preserve the vegetation and
beauty except as desired by each land owner.
D QOther. Explain.
No opinion
Who should develop and pay for this preservation and protection program?
D Federal government 5 D Intergovernmental cost sharing

D State government 5 D Private interests and land owners

—

D County government D Other. Explain {no one)

. . 1 No opinion
D Conservancy sub~districts, N.R.D's, etc.

What activities do you think will improve the scenic quality of this portion
of the river?

[0 Bank stabilization

{J Removal of trash

O Preservation of wooded areas

D Cropping of all possible land along the river
O Pasturing of land along the river

U Doing noth.ing‘

O other. Explain

What should be done to manage and enhance fish and wildlife along this stretch
of the river?

D Nothing

D Maintain the present system of controlled fishing and hunting

D Eliminate all fishing and hunting

D Maintain the present system and also establish additional wildlife manage-
ment areas on the main islands and other key .areas along the river
(the presently autherized federal project provides for this)

E] Other. Expiain (control water level for fish and wildlife)].

No opinion
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21. Who should pay for establishing additional wildlife management areas and
any other similar land programs?

8 O Federal government
4 [ state government
D County government
| Intergovernmental cost sharing
D Private interests
1 [ other. Explain (no one)

1 No opinion

22. What type of new recreational development should occur at key points along
this stretch of the river? (Mark any you feel should be included).

13 [ Access roads
13 [ poat ramps

6 [ picnic areas

3 E] Sanitary facilities (d.nnkmg water, toilets, etc.)
) D Tent camping areas

¢ 0 Trailer camping sites (primitive)

1 D Trailer camping sites (all facilities)

4

D Boat docks
3 O Nature trails, historical trails, canoce trails, etc.
D Playing fields

4 D Informative and interpretive programs for historical and
archaeological sites

2 [J other. Please 1ist. (none)
3 No opinion

23. Who should pay for developing and building these recreational facilities?

(Tl

U Federal government

=

D State govermment

—

D County government

12 D Iﬁtergovemmental ¢ost sharing
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2 [3 private developers
2 [ other. Explain
24, Who should pay for operating and maintaining these recreational facilities?
Federal government
State government
County government
Intergovernmental cost sharing

4 Private developers

2

ooaooadaoaa

Other. Explain (Either the user or no one)
1 No opinion
25. How should archaeoclogical, historical and cultural sites and values be preserved?

1 E] They should not be preserved or protected

9 E] An inventory should be conducted and a long-range plan for protecting,
enhancing and interpreting historical, cultural and archeoclogical
sites and values should be developed (the presently authorized federal
project provides for this)

(7))

Each state should develop its own program

.

Oo0Ooco

Each county should develeop its own program
Each land owner involved should protect and preserve as he/she decides
Other. Explain

2 No opinion
26. Who should pay for this protection and preservation?

8 [J The federal government
4 State government

County government
.Intergovernmental cost sharing

Land owners

Other. Explain

ooogoaoOooo

No cone

T3

No opinion
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Below are eight land use options (alternatives) for this stretch of the
river. Please indicate your preference by checking one.

a.

d'

i.

No program

Implies unzoned and unregulated development of all types by private
interests along river and no erosion control of banks.

No program except erosion control.

Implies unzoned and iumregulated commercial and recreational develop-
ment along the river and a federally funded program of high bank
erosion or minimum bank stabilization.

No federal program

A state and county program of development of a few access roads and
sites along the river.

Federal high bank erosion control plus state and county programs of
development of a few access roads and sites along the river.

The National Missouri Recreational River

Federal program as authorized by Public Law 95-625. This includes

bank stabilization structures for erosion control, purchase of scenic
and preservation easements from willing sellers, purchase of recreation
easements from willing sellers, and purchase of land for recreation
development from willing sellers. Scenic and preservation easements
will be used to preserve areas of scenic beauty, wildlife habitat and
sites of historical or archaeological value. Project expenditures

are limited to $21,000,000. These funds will be spread among the
project purposes.

A federal greenbelt river program like the National Recreational River
program except that from 100-300 ft. strips be purchased by fee simple
or condemnation on both sides of the river (this implies elimination of
farming, homesites, commercial activities, etc., from the greenbelt
strip).

Same as "f' except that the greenbelt would be developed via mandatory
set-aside program for which the land owners would be paid by the
federal government (Note, f and g are environmentally sound, but very
expensive). '

Other (your own program, if different from one of the above).

No opinion
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28. Do you think the Missouri National Recreation River should be developed
as authorized and as planned by federal agencies? '

ves ] 17 No [ 8
29, If yes, which of the following should be included (check as many as you wish):
17 [ Bank stabilization and erosion control
15 [J Access to river for boaters
7O Development of small parks
30 Development of large parks
5 [J preservation of scenic vistas

11 D Preservation of critical fish and wildlife habitat; includes wooded
areas, bogs, marshy areas, etc.

10 D Preservation of historical sites
s O Presaervation of archaeological sites

8 D Allowing recreationists to hike, camp, picnic and swim on recreation
easements

4 D Screening of irriga.timi equipment with végetation
o1 No opinion
_20. If ne, what would you recommend? (Be brief).

Keep river as it is and do nothine--3

31, Was this meeting and questionnaire helpful to you in developing an
understanding of the problems associated with resource use and zoning
along this stretch of river? Yes [ 17 Ne D 4 No opinion-3

32. Did it help you appreciate more fully the scientific, environmental, economic,
sociological and political aspects of use and development along this
stretch of the river? Yes Dlé No O 5 No opinion-3

Do you have any other comments? (Be brief).

It's my river. Let it alone.--2

Hunting and fishing is ruined by bank stabilization--2
Only the farmers want bank stabilization--2

o2}
[




63

TABLE 6--QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS--NEBRASKA COUNTIES

—
.

(88 ]

EONEa

[4 ]

o e g |

e

=
—

o
[ B8]

1216 Completed Questionnaires)

Dixon--45 Cedar--79
Your state Nebraska--125 Your County Knox--2
[ live in the country 419 In town 75
Are you a farmer? Yes 45 No 31
Are you a male _ 108 female 16
Are vou 2 Tiverbank landowner? Yes 32 No 91
Are you a landowner in this county? Yes  os Ne 3p

Are you a member of county government at present?  Yes g No 117

Are vou z mwember of zn environmental organization? Yes q

No 106

My age is Under 20 20-30 12 30-40 =g
40-30 29 30-63 11 Qver 65 I3

ATe you a member of a recognized minority in the U.S5.A.7 (answers to

10 and 11 are optiomal)
. Yas

No 41z

What minority? \Mexican

How do you use the river and its banks?
33 J Business--Boats, marina, etc.

18 [ Farming

' . , : *Other-Details
swimming Loafing--2

i TP , . Bird watching--1

73 lm Picnics and camping Photography--1
56 ' Hiking and just looking

* 4

Sther, plaase list

[}

—

31 . Heme or summer 1ome

4+ [ Do not use
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17

21

16
&
2
5
A7

10

14

37

64

In general, do you believe in zoning to regulate land use?

Yes D 61 No D 53 No opinion--6

Should the counties and cities in the area use their zoning authority

to achieve land use objectives along the designated reach of the
recreational river? Yes L] 60 vo O3 52

Erosion is a constant problem in certain porticns of the high banks

along this stretch of the Missouri River.

Should this be controlled? vesJ 107 xo O 13

If it should be controlled, who should control it and pay for the expense?

D The federal government (the presently authorized federal project
provides for bank stabilization and erosion control).

D State government

D County government

O conservancy - sub-districts, N.R.D's, etc.
D Pﬁvate land owners.

DNo control

Other, explain {Pay through user fees)
No opinion

How should the natural beauty and vegetation along the river be protected
and preserved?

D By purchasing and maintaining a greenbelt 100-300 ft. wide on
each side of the river.

D By developing a mandatory set-aside proéra.m which pays private land
owners to set aside a 100-300 ft. wide strip of land on each
side of the river.

D By purchasing scenic and preservation easements along the river
(the presently authorized fsderal project provides for this).

D By encouraging a voluntary set aside program among land owners
along the river.

DBy encouraging local governments to develop zoning and land use
regulations along the river.

] 8y conerolling water levels to maintain adjacent wetlands and marshes.
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13 [ No effort should be mads to protect or preserve the vegetation and

beauty except as desired by each land owner.

3 other. Explain.

18. Who should develop and pay for this preservation and protection program?

77 Ej Federal government 26 E] Intergovernmental cost sharin

g
28 [ state government 19 [ private interests and land owners
17 O County government 4 [0 other. Explain (no one)

e 4
18 [ Conservancy sub-districts, N.R.D's, etc.

No opinion

19. What activities do you think will improve the scenic quality of this portien
of the river?

106 ]
535 [
g6 [J

(%3]

Bank stabilization
Removal of trash

Preservation of wooded areas

Ej Cropping of all possible land along the river

16 [ Pasturing of land along the river

7 3 Doing nothing

1 E] Other. Explain (Pass anti-dumping law)

2
20. What

No opinion
should be done to manage and enhance fish and wildlife along this stretch

of the river?

s O
51 [
+ 0
7s O

*4D

6

Nothing

Maintain the present system of controlled fishing and humting

Elimirate all fishing and hunting

Maintain the present system and also establish additional wildlife manage-

ment areas on the main islands and other key .areas along the river
(the presently authorized federal project provides for this)

Other. Explain *Other-Details
No opinion Maintain water level--3
Stop land filling--1
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21. Who should pay for establishing additional wildlife management areas and
any other similar land programs? ’

65 [ receral govermment

43 E] State government
14 E] County government
s O Intergovernmental cost sharing Other-Details
17 m No one--1
Private interests Conservation groups--1
* 2 .
s U gehepy, Bpplatn

22. What type of new recreaticnal development should occur at key points along
this stretch of the river? (Mark any you feel should be included).

74 D Access rToads

67 D Boat ramps

235 D Picnic areas

49 D Sanitary facilities (drinking water, toilets, etc.)

43 G Tent camping aveas Other--Details

23 D . ) ) ) None--2
Trailer camping sites (primitive) Keep natural--1

17 More game preserves--2

D Trailer camping sites (all facilities)
4 D Boat docks
44 D Nature trails, historical trails, canoe trails, etec.
5 [0 p1aying fields

25 D Informative and intarpretive programs for historical and
archaeological sites

* 5

D Other. Please list.

5 No opinion
23. Who should pay for developing and building these recreational facilities?
Federal government

State government

County government

O00mng

Intergovernmental cost sharing



43

20

38

16

59

36

20
14

10

55

37

24

31

10

E] Private developers
O other. Explain (1o one)
NO opinion
Who should pay for operating and maintaining these recreational facilities?
E] Federal government
*Other--details
U State government No one--2

E] User fees--2
County government
E] Intergovernmental cost sharing
a Private developers
§5h85en; Gypiain
How should archaeological, historical and cultural sites and values be preserved?
E] They should not be pressrved or protected
E] An inventory should be conducted and a long-range plan for protecting,
enhancing and interpreting historical, cultural and archeclogical
sites and values should be developed (the presently authorized federal
project provides for this)
[ Each state should develop its own program
Ej Each county should develop its own program
& Each land owner involved should protect and preserve as he/she decides
T
Who should pay for this protection and preservation?
The federzl government
State government
County government
Intergovernmental cost sharing

Land owners

Other. Explain

ooooooo

No one
No opinion
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19

52

20

68

Below are eight land use options (alternatives) for this stretch of the
river. Please indicate your preference by checking one.

a.

['C]

No program

Implies unzoned and unregulated development of all types by private
interests along river and no erosion control of banks.

No program except erosion control.

Implies unzoned and unregulated commercial and recreational develop
ment along the river and a federally funded program of high bank
erosion or minimum bank stabilization.

No federal program

A state and county program of development of a few access roads and
sites along the river.

Federal high bank erosion control plus state and county programs of
development of a few access roads and sites along the river.

The National Missouri Recreational River

Federal program as authorized by Public Law 95-625. This includes

bank stabilization structures for erosion control, purchase of scenic
and preservation easements from willing sellers, purchase of recreation
easements from willing sellers, and purchase of land for recreation
development from willing sellers. Scenic and preservation easements
will be used to preserve areas of scenic beauty, wildlife habitat and
sites of historical or archaeological value. Project expenditures

are limited to $21,000,000. These funds will be spread among the
project purposes.

A federal greenbelt river program like the National Recreational River
program except that from 100-300 ft. strips be purchased by fee simple
or condemnation on both sides of the river (this implies elimination of
farming, homesites, commercial activities, etc., from the greenbelt
strip).

Same as ""f£' except that the greenbelt would be developed via mandatory
set-aside program for which the land owners would be paid by the
federal government (Note, f and g are environmentally sound, but very
expensive}. ‘

Other (your own program, if different from one of the above).

No opinion
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29,

117
55
42

11

41

Ll
e

32

69

Do you think the Missouri National Recreation River should be developed
as authorized and as planned by federal agencies?

ves [] 83 No [ 26 No opinion--11
If yes, which of the following should be included (check as many as you wish):
O Bank stabilization and erosion control
E] Access to river for boaters
D Development of small parks
O Development of large parks
[J Preservation of scenic vistas

D Preservation of critical fish and wildlife habitat; includes wooded
areas, bogs, marshy areas, etc.

Preservation of historical sites

Allowing recreationists to hike, camp, picnic and swim on recreation

D Preservation of archaeological sites
easements

Screening of irrigation equipment with vegetation
No opinion

If no, what would you recommend? (Be brief).

Do nothing--4

Eotirely county and state control--1

Keep large fast boats off the river--1

Was this meeting and questionnaire helpful to you in developing an
understanding of the problems associated with resource use and zoning
along this stretch of river? Yes D 103 No D 8 No opinion--7
Did it help' you appreciate more fully the scientific, environmental, economic,
sociological and pelitical aspects of use and development along this
stretch of the river? Yes [ 101 vo O 8 No opinion--8
Do you have any other comments? (Be brief).

Excellent program--3

Keep federal government out--3

Preserve wild life--2

Get bank stabilized fast--3
It's my river. Leave it alone--2
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- SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This was a nine-month project designed as a public education program
for the people of five counties along the 58 mile stretch of the Missouri River
between Gavins Point Dam, South Dakota and Ponca State Park, Nebraska, which
has been designated as the Missouri National Recreation River. A goal
of the project was to discover through a questionnaire what the attitudes
of the people in these five caunties are toward the future development of
this stretch of the river.

Public meetings were held in each of the five counties. Also,
sessions were held in the S counties with all of the service clubs and
private clubs that were interested enough in the future of the river to
sponsor a meeting.

Publicity concerning the project was achieved through several TV
programs, a series of radio programs on several stations and many news-
paper articles in all of the newspapers that are of imporﬁance in the
5 county area. Two efforts, neither very successful, were made to contact

the public through summer fairs in the region.

The format for each meeting was as follows: Initially, a presentation
of the history of the developments on the 38 mile river stretch was given,
including the effects of the big dams on the wild and free~flowing Tiver
and the recent completion of the Section 32 program of the U.5. Corps cf
Engineers which included minimum bank stabilization and high bank erosion
contrel in critical areas between Ponca State Parg and Gavins Point Dam.

The second stage of the meeting was a discussion of the various possible
opticns for future development of the river, whether desirable or undesirable.

Included in these options was a discussion of the federally authorized
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project of the Missouri Naticnal Recreation River. No effort was made to
push a particular option as being good or bad. Rdther an attempt was made
to show the advantages and disadvantages of each.
In the third portion of the meeting, a series of slides was shown
which indicated how certain portions of the river looked in the past and
what those same areas look like now after the completion of the Section 32
program. In particula;, an effort was made to-show how the river has
changed or been changed in certain spots since 1974,
Finally, the people in attendance were asked to complete the 33 question question-
naire concerning the future of the river and were asked to specifically

support or reject certain options or alternatives in river development.

There were a total of 1,787 participants in the meetings and 449
people completed questionnaires. A compilation of the results of these -
questionnaires showed the following as the predominant attitudes and

oplnions.

First, it was clear that thére is strong support for any federal progfam
which achieves high bank erosion control and minimum bank stabilization,
A strong majority of the people involved feel that the Missouri River
itself and its high banks are a federal, not a state, county or private
responsibility. There was also strong support for the effeétiveness
of the Section 32 program, which has now been completed.

Second, it was equally clear that there is no definite majority support
for the development of either recreation, wildiife, or other programs along

the rtiver. There is strong (but possibly not majority) support for state
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and local (even private) control and financial support for these programs in
the future. A program of intergovernmental cost-sharing séemed to be
particularly popular.

Since the authorized Missouri National Recreation River project
includes bank stsbilization as a major portion of its budget, the support
for this project was strong. But it is clear that many pecople contacted,
perhaps a majority, were not happy about the recreation, wildlife, etc.
portions of this authorized project. In the future it is clear that these
people would want these aspects of any project to be controlled and supported
locally. Certainly, the concept of local cost-sharing in federal projects
was popular with a large segment, perhaps a majority of the people contacted
in this study. This would be particularly true of any projects which
included recreation or wildlife aspects.

A computer study of the data obtained from each county is in progress
and when it is completed a much clearer picture of the precise attitudes.
and characteristics of the people in each county will be available, All that
can be stated now is that the attitudes of those on the Nebraska side of
the river are predominantly rural and conservative. The attitudes are
harder to analyze without computer aid on the South Dakota side. There is
a strong rural and conservative component in each county. However, the
southern portion of Union County, South Dakota, is a "bedroom area" for
greater Sioux City, Iowa, and this alters attitudes considerably. Clay
County is dominated by the University of South Dakota at Vermillion. This
strongly affects attitudes in that county. Yankton County has the largest
commercial center, Yankton, in the five counties, but this is predeminantly
a farming city and rural attitudes are strong. However, there are 2 small

colleges and 2 large hospitals at Yankton. These and other influences



alter attitudes of many people considerably so that Yanktor County
appears to be a county in which the urban and rural attitudes may be
quite evenly balanced. The computer study in progress should clarify
these comments considerably.

An effort was made to present this program to all of the women's
service clubs, etc. in the 5 county region except tor the church groups.
Only one woman's organization chose to sponsor a meeting and this meeting
Wwas very poorly attended. Also, there were few who were willing to complete
the guestionnaire.

Only a small number of women attended the public meetings. Most of
these were rural women or landowners. For the most part, other women

appeared to lack interest in the river and its future.

Senior Citizen groups were contacted and the program was presented to
them, but very few participants chose to complete the questionnaire. Minority
groups were invited but few participated. There are very few biacks in the 5
county area and very few of Hispanic origin., No Native American reservations
are in the 5 county area although several are not far away and quite a few

American Indians live in the 5 counties. The reason for their non-participation

is not known.

There was a strong minority of sportsmen who felt that water level control
for fish spawning and migraﬁory birds was the most important'federal
activity. They oppose bank stabilization and high bank erosion control and
insist that only the farmers and riverbank landowners want it. They
would prefer that nothing be done to the river banks.

There was much appreciation of the fact that these meetings were

objective and primarily educational and that no effort was made to premote
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one option more than another. People are very tired of being invited to
public meetings where federal programs are essentially pushed down their
throats. There is often a pretense of objectivity in these meetings, but
in reality the purpose of the public meeting is to sell the federal project
to those who are neutral or who object to it. A large number of people
expressed their verbal appreciation of a meeting in which no program or
project was being sold. . Instead of that, options were being considered and

opinions sought. Since projects such as this are quite inexpensive, the

federal government and its agencles should seriously consider the importance
of these comments and develop many more projects of this type where options

are discussed and opinions are sought.
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SELECTED ANNOTATED BIBLIQGRAPHY

Anonymous, May 1981.

Aerial Photography and Maps, Missouri National Recreation River,
Nebraska and South Dakota; U. S. Corps of Engineers.
(all necessary maps and pictures of the project area.)

, July, 1978

Alternatives to Fee Title Land Acquisition, lowa Conservation
Commission, Report to 2nd Session, 67GA (Chapter 33, Section 8)
{discusses gifts, covenants, Land Banks, leases, easements and
zoning.)

, February 8, 1980.

Cooperative Agreement Between the U. S. Department of the Interior

and the U. S. Department of the Army for Implementation of Section 707
of Public Law 95-625. (details of the agreement between the U. S.
Corps of Engineers and the National Park Service concerning the
Missouri National Recreation River.)

, November, 1980.

Executive Summary--Missouri River Flood Plain Legal and Institutional
Framework Study--Missouri River Basin Commission.

» April 16, 1932,

General Permit (Pending), Permits Branch, P. O. Box 5, Omaha, Nebraska
68101. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers. {illustrated)

{Corps working on a General Pemmit to expedite the control and approval
or private bank erosicn structures built along the Missouri River.)

, January, 1982

Lewis and Clark Trail--National Historic Trail. Comprehensive Plan
for Management and Use. National Park Service, U. S. Department of
the Interior.

(good discussion of trail plans--p. 29-31 and sheets § and 9 of maps
concern National !lissouri Recreaticn River regicn).
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10.
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12,

, January, 1981,

Management Plan for the Upper Mississippi River, prepared by Goff/
Priesnitz and Associates, 607 Bremer Building, St. Paul, MN 55101,
Mississippi Headwaters Board.

(interesting story of cooperative 8-county consortium board which is now
in charge of zoning, land use regulations, etc., on upper 400 mile
stretch of the Mississippi River.)

, Undated

Management Plan Fact Sheet, Missouri National Recreation River, Gavins
Point Dam to Ponca State Park, Nebraska.
(nice summary of preliminary plans.)

, 1972

Missouri River Preservation and Development Project. Siouxland Inter-
state Metropolitan Planning Council (SIMPCO), Insurance Exchange Building,
Sioux City, Iowa.

{goals of committee and river maps).

, July 1977

Missouri River Preservation and Development Project (Background Studies].
Siouxland Interstate Metropolitan Planning Council (SIMPCO), Insurance
Exchange Building, Sioux City, Iowa.

P. 328--discussion of land use and zoning regulations on both sides of
the river in greater Siocux City region.)

, March, 1978

Missouri River, Gavins Point Dam to Ponca State Park, a potential
addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (draft report),
U.5. Army Corps of Engineers; Omaha District (early recommendations and
plans.)

, July, 1978

Missouri River Woodlands and Wetlands Study. Siouxland Interstate Metro-
politan Planning Council (SIMPCO), Insurance Exchange Building, Sioux
City, Iowa (general study of what has happened to woodlands and wetlands
in greater Sioux City region of river.)

, Aug. 14, 1979

iidssouri wational DRecwsation River Uraft llanageuent Plan and Gavironmental
Assessment. !lemorandun to lesional Director, Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service. Memorandum from National Patk ervice, Regional
Director, Midwest Region, Omaha.
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, July 1980,

Missouri National Recreation River, Nebraska and South Dakota, General
Design, Memorandum MRR-1. Gavins Point Dam, South Dakota to Ponca State
Park, Nebraska. Omaha District Corps of Engineers, Department of the
Army (details of the project plan,)

, Undated.

Missouri National Recreation River, Management Plan, Gavins Point Dam,
South Dakota to Ponca State Park, Nebraska. United States Department
of the Interior, Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (total
plans for the project.)

, Undated.

The Missouri National Recreation River, Public Infomration.Fact Sheet,
U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S, Ammy Corps of Engineers (summary
of planned project.) '

, 1976

Conservation Easements. The Nature Conservancy, 1800 North.Kent Street,
Arlington, Virginia 22209 (discussion of different types of land
easements.)

, November, 1978,

" Park With A City In It. American Forests. (Raleigh, North Carolina

publication discusses city network of linear parks or greenbelts along
streams.) .

, August, 1977,

Review Report for Water Resources Development, Revised Draft,
Environmental Statement., U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Missouri
River Division, Omaha, Nebraska (preliminary plans and discussions
concerning the development of the Recreation River.)

, May, 1981.

Review of Water and Related Land Resource Activities in the Missouri
River Basin, Vol. 2, Missouri River Basin Commission.

, November 30, 1978,

National Paxk and Recreation Act of 1978 (H. R. 12536), U. S. Congress,
Congressional Record (the amendment of Section 708, section 3 (a) of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Public Law 95-625.)



22. , 1980,

-

Urban Water Front Revitalization, Vol. 2, Eighteen Case Studies,
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, U. S. Department of the
Interior, Washington, D. C. (Greenbelt development in Austin, Texas
and elsewhere.)

23. , January, 1979.

Water Resgurces Development by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers in
Nebraska, U. S. Government Printing Office 666-746.

24. » 1581,

Water Resources Development in Nebraska, 1981, U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Missouri River Divisionm, Omaha, Nebraska (streambank erosion
control.}

25. , 1968

Zoning for Rural Areas, Leaflet Number 510, U. S. Department of
Agriculture, Superintendent of Documents, U. 5. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D. C. 2040Z2.

26. Baldwin, Albert G., April 12, 1979.
Letter to Don Meisner, SIMPCO, Sioux City, Iowa, from U.S. Department of
Interior, Heritage Conservation and Recreatlon Service, Denver, Colorado
(responsibilities of this organization for the development of the
Recreation River.)

(]
~d

Lauck, Emanuel, May 15, 1979.

Letter concerning-Missouri Recreation River Management Plan meeting of
May 11, 1979. Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, Mid-Continent
Region, Denver, Colorado.

28, Selleck, C. A., Jr. January 23, 1981.

Record of decisions concerning Missouri National Recreation River,
Nebraska and South Dakota. Letter from Col. Selleck, U. S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Division Engineer, Omaha, Nebraska. :

29. Thacker, Al. August 22, 1979.

Testimony presented at public hearing on the Missocuri River National
River management plan (suggested that Corps of Engineers be principal
federal agency involved, that there be an overall advisory group
including a broad spectrum of the interested citizens and that the
Department of the Interior responsibilities should be administered
through the National Park Service.)

* Best articles to obtain a complete background of information concerning
the Missouri National Recreation River.
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