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Missouri:
Missouri River basin ecosystem restoration meeting report
1. Introduction
On October 2nd, Consensus convened 30 participants and eight observers at the Capitol Plaza Hotel in Jefferson City to discuss how best to restore the Missouri River basin ecosystem. The meeting was one of eight held in states within the river basin during September and October of 2009.


Consensus recruited individuals from nine of ten stakeholder groups suggested by the U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution. They (and the number of participants) included: navigation (3); fish and wildlife (1); recreation (3); agriculture (6); business and chambers of commerce (4); culture and historic preservation (5); communities and local governments that depend on the river for water and power (3); environmental and conservation (2); and people who live on the river (2). The tenth stakeholder group was American Indian tribes, of which there are none in the state of Missouri. 
2. Methodology
This section describes how Consensus recruited participants and how it structured the meeting.

2.a.
Methodology – participant recruitment

Consensus identified respected organizations in each of the nine stakeholder groups and asked them to recommend participants. This methodology allowed us to use the influence of a respected leader as a hook to encourage individuals to attend. It also allowed us to gather participants that leaders in each stakeholder group would agree would fairly reflect the group’s perspective, which increased legitimacy and assured that the strongest proponents of a point of view were talking with other people at that level.

The participant names and affiliations, along with names of individuals who canceled or declined, and those who recommended participants, are below. Recommendations were also provided by CAT and MRRIC members. 

	# in group
	Participant

	Navigation

	1
	Ray Bohlken, Capital Sand

	2
	Chris Gutierrez, president, KC SmartPort

	3
	Vince Gauthier, director, Kansas City Port Authority

	Canceled: Jesse Lybarger, tugboat pilot; Bill Jackson, Brunswick River Terminal.

	Recommendations provided by: John LaRandeau (Army Corps), Lester Cruse (dispatcher for asphalt boats), Joe LaMothe (Midwest Terminal Warehouse), Steve Johnston (St. Joe Regional Port Authority).

	Fish & Wildlife

	1
	Norman Stucky – retired employee of the Department of Conservation. Spend most of career in Nebraska. Last 7 years in MO.

	Canceled: David Stous, Missouri River Relief board member and Mitch Leachman, director, St. Louis Audubon Society. Declined: Jeff Barrow (Mo River Relief), Steve Mellis, David Urich, Mike Leach, Jane Frazier and the entire mid-Missouri Audubon Society membership. One person said he would rather go fishing than talk about going fishing, and it was hard to argue with that.

	Recommendations provided by: Dave Murphy (MO Conservation Federation), Jeff Barrow, David Thorne at MO Department of Conservation, Steve Schnarr from MO River Relief.

	Recreation (boating, fishing, hunting, ecotourism)

	1
	Scott Mansker. President, Missouri River 340.

	2
	Mike Cooper. Owner, Cooper’s Landing.

	3
	Brett Dufur, owner, Mighty MO Canoe Rentals and author of Katy Trail guidebook.

	Canceled: Adam Wolf, owner, Tombstone Tackle. Recommendations provided by Steve Johnson at MO River Communities Network and Tom with U.S. Fish and Wildlife, who called out of the blue. Several attempts to get recommendations from MO Dept of Natural Resources failed.

	Agriculture

	1
	Terry Hilgedick, farmer, Hartsburg MO. On MO Corn Growers Association Board.

	2
	Jay Fischer, farmer and agritainment business owner

	3
	Peggy Smart, farmer and runs grain elevator and ag input sales

	4
	Rob Korff, on MCGA board and vice chair of MO corn Merchandising Council

	5
	Rusty Lee, farmer in Truxton, MO

	6
	Tom Waters, farmer and chair of the MO Levee and Drainage District

	Declined or unable to reach: Ron McNeal, Bob Perry, Bill Jackson, Ron Hardecke, farmers.

	Recommendations provided by: Gary Marshall, MO Corn Growers Association; Steve Taylor, Missouri Agribusiness Association; and David Baker, Missouri Extension. AgriMissouri folks were unable to assist due to MO State Fair. Farm Bureau Federation said they would have someone call, but the call was not received.

	Business / Chambers of Commerce

	1
	Todd White, owner, Katy Bike Rental and Robin’s Nest, and president of the Defiance Merchant Association

	2
	Kendall Kircher, board member, MFA Incorporated

	3
	Lisa McClary, owner, MO River Monument Co., and on staff with Boonville Tourism Dept.

	4
	Jeffery Hartle, Park University instructor

	Canceled: Larry Miskel, mayor of Hermann and owner of B&B. Declined: Linda Hunter with Katy Depot.

	Recommendations provided by: Maria Dorsey, Katy Trail Merchants & Communities; director, Hermann Chamber of Commerce; Park University. Multiple attempts to get recommendations from the MO Chamber of Commerce were unsuccessful. Parkville and Chesterfield chambers were invited to provide recommendations, but did not.

	Cultural & Historic Preservation

	1
	Tom Dunn, owner, Gateway Arch Riverboats

	2
	Nancy Grant, mayor of Hartsburg and creator of Lewis & Clark event (Nancy was sick and sent her husband in her place.)

	3
	Art Mehrhoff, University of Missouri Museum of Art & Archaeology

	4
	Kathryn Frazier, chair, historic preservation commission, Augusta, MO

	5
	Roger Slusher, volunteer, Lexington Historic Preservation Commission

	Declined: Greg Olson (MO Archives in Sec’y of State’s Office), Doris Keeven-Franke (Washington, MO, Historical Society), Mary Ellen McVicker (Friends of Boonville), Sharon Dyer (art professor), Meredith Ludwig (oral histories), Robyn Burnett (author and speaker), Dr. David Knox (Lindenwood College), Lois Mueller (Robller Winery), Ryan Graham (St. Charles historian), Kathy Borgman (Friends of Arrow Rock), Rich Lawson (Friends of Arrow Rock), Bob Heggestad (Lexington Historic Preservation Commission). Most declined due to events the weekend of 10/2-4.

	Recommendations provided by: Patricia at MO Humanities Council, Mary Ellen McVicker, Steve Johnson with MO River Communities Network, Susan Jezak Ford, architectural historian, and Tiffany Patterson, State Historic Preservation Office.

	Communities and Local Governments (that depend on the MO River for water, water quality or power)

	1
	Cindy Hebenstreit, American Water.

	2
	John Bremser, assistant plant manager of maintenance, Kansas City, MO, Water Services Department

	3
	Gabe Craighead, commissioner, Callaway County

	Declined: Paul Ling (environmental manager, KCP&L). 

	Environmental and Conservation

	1
	Jim Karpowicz, founder and current board member, Missouri River Relief

	2
	Tom Ball, river educator and AmeriCorps volunteer

	Canceled: Sarah Pennington, Missouri River Communities Network and Friends of the Big Muddy; Susan Wiegand, business owner and MO River boater. Declined: Larry Ruff (Greenway Network), Laura Cohen (Confluence Partnership in the St. Louis area), John McPheeters (Nature Conservancy), and Greg Poleski (kayaker and conservationist).
Recommendations provided by: Steve Schnarr, MO River Relief, and Laura Cohen, Confluence Partnership. Requested recommendations from the Sierra Club Missouri Chapter, which emailed the info to members. Nobody responded.

	People Who Live on the River

	1
	Edward Catron. Has a house on the river, 11 acres and a truck garden. Has boated on the river all his life. 

	2
	John Wood. St. Joseph area.

	Recommendations provided by Steve Johnston, director, Community Alliance of Saint Joseph.



Thirty individuals attended the meeting of some 70 who were invited. The general public was invited to observe the meeting via placement of a legal ad in the Columbia Daily Tribune on September 18, 2009. In addition, we sent the legal ad to all MRRIC and CAT members from Missouri, with the invitation to let others know that they would be welcome to observe.

2.b.
Methodology – meeting design
Consensus designed the meeting to encourage the diverse group of stakeholders to be responsible for generating and analyzing information and, as much as possible, to identify areas of common ground.

Values: Group interview process. The room set-up was groups of four chairs facing four chairs. Each chair held a small notepad and an index card containing one of four questions. In increments of four minutes, a participant interviewed and was interviewed by his/her partner. Eventually, everyone in the group had asked and answered all four questions. 

The four questions were: #1 – What is your interest in and connection to the Missouri River? #2 – What do you need from the Missouri River and are your needs being met? What benefits do you receive from the river? #3 – What does the Missouri River mean to your community? How has the river shaped the culture of your community? #4 – What does the Missouri River mean to the economic vitality and sustainability of your community and state?

After that, individuals responsible for each question worked together in groups of six to eight to analyze the responses, then reported out to the large group. They were asked to report the following: What they heard, like the common themes and range of responses, what they thought was surprising and what they thought was especially important. Two of the small groups were facilitated by a participant and observed by a member of the Consensus team, and two were facilitated by a U.S. Institute staff member.

Future scenarios / Visioning: Small group discussion. Seated in their small groups of six to eight, participants were read a brief “visioning” statement, then asked to write their personal visions on a worksheet. They were asked to share their personal visions with their small group members, then asked to prepare a report to the large group that answered these questions: 1. What would a common vision include, if it included everything that your group agreed was important? How would the river be different from the way it is today? What conditions or features would be present? How would people connect to the river? 2. What can’t fit into your common vision because values are in conflict?

Purpose & Needs: Large group discussion. Participants were asked to list the problems and the opportunities related to the Missouri River. After that, participants were asked which natural resources should be addressed and to say what “restoration” meant to them. One team member facilitated, one recorded on the flip chart, and one took notes on a laptop.
3. Values Discussion.
Many people who live and work near the Missouri River value the history and culture of the river, its ecology and recreational opportunities, but more than anything else, they see it as a source of business. People live near the river because they can farm, transport goods and make a living on tourism.  They view it as an asset as well as an unpredictable interference into their lives and livelihoods. The most often-mentioned value for the Missouri group was balance – balancing the natural state of the river against the economic livelihood of farmers, the navigation industry and other stakeholders.

3.a.
Socio-cultural values

In general, Missouri participants see the possibilities for a river to add to quality of life and to build attachment to a place, but they don’t see those possibilities as anywhere near fully realized. They boat on it, hunt and fish near it and sometimes just enjoy watching it flow by and wish that others had that opportunity, as well. Several mentioned that it’s hard to get down to the river in many places, in part because of railroad tracks built along its bank, so many communities that are on the river seem disconnected from it. Basically, they said they think recreational opportunities along the river are a bonus, but the real value of the river is its economic importance to the people near it.  

Some towns like Rocheport and Boonville manage to capitalize on tourism opportunities. The Katy Trail development has brought the most tourism, although some felt the greenways, trees and bluffs were as important to its success as the river itself. But in other areas, such as Kansas City, residents do not often access the river for recreational purposes. Some said there needs to be more river access, and others talked about the problem with fluctuations in flow that make boating problematic.

“It’s not the prettiest river, but we could exploit it better for recreational use and local benefit,” one participant said. “Part of the problem is that the river has shifted and people have lost contact with the river.”

Even though they live near the river to work, people in the Missouri group have mixed feelings about its aesthetic and quality-of-life values. A handful said they use the river daily for recreation. Most, however, characterize it as dirty, muddy and full of debris. “I don’t want to use the river. It’s wild and dirty,” one participant wrote. They take for granted the need to “clean up” after it on a regular basis. More importantly, many people are afraid of the river and the destruction it did in floods of 1993 and other years.  
Almost everyone recognizes the important historical role of Lewis and Clark and the part the Missouri River played in the settlement of many towns along it. This history and culture is still celebrated in festivals and remembered by many people who grew up along the river and stayed there. Some said the river provides a gathering place to bring people together. However, participants told several stories about river towns that have either “turned their backs” on the river or grown away from it. 

“St. Joseph was founded because it was on the river and grew because it was on the river. St. Joe was known as a river town. Over the years, the town has turned its back on the river and thinks less of itself as a river town,” one said. 

Many river towns on the Missouri do not actually offer access to the river. Boonville, for example, was founded by people who came up the river and it still relies on transportation along the river as a source of business.  “There are lots of events and companies that use the river name. People are attracted to the town because of the river. I would like to see more access to the river, like canoeing and a restaurant on the river,” one participant said. But she added that in her position as an economic development advocate for Boonville, some of the greatest opportunities are being missed. “At the chamber, people are always asking, can I get out to the river? The answer is no.”  A resident of Rocheport echoed the sentiment that the community is disconnected from the river, but there are efforts to reconnect. 

3.b.
Livelihood and wealth values

As noted above, Missouri participants see the major value of the river as a source of jobs and a support for businesses. “In Lexington, it’s one of our main businesses,” said one participant. “Boat and motor businesses sell a million dollars worth of equipment per year. We have two ramps in Lexington. Tourism is important, one of our top five sources of revenue.” However, most of the participants agree that the river is not being used to its fullest revenue-generating potential. 

One important issue to almost all participants in Missouri is the value of the river for navigation.  Those who farm say moving their products from rivers to railroad is more cost-effective than using trucks, and that barges reduce pollution from interstate highway traffic. They cited a statistic that one barge equals 57 tractor trailers or 100 railroad cars. Fertilizer is also transported on the river. But many pointed out that fluctuations in water levels keep the river from being as valuable a navigation tools as it could be. 

Those who farm along the river point out its mixed blessings. While flooding bring fertile soil to the banks, farms along the river have been devastated by floods in some years, and farmers said they would like to be assured they would be safe from flooding. Several participants said they don’t think there should be further building in the flood plain. ”Flood control is my top priority, like the floods in ’93 and ’95,” one farmer said. “The spring rise increases the risk, and the timing makes it even more problematic.”

Participants said that the river brings tourism to small towns along the river, and offers potential for economic development. They think the river would draw more economic development if the risk of flooding were reduced, ensuring that investments along the river would not be lost to flooding. 

In addition, Missouri residents see the river as an importance source of power generation and source of irrigation water. 

3.c.
Health and security values

The participants in Missouri were less concerned about health and security values than they were about economic values. They said that pesticide and herbicide runoff is an issue, and there have been some problems with the fertilizer Atrazine. “We need to produce the water that meets the demands of our people. Pollution, chemicals, and low water levels are problems,” said one participant. “It’s the only source of water – that’s the sustainability factor. There are changes in water quality at different times of the year. And things like gasoline spills can be difficult.” 
Another said that degradation of the water channel threatens water intakes. The group believes we have made a significant investment in a healthy water supply.  They said when water levels are low, it’s more expensive to access water in the intake pipes. Finally, the group discussed the importance of the river for power generation, including the electrical and nuclear facilities on the river that draw cooling water from it. Once again, they also identified this as an economic value, since, for example, the Calloway County nuclear reactor provides employment and “provides half the revenue for the county.” 

3.d.
Life-supporting, biocentric values

Some of the participants in Missouri talked about the life-sustaining value of the river, with one calling it “a fountain of youth.”  “I’ve lived all over the country and have never lived anywhere as beautiful. I want to preserve that,” one participant said. Others discussed the importance of preserving wetlands and habitat. 

Sustainability of the restoration plan is an issue to some. “Any plan should have long-term sustainability. If it’s not sustainable, it’s artificial, and artificial is expensive. Imposing human controls on rivers is expensive and can lead to disaster,” one said. 

The group expressed several times the idea that restoration of the river should be balanced against other factors; in other words, total restoration should not always be the only goal. “To me it’s exciting to have a chance to see nature run her course a little, but I don’t want to see it at the expense of people who are already on the river. We need farmers, we need barges,” she said.

They spoke of their desire to see the return of original forest and plant species such as ferns. For this group, sand should be considered a natural resource that is being overharvested.  They also said that the once-fertile soil of the riverbank was a natural resource, but as it is depleted, we should be concerned about the need to use additional fertilizers. They expressed concern about the amount of chemicals coming into the river from urban runoff.

Participants discussed several wildlife issues. One said snags have disappeared from the river, which has diminished areas where wildlife can reproduce. They said they were pleased that the reintroduction of wetlands had brought an increase in birds such as herons, egrets and turkeys. Another said the reintroduced river otter population has reached 20,000.

But the group found it hard to define restoration, debating what would be the starting point for a return to a natural river. For some, restoration is not to be encouraged, because, as one said, “I think restoration means regulation and more rules of what you can and can’t do.” But another participant said that only the government is capable of restoring the river. 

To some, the value of restoration is in making the river sustainable by return to a more natural state. “Restoration means taking back to some previous point in time, but can’t do that to a living community like the Missouri River basin ecosystem. You can take it back to health,” one said. 
4. Purpose and Needs Discussion. 

The group was not asked to wordsmith the purpose and needs statements. Members were given the opportunity to read each statement, then listed problems and opportunities. 


Whether an opportunity is already included in the need statement depends on the definition of “social, economic and cultural values for future generations.” Key opportunities the group identified were the opportunity to join together to clean up the river, to connect individuals to the river by increasing docks and marinas, to connect the river to tourism in small river towns and to the Katy Trail, to reinvent barges to make them smaller and more suitable to the Missouri River, to reinvent America by strengthening small towns to take pressure off unsustainable large metro areas, and to restore the river using more than a 100-year time scale.

The key problems the group identified were related to water levels (floods and changing flood levels; loss of wetlands; artificial water rises); impact on people (threat to small towns and farmers, diminishing barge traffic); management and data (lack of current flood maps, comprehensive GIS and current navigation charts, the unintended consequences of managing the river, too many federal agencies involved, poor cooperation and collaboration); and quality of life (lack of enlightened quality-of-life indicators; lack of enlightened social cost/benefit analysis that factor in values other than economic ones).
Natural resources the group wanted the restoration to include were: native plant species along the river bottoms; water birds like herons and egrets; sand, sediment and the declining stream bed; big bass; native species of mussels; and snags. 

5.
Visioning
As they imagined the future of the river, the participants agreed that a successful future depends upon finding the proper balance in several areas, such as between the needs of humans and the needs of nature, between the various stakeholder groups and between the recreational as well as economic values they bring to the table. Participants agreed that various interests would have to work together to reach their vision. 

Participants imagined a future in which the river is utilized to its fullest potential in various areas include: 

· Recreation. The river would be cleaner, providing safe drinking water and with less debris along its banks. Because combined sewer outflows have been fixed, people would be swimming in the river without concern. There would be more access points and increased hiking and biking trails along the river; public docks and parks in each community, and abundant wildlife for everyone to enjoy.
· Environmental quality: In addition to be clean and chemical free, the river would support healthy fishing. New wetland areas would provide natural filtration.

· Navigation: Barge traffic would have increased, with barges designed specifically for the Missouri River. New products would be shipped by river and more communities would have viable ports for getting goods to market. In addition, a recreational river traffic industry would have developed, with passenger vehicles like paddle-wheelers or shallow draft vessels carrying people and goods between newly-restored riverfronts. Navigation between Kansas City and St. Louis would be common.
· Power: We would have increased the use of the river for hydro-powered electricity plus other sustainable energy sources along the river.
· Flood control: All levees would have been rebuilt to withstand a 500–year flood, the channels deepened and levees maintained. We would also have found a way to assure there would be reliable flows.

· Culture/historical heritage: Missouri river communities would be thriving as eco- and recreational tourists flock to their spruced-up shores. The river would be a classroom for young people and a new inland waterways research institute would be contributing to expanded understanding of the science of the river. New historical exhibits and vistas celebrating Lewis and Clark’s journeys would be in place. Some parts of the river might be converted into a national park.

· Restoration: The river would be restored as much as possible to its natural state without limiting navigation, agriculture or other important uses.  The rich farmland would be preserved, and there would be new wetlands and restored ecosystems. We’d see an increase in native plants, fish and animals. 

· Management: Flood plain development would have been controlled to avoid additional runoff and flooding.  Different sections of the river would be managed differently, depending upon the needs of the residents in that area. The river would be restored to flood-carrying capacity. 
Report prepared by Jennifer Wilding & Mary Jo Draper, Consensus.
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