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The Missouri National Recreational River, Niobrara National Recreational River, and the Verdigre Creek 
National Recreational River were added to the national wild and scenic rivers system by the Niobrara 
Scenic River Designation Act, which was passed by Congress on May 24,1991. As the river administrator, 
the National Park Service (NPS) has prepared this General Management Plan /Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (GMP/FEIS). Federal, state, or local agencies with special expertise or jurisdiction served as 
cooperating agencies and planning team members. The legislation also authorized the establishment of 
the Missouri National Recreational River Advisory Group to advise the secretary for this plan. This group 
will continue in a consulting role with the National Park Service until the year 2001. 

In 1991 the 39 miles of the Missouri River between Fort Randall Dam and Lewis and Clark Lake was 
designated as a recreational river. The lower 20 miles of the Niobrara River and the lower 8 miles of 
Verdigre Creek were included. The 59-mile segment of the Missouri River below Gavins Point Dam was 
designated in 1978 and is the subject of a separate plan. 

The purpose of the General Management Plan /Final Environmental Impact Statement is to set forth the basic 
management philosophy for the recreational rivers. Alternatives were developed to provide 
comprehensive approaches to implementing this philosophy for resource management, visitor use, and 
facility development. The intent is to implement the plan over the next 10 to 15 years. 

The Draft General Management Plan /Environmental Impact Statement presented management and boundary 
alternatives (including a preferred alternative, now called the proposed action) and an analysis of the 
environmental consequences of each. The land along the recreational rivers is now managed by private 
property owners, tribes, and local, state, and federal agencies, some with overlapping jurisdictions. The 
plan is needed to present a consistent and unified approach to management of the recreational rivers. It 
has been prepared to meet the requirements of the enabling legislation, the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and other regulations. 

This final plan was created to achieve the purpose of the rivers' designation. The National Park Service 
and its partners would implement the plan. The National Park Service role would be very active in the 
initial stages but could decrease over time to the extent that other agencies and governments effectively 
assumed responsibilities. The Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement was 
prepared for public review from July to September 1996. This plan will become final 30 days after a record 
of decision is issued and signed by the field director, Midwest Area. For more information, please contact: 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways 
P. O. Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763-0591 

or call: 402-336-3970 

United States Department of the Interior • National Park Service 



The Missouri River is composed of six parts of sand and mud 
and four parts of water. But if the river is not fair to look upon, 
there is some of the grandest country on either side of it the 
sun ever shone upon. Blow such a river came to run through 
such a paradise is more than I can understand. 

Robert I. Burdette, 1903 (Botkin 1955) 



SUMMARY 

In May 1991 Congress added the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers and Verdigre Creek to the 
national wild and scenic river system. Thus, national attention was brought to the remarkable 
qualities of these river segments. The National Park Service was given responsibility for 
administering the rivers and developing comprehensive management plans that would identify 
a preferred management alternative and boundary for the rivers. The National Park Service 
established an office in O'Neill, Nebraska, in October 1991. Its role was to establish local 
relationships with the individuals, organizations, and governments of the 14-county, two-state 
area involved in the studies mandated by the Niobrara Scenic River Designation Act. 
Responsibilities were shared by the local O'Neill office, the Denver Service Center, and the field 
office in Omaha. 

The purpose of this General Management Plan /Final Environmental Impact Statement is to set forth 
the basic management philosophy for the recreational rivers. The plan is needed to present a 
consistent and unified approach to management of the recreational rivers in compliance with the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Alternatives that were presented in the drafts of this plan provided 
different potential scenarios for management and administration. The alternatives also presented 
different boundaries for management of the designated rivers. 

The planning team included representatives from: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Ponca Tribe of Nebraska, Santee Sioux Tribe, Yankton Sioux Tribe, Nebraska 
Game and Parks Commission, South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks, Nebraska and South Dakota 
Historic Preservation Offices, and county government representatives from Knox and Boyd 
Counties in Nebraska and Gregory, Charles Mix, and Bon Homme Counties in South Dakota. 
The National Park Service was charged with protection of the river and its values; it was equally 
important not to dramatically affect the lives of the people who live and work along the 
recreational rivers. 

Local knowledge of the Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers 
designation was limited. Most of the preauthorization debate had been focused 120 miles to the 
west on the proposed middle Niobrara Scenic River designation. There had been congressional 
meetings, but no hearings were held in the area with local people. There were few references to 
these rivers in the preauthorization legislative history. 

Public interest has been high and has provided a helpful perspective. The following issues were 
identified as important in the planning process: 

landscape conservation 
establishment and maintenance of public facilities 
recreational management 
public information service 
use of condemnation 
removal of private land from the tax base would raise county taxes 
possible restrictions on development and use of private land 
current land use patterns and management by local landowners best 
increased residential and recreational development changing area 
recreation enhancement and environmental protection potentially at landowners expense 
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SUMMARY 

Local interests, including county governments, expressed an interest in participating in the 
planning process and had zoning and other powers that the National Park Service did not have, 
so representatives were invited to join the planning team. Their knowledge of and sensitivity to 
local concerns were critical in the deliberations. They also provided a role for local land use 
regulation in the general management plan. 

This plan addresses the above concerns as follows: 

• The National Park Service has agreed not to condemn any land; any acquisitions would be 
from willing sellers only. 

• Farming and ranching are appropriate activities in the recreational rivers boundaries. 

• Managing partnerships would enter private land to monitor resources only with property 
owner permission. 

• Success of the plan depends largely on the cooperative efforts of property owners, local 
communities, and the National Park Service. 

• Property owner stewardship would be vital to resource preservation and protection on 
private land within the boundary. 

• Most of the land inside the boundary would not be federally owned. 

• All alternatives are resource protection based and must meet the intent of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act, including the mandates, purposes, significance statements, desired future 
conditions, and primary interpretive themes. 

The National Park Service and its partners would implement the plan. The National Park Service 
role would be very active in the initial stages but would decrease with time as the other agencies 
and governments assumed the responsibilities. 

There are five management alternatives described in this document. Boundary alternatives are 
also described. Alternative 1, no action, is required in order to provide a description of baseline 
conditions from which the action alternatives can be compared. The no-action alternative would 
not implement the act as directed by Congress. Alternative 1 would use the legislative interim 
boundary of 0.25 mile above the 1991 ordinary high water mark. Alternative 2 emphasizes the 
rural landscape, and would provide for the preservation of that landscape, its integrity and 
character. Alternative 2 includes a 200-foot setback from the riverbank. Corps of Engineers 
(COE) fee land is included up to 0.25 mile. Alternative 3 would emphasize the biological factors 
of the river ecosystem and would provide strong management for natural values of the area. 
Alternative 3 allows for a minimum setback of 200 feet from the riverbank. Significant 
bottomland areas would be included as well. Alternative 4 would balance visitor use with 
resource protection. Alternative 4 includes a minimum setback of 200 feet from the riverbank 
plus significant biological and public use areas. State land and COE fee land within 0.25 mile of 
the high water mark would be included. In alternative 5 the boundary for the Missouri National 
Recreational River would include a minimum setback of 200 feet from the ordinary high water 
mark, plus significant biological bottomland areas and land that would be flooded by 60,000 
cubic feet per second. Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge is included in this boundary. This 
boundary also includes all federal and state fee land within 0.25 mile of the ordinary high water 
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Summary 

mark. The Niobrara River and Verdigre Creek boundaries would include a minimum setback 
of 200 feet from the riverbank plus biologically significant bottomland. Also included are COE 
projections on areas that might be affected by a rise in the groundwater table. 

All alternatives were fully analyzed for environmental impacts. The positive and negative, direct 
and indirect, and cumulative impacts of each alternative were analyzed. Important components 
considered in the environmental analysis included threatened and endangered species, 
wetlands, historic resources, visitor use, property ownership, and county revenues. 
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Purpose of and Need for the Plan 



INTRODUCTION 

The national recreational rivers discussed in this plan include: 

the Missouri River segment from Fort Randall Dam downstream 39 miles to just below its 
confluence with the Niobrara River at the headwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake (the Missouri 
National Recreational River) 

the lower 20 miles of the Niobrara River (the Niobrara National Recreational River) 

the lower 8 miles of Verdigre Creek (the Verdigre Creek National Recreational River) 

These rivers are classified as recreational rivers under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and are 
collectively known as the 1991-designated Missouri National Recreational Rivers (see Region and 
Vicinity/Study Area maps). 

The Missouri National Recreational River, while influenced by controlled releases from Fort 
Randall Dam, remains in a generally free-flowing condition. The river is relatively accessible, 
with limited recreational fishing and boating use. It is 2,000-3,000 feet wide above its confluence 
with the Niobrara River. It meanders through a valley that varies in width from 5,000-9,000 feet. 
Much of the shoreline along the Nebraska banks is composed of forested chalkstone bluffs 
adjacent to gently rolling to flat agricultural crop and range bottomland. The shore is 
occasionally screened by cottonwood forests interspersed with several concentrated seasonal 
cabin developments. On the South Dakota side the valley bottom is up to 1 mile wide and is 
bordered by forested chalkstone bluffs and rolling hillsides. Agriculture remains the 
predominant upland use. Grazing of the bottomland is interspersed among wetlands and 
riparian land along the northern shoreline. Several wooded islands and sparsely vegetated 
sandbars dot the river. This natural-appearing area is reminiscent of the river as reported by the 
Lewis and Clark expedition of 1804-1806. 

The Niobrara National Recreational River is not easily accessible, and there is very limited 
recreational fishing use. It is an undammed, shallow, 0.25-mile-wide, sand-bottomed, braided 
river buffered with dense riparian vegetation and bordered by gently rolling crop and 
rangelands. The adjacent land is primarily used for agriculture, but the riparian land also 
provides habitat for wildlife. 

The Verdigre Creek National Recreational River, varying in width up to several hundred feet, 
is a very shallow, slow-moving, and slightly meandering creek that lies in a fairly narrow 
watershed bordered by a mixture of riparian bottomland vegetation with gently rolling crop and 
grazing land. Farming and grazing are the dominant land uses. 

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND 

The Missouri National Recreational River, Niobrara National Recreational River, and the 
Verdigre Creek National Recreational River were added to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by 
amending Public Law 90-542. It was done by the Niobrara Scenic River Designation Act (Public 
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PLAN 

Law 102-50,16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq.) signed by the president on May 24,1991. The legislation also 
authorized the establishment of the Missouri National Recreational River Advisory Group to 
advise the secretary of the interior for this plan. This group will continue in a consulting role 
with the National Park Service until the year 2001. 

The 39-mile section of the Missouri River between Lewis and Clark Lake and Fort Randall Dam 
was designated as a recreational river. At the same time the lower 20 miles (the law incorrectly 
said 25 miles) of the Niobrara River from the Knox County line and the lower 8 miles of Verdigre 
Creek that flow into the Missouri were included. 

Recreational river areas, according to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, include those rivers or 
sections of rivers that are readily accessible by road or railroad, that may have some 
development along their shorelines, and that may have undergone some impoundment or 
diversion in the past. Guidelines developed by the Departments of Interior and Agriculture 
(DOI, DO A 1982) state that land uses and developments on private land in the river area that 
were in existence when the river was designated may be allowed to remain. Public use will be 
regulated and distributed where necessary to protect and enhance the resource values of the 
river area. The National Park Service may provide basic facilities to absorb user impacts on the 
resource. Major public use facilities will, where feasible, be located outside the river area. 
Agricultural and forestry practices should be similar in nature and intensity to those present in 
the area at the time of designation. Patterns of land use and ownership should be maintained, 
provided they remain consistent with the purposes of the act. These guidelines were considered 
in developing the plan, and each alternative addresses these guidelines in different ways. 

The land along the recreational rivers is now managed by a complex patchwork of private 
property owners and local, state, tribal, and federal agencies, some with overlapping 
jurisdictions. 

OVERVIEW OF THE PLAN 

The purpose of this General Management Plan /Final Environmental Impact Statement is to set forth 
the basic management philosophy for the recreational rivers. The plan is needed to present a 
consistent and unified approach to management of the recreational rivers in compliance with the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The plan and environmental impact statement has been prepared 
to meet the requirements of the enabling legislation, the National Environmental Policy Act, and 
other regulations. The NPS midwest field director is the approving official for the general 
management plan. 

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the draft environmental impact statement was 
prepared to present the preferred action and management alternative, other action and 
management alternatives, and an analysis of the environmental consequences for all. 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides that after establishment, boundaries must be set and 
a general management plan must be prepared. This task was given to the National Park Service. 
Section 10 of the act requires the managing agency to emphasize the protection of recreational, 
scenic, historic, and scientific features and to provide for public use and enjoyment of these 
values. Management plans can establish varying degrees of intensity for protection and 
development, based on the special attributes of the area. 
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Introduction 

After approval, this General Management Plan /Final Environmental Impact Statement will remain 
in effect until amended. Plans are generally reviewed every 10 to 15 years. On publicly owned 
land and where agreements have been reached with private landowners, additional site-specific 
plans would be necessary for development or restoration actions proposed in the general 
management plan. These site-specific plans would describe proposed actions to be taken, 
identify alternative ways of accomplishing tasks, and evaluate the potential impacts on resources 
such as threatened and endangered species and sites eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

ISSUES IDENTIFIED DURING SCOPING 

It is the opinion of many that the National Park Service should not use condemnation (eminent 
domain) to acquire land, and that existing structures and uses should not be affected by any 
future management. 

Many people said that removal of private land from county tax rolls (due to federal acquisition) 
would diminish the tax base and necessitate raising local tax rates to maintain the same overall 
level of revenue and county services. They also said that a thorough economic analysis should 
be included in the planning process and should consider effects on the tax base and county 
services. 

Property owners expressed concern about possible restrictions on development and use of 
private lands. They want to know what can or cannot be done within the boundaries. Many 
residents felt that if land use restrictions are needed, county zoning ordinances would be more 
sensitive to local values. 

Many others expressed skepticism concerning the effectiveness of county zoning to protect the 
environment. 

Most people believe the rivers and surrounding areas are unique and have high scenic and 
environmental values. 

Property owners feel that things are fine the way they are, that property owners are the best land 
stewards, and private ownership and use patterns should not be changed. Lifestyles should be 
unaffected. 

Some expressed concern that increasing residential and recreational developments are changing 
the area and should be regulated to protect the river environment for the long term. 

Others stated that the size of the federal deficit and the amount of federally owned land are 
already excessive; new programs that require the growth of both should not be undertaken. 

Property owners expressed concern that recreation enhancement and environmental protection 
could be at their expense. Some property owners complained about trespassing, littering, 
vandalism, and disorderly conduct by recreationists. The potential for liability suits is also a 
concern. 
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Comments on protection of hunting, fishing, and trapping rights were frequently made. People 
did not want new restrictions on traditional activities. 

Concerns were frequently expressed regarding adverse effects of river designations on water 
rights and use for agricultural purposes, such as irrigation pumping, livestock watering, and 
impacts on water quality. 

Erosion, river downcutting (degradation), siltation (aggradation), and bank stabilization are 
widespread concerns. 

PURPOSE STATEMENTS 

Early in the planning process, purpose statements were developed to help focus direction and 
set priorities for the General Management Plan. Purpose statements state the reason(s) for which 
the river area was set aside. These statements were published in the November 1993 newsletter, 
public comments were received, and the statements were revised as follows: 

within the recreational river segments, preserve the free-flowing condition and protect the 
immediate environments for the enjoyment of present and future generations 

preserve the significant scenic, recreational, biological, geological, prehistoric, and historic 
resources of the recreational river corridors 

prevent impacts to the rivers' significant natural and cultural resources by ensuring 
appropriate recreational use and access 

SIGNIFICANCE STATEMENTS 

The Missouri and Niobrara Rivers and Verdigre Creek are significant parts of the national 
system of protected rivers. In preparing this plan, the outstandingly remarkable resources of the 
rivers were identified; they are the essence of the rivers, and what is important about the rivers 
to the natural and cultural heritage of the nation. They are what is distinctive and special about 
these rivers. The legislative language for the most important river resources is "outstandingly 
remarkable." For purposes of this general management plan, "significant" will be used. 

The significance statements are: 

Natural Resources 

The riverine and riparian habitat of the recreational rivers provides excellent waterfowl 
habitat and high quality hunting, fishing, and trapping. Opportunities for birdwatching and 
other wildlife observation abound. 
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The recreational rivers support at least 14 federally and state-listed sensitive species, 
including the federally endangered pallid sturgeon and interior least tern, and the 
threatened bald eagle and piping plover. 

The 39-mile Missouri River segment provides essential bald eagle habitat, including the 
designation of an area below Ft. Randall Dam as a national natural landmark and a national 
wildlife refuge. 

The paddlefish spawning in the 39-mile Missouri River segment may be the most significant 
remaining natural reproduction for the species between Garrison Dam, North Dakota, and 
the confluence of the Missouri and Mississippi rivers. 

The 39-mile Missouri River segment may contain some of the most significant habitat for 
potential natural reproduction of the federally endangered pallid sturgeon between the 
Yellowstone River in North Dakota and Ponca State Park, Nebraska. 

Cultural Resources 

The Missouri River was the principal highway to the northern plains used throughout 
prehistoric and early historic times. The 39-mile segment retains the historic landscape 
similar to that experienced by travelers over the centuries and captured in the writings and 
illustrations of early explorers. 

The cultural resources along the recreational rivers document the wide range of the area's 
prehistory and history through their numbers, diversity, and ability to enrich understanding 
of past and present cultures. 

The land adjacent to the designated recreational river segments contains rural landscapes 
with family farms and ranches. 

Ponca Chief Standing Bear's desire to return to his tribe's ancestral Niobrara River homeland 
resulted in a landmark federal court decision affirming that Indians are persons under the 
U.S. Constitution. 

The stories of the three tribes in the area illustrate a legacy of evolving government policies 
toward American Indians, including isolation, relocation, assimilation, and termination of 
tribal status. 

The 39-mile Missouri River segment is part of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. 

Recreational Resources 

The 39-mile Missouri River segment supports a relatively primitive recreational experience 
on the Great Plains' largest river. 
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The recreational river valleys provide scenic vistas of a variety of natural landscapes such 
as bottomlands, wooded draws, prairie hills, and chalkrock bluffs. 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS 

Desired future conditions are a broad conceptual description of what the river could be like, 
based on the kinds of resource conditions and the visitor experiences desired. The desired 
objectives and the future condition of the river are described in the present tense. They describe 
the vision for the area and describe how the designated rivers might appear if the purposes are 
achieved. These statements were published in the November 1993 newsletter. The desired future 
conditions for the three rivers are: 

Landscape Preservation 

The mosaic of natural and agricultural landscapes evolves in a way that retains the character 
and intensity that existed at the time of designation. 

Development (such as subdivisions and roads) is minimal within the recreational rivers' 
boundaries. Development is in harmony with the natural, cultural, and scenic landscape. 

The recreational rivers are administered so that economic development is in harmony with 
local concerns. 

The recreational rivers are managed so that land use issues are addressed through broad-
based cooperation. 

Visitor Use 

Visitors and residents experience a sense of security and safety in respect to other people and 
facilities. 

Visitors have a variety of recreational opportunities that do not adversely impact the natural 
and cultural environment. 

Visitor recreational opportunities are limited to those activities present at the time of 
designation. 

Visitors enjoy the riparian landscape similar to the way it was at the time of the rivers' 
designation in 1991 — evocative of what was experienced by early explorers, settlers, and 
indigenous people. 

Visitors learn of the human and natural heritage of the river areas. 

Ethnic communities, including American Indians, participate in the interpretive educational 
process. 
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Representative cultural resources, including cultural landscapes, are part of a scientific and 
educational program for the public. 

Recreational development is consistent with acceptable levels of public use and provides for 
public health, safety, and resource protection. 

Recreational development is restricted to existing recreational facilities. 

Road maintenance and public access meet standards for the defined visitor objectives and 
local needs. 

Road maintenance meets standards for defined visitor objectives and local needs. No net 
increase of public access can be developed. 

Recreational facilities on public land are maintained. Any additional facilities needed are 
planned and clustered using public land where feasible. 

The management of visitor use emphasizes the preservation of significant resources. 

The recreational rivers are administered so that visitors are respectful of local culture, 
residents, and property owners. 

Natural Resources 

A wide variety of land and water habitats are protected and enhanced to support native 
biological diversity. 

Threatened and endangered and sensitive species and the habitat necessary for their survival 
are protected and enhanced. 

Opportunities are provided for both consumptive (such as hunting, fishing, and trapping) 
and nonconsumptive uses of natural resources. 

Where necessary, unstable banks are protected with natural materials as prescribed in the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Purchase of rapidly eroding banks from willing sellers would be considered as an alternative 
to stabilization. 

Air and water quality are maintained to support wildlife, fisheries, agriculture, and 
recreational values. 

Significant fossil resources are identified, protected, and interpreted. 
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Cultural Resources 

Significant historic and archeological resources and cultural landscapes are inventoried, 
evaluated, and preserved. 

Traditional cultural practices are respected. 

Significant cultural resources, including sacred sites, are protected from misuse. 
The individual farmers and ranchers continue to maintain their evolving agricultural 
heritage. 

Administration 

Recreational rivers are administered so that everyone affected has an opportunity to 
participate in a cooperative management system. 

The recreational rivers are administered so that public landownership is held to the 
minimum required for reasonable public access and use as well as resource protection. 

The recreational river area is administered so that there is a minimal financial burden on 
local government units. 

River flows as managed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) accommodate the needs 
of recreational users and fish and wildlife in a manner compatible with federal laws and 
policies. 

PLANNING / MANAGEMENT CONSTRAINTS 

The following key points and management constraints for the Missouri / Niobrara / Verdigre 
Creek National Recreational Rivers were identified: 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act limits the full fee title acquisition of land or interest in land 
to 100 acres per river mile, and it prohibits the use of eminent domain for fee title acquisition 
when more than 50% of the land in the boundaries of the rivers is already in public 
ownership. 

The National Park Service will not condemn any land; acquisitions will be from willing 
sellers only. 

Farming and ranching are appropriate activities in the recreational rivers boundaries. 

Monitoring of resources on private land would occur only with property owner permission. 

Success of the plan depends largely on the cooperative efforts of property owners, local 
communities, and federal and state managing agencies. 
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Property owner stewardship will be vital to resource preservation and protection on private 
land within the boundary. 

Other constraints include: federal funding and river flows as regulated by the Master Water 
Control Manual. 

The boundaries denote areas that should be protected to meet the purposes of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act. The boundary does not imply that federal acquisition is necessary to 
achieve protection of the included area. 

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROJECTS 

National Park Service 

Special Resource Study. A related study is in preparation for a potential national recreation area 
in Knox and Boyd Counties, Nebraska, generally adjacent to Lewis and Clark Lake and the 
Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers. This special resource 
study was required by the Niobrara Scenic River Designation Act of May 24,1991 (see appendix 
A). While the recreation area study concerns itself with the same geographical area as this 
General Management Plan /Final Environmental Impact Statement plus Lewis and Clark Lake, it calls 
for an examination of the outdoor recreation potential in the area and asks that six specific 
questions be addressed. The National Park Service will complete its study and will submit its 
report to Congress. Congress would have to act in order to implement any recommendations of 
that study. Data collected for the recreation area study was used in preparing sections of this 
General Management Plan. 

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. The National Park Service administers the Lewis and 
Clark National Historic Trail through an office in Madison, Wisconsin. A comprehensive plan 
for management and use of the trail was completed in 1982. The plan had a number of 
recommendations for the trail along the sections of the recreational rivers covered by this general 
management plan. While the trail study provides excellent information on the area, public 
education, and recommended treatment of historic resources and public education, its 
recommendations are not binding on planning for the recreational rivers. The trail plan is general 
in nature and should be revised. Future planning for the Lewis and Clark Trail would conform 
to goals and actions proposed in this General Management Plan. 

The plan recommended that the national historic trail be developed as a water trail that would 
include a natural-appearing area of high value for recapturing the Lewis and Clark experience. 
The plan noted that a wide range of recreation opportunities are offered at Niobrara State Park 
and at Fort Randall Dam but recommended additional facilities and interpretive media (boat 
access, primitive camping, hiking trails, scenic drives, bicycle tour routes, and interpretive signs). 
Additional facilities could take advantage of historic sites related to the Lewis and Clark 
expedition and could be developed in cooperation with local and state governments. 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Agencies currently work together and consult with each other on specific programs and actions. 
The Corps of Engineers has responsibility for management of Missouri River water control 
operations, including flood control, navigation, and power generation. Their policy is not to 
budget for stabilizing streambanks or constructing recreational facilities, as these are not a 
primary part of their mission. Change would require a directive from Congress or the secretary 
of the army and / or policy exceptions. When it appears to be in the best interest of the 
government, the Corps of Engineers can request policy exceptions. 

Guidance for operation of the Missouri River mainstem system is provided by the COE Master 
Water Control Manual. This manual is under review by the COE Missouri River Division office 
to determine if the current plan or alternative best meets the current needs of the basin. As part 
of the revision process, the effects of alternative water flows in the system are being evaluated 
for economic (flood control, navigation, hydropower, water supply, recreation) and fish and 
wildlife needs. 

The Corps of Engineers has acquired interest in land in the past and could do so again if 
inundation results from Corps of Engineers projects. Partial interest in land has been purchased 
by the Corps of Engineers for flood easements. The COE Gavins Point Project has both fee and 
easement land that is included in the recreational river designation. Fee and easement land 
acquired by the Corps of Engineers would continue to be managed by them directly in 
cooperation with state and federal agencies. The Corps of Engineers would negotiate with 
property owners for flood easements. The Corps of Engineers would remain the lead 
decisionmaker and point of contact. Exceptions would be existing agreements or memorandums 
of understanding with other agencies, which would remain in effect. Some COE fee land is 
leased to state agencies for wildlife and recreation. The Corps of Engineers has purchased the 
right to flood some lands (flood easement), but the underlying fee ownership is retained by the 
landowner. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

The interior least tern is listed as endangered and the piping plover is listed as threatened. They 
nest on sandbars in the river. In 1990 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a jeopardy opinion 
on the continued existence of these two birds and required the Corps of Engineers to describe 
alternatives, conservation recommendations, and measures to protect the birds. The Corps of 
Engineers prepares an annual work plan to manage habitat in the Missouri River to achieve this 
objective. 

The pallid sturgeon was federally listed as an endangered species in 1990. Consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on management of the recreational river and the protection of this 
species is required. There are recovery plans for the least tern, the piping plover, and the pallid 
sturgeon that outline plans for this area and the region with regard to these species. The Corps 
of Engineers is on the recovery team for the plover and pallid sturgeon. There are also recovery 
plans for the whooping crane and the bald eagle. 
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If other species are listed, other actions could be necessary to provide for their continued 
existence. This plan would provide the flexibility to define and accommodate such needs and 
balance the federal interests. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has a memorandum of understanding dated September 28,1994, 
with the National Park Service, the Corps of Engineers, and 12 other agencies that concerns the 
implementation of the Endangered Species Act, as amended. The memorandum highlights 
opportunities for each federal agency to use their authorities for the conservation of listed 
species, candidate species, and their supporting ecosystems. The memorandum also provides 
for greater coordination of multiagency efforts to preserve threatened and endangered species 
and provides for multiagency, multiregional consultations in regard to threatened and 
endangered species. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service manages the Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge and has 
purchased land for the refuge. 

Western Area Power Administration 

The Western Area Power Administration (WAPA), an agency of the federal Department of 
Energy, has the following facilities in the project area: 

1) Fort Thompson to Grand Island 354 kV transmission line that crosses the Missouri River 
at Section 8, T34N, R63W (SD—NE border) and the Niobrara River at Section 1, T32N, R63N, 
Holt County, Nebraska 

2) Fort Randall to O'Neill 115 kV transmission line crosses the Niobrara River at the 
Boyd/Holt county line in Nebraska at T33N, R11W 

3) At the Fort Randall dam the WAPA microwave site is located at NE 1/4 section 8, T95N, 
R65W. 

The Western Area Power Administration currently conducts routine maintenance on the 
transmission system and does not have plans for new transmission lines or facilities in the 
affected area, although facility changes or upgrades may eventually be needed. The Western 
Area Power Administration will abide by 16 USC 1271-1287, section 13 (g), granting easements 
and rights-of-way for any new projects. 

South Dakota and Nebraska Departments of Transportation 

The Nebraska Department of Roads and the South Dakota Department of Transportation, in 
cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration, has begun construction of a bridge over 
the Missouri River. This bridge would connect Highway 12 in Nebraska and Highway 37 in 
South Dakota and provide a two-lane crossing between the Niobrara, Nebraska, area and the 
Running Water and Springfield areas in South Dakota. A final environmental impact statement 
has been prepared for the project (FHWA 1994). The site is about 1.5 miles east of Niobrara at 
the ferry landing. This connects to Highway 37 in South Dakota just north of Running Water. 
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State of Nebraska 

Nebraska's State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP), prepared by the Nebraska 
Game and Parks Commission (NGPC), details recreation facilities, demands, and needs on a 
statewide basis. The plan points out that there has been an increasing demand for water 
recreation in the past few decades in response to the creation of dams. The plan argues that some 
of this demand would shift to land-based activity if water were not accessible. The state also 
manages wildlife areas adjacent to the area. 

The Nebraska Comprehensive Trails Plan (1994) includes this segment of the recreational rivers 
in its Lewis and Clark resource corridor. The plan proposes creation of a 6-mile multiple use trail 
from the town of Niobrara to the junction of Route 12 with Route 54D on the Santee Indian 
Reservation. An 11-mile multiple use trail along Verdigre Creek would extend between the 
towns of Verdigre and Niobrara. A 2-mile multiple use trail has been proposed to connect the 
town of Niobrara to Niobrara State Park. A 1.5-mile primary shoulder is recommended for the 
bridge across the Missouri River at Niobrara. The 39-mile Missouri River segment is designated 
as a canoe trail. 

The Nebraska Wetlands Priority Plan (1991), written by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission 
in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, identified the Missouri River as a wetland 
complex/site that met threshold criteria and qualified for acquisition consideration under 
provisions of the National Wetlands Priority Conservation Plan (NWPCP). The Niobrara River 
wetland complex was determined to warrant acquisition consideration under provisions of the 
plan but lacked adequate documentation for meaningful assessment. 

State of South Dakota 

The South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and Parks (SDGFP) has prepared the State 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). This plan details statewide recreation facilities, 
demands, and needs. Fishing, power boating, and water skiing demands are identified as needs 
in the southeastern part of the state. These needs could be fulfilled through marina development 
on the lakes above and below the river. The department, by agreement with the Corps of 
Engineers, maintains minor recreational facilities at Running Water. They also manage wildlife 
areas adjacent to the river. 

Indian Tribes 

Three local Indian tribes (the Yankton Sioux, the Ponca of Nebraska, and the Santee Sioux) have 
a strong interest in management of the recreational rivers and have trust land in the area. They 
have participated in the planning process. Trust land is managed by the tribes and by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs, which has developed guidelines for management. The relationship of the tribes 
to the federal government is one of government-to-government. The secretary of the interior is 
mandated to make decisions regarding trust land for the general benefit of the tribes. The 
Yankton Sioux tribe owns more than 13 miles of the 39-mile shore along the Missouri River in 
South Dakota. The tribe intends to acquire more land in the future. 
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Most of the trust land is currently agricultural. All tribal land is outside the river boundaries. 
In April 1995 the Yankton Sioux tribe proposed a Fort Randall/Lake Francis Case marina project 
to be developed over five years. The project site on the north side of the lake in South Dakota 
includes approximately 100 acres adjacent to Prairie Dog Bay and is to be developed with a 
marina, rustic lodge, cabins, and cultural facilities. The $10.7 million development project is 
intended to attract boaters, campers, outdoor enthusiasts, tourists, and other visitors seeking a 
new family-oriented destination with a range of recreational and cultural activities. In addition 
to the marina, lodge, and cabins, the project includes parking, orientation center with outdoor 
interpretive exhibits on Sioux history and culture, and an outdoor theater for a historical Sioux 
drama or other summer entertainment. 

County Plans 

Two years ago Charles Mix County in South Dakota enacted a temporary zoning ordinance, 
placing the area adjacent to the Missouri River in an agricultural zone. An attempt to replace this 
temporary zoning with permanent zoning in the county was defeated by a ballot initiative in 
November 1996. Temporary zoning in Charles Mix County has now expired, and a future 
proposal for zoning in the county cannot be proposed until November 1997. 

Bon Homme County is developing a local land use plan with local ordinances to protect the 
value of the land, and its customs, cultures, and economic stability. An interim plan is under 
consideration at this time. These and other potential county zoning plans are important to 
planning for the Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers. 

Counties can only participate in the federal floodplain insurance program if counties are zoned; 
none are now participating in this program. If any or all counties enroll in the program, flood 
insurance would be available, flood hazard maps could be developed, and the counties would 
gain authority to control development in the 100-year floodplain. Counties do not have to 
participate in the National Flood Insurance Program to regulate floodplains. County boards can 
invoke the state floodplain statute by passing a resolution. 

Private Land under Federal, State, and Private Conservation Programs 

There are several federal and state cost-share agricultural programs that assist property owners 
in developing the best management practices. 

Some agricultural land in the study area is managed under voluntary government agricultural 
conservation programs or private covenants. Department of Agriculture (USDA) programs are 
generally based on contracts that last from 1-10 years. Landowners are not required to maintain 
improvements past the contract life. Acreages given below are approximate. A map is not 
included because of the need for individual privacy-
Agricultural Conservation Program. This USDA program provides cost-share assistance to 
private landowners for soil, water, and, forestry conservation practices. In the study area there 
are approximately 100 acres enrolled in the program in Nebraska. This program is subject to 
change as the 1996 farm bill is implemented. 
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Great Plains Conservation Program. This USDA program is similar to the agricultural 
conservation program. Projects include windbreaks, reseeding plowed land to grass, cross 
fencing, wells, tanks, ponds, waste management, sediment control, brush control, irrigation 
tailwater management, and erosion control. All projects must be accompanied by a grazing 
management plan. In the study area there are approximately 260 acres in South Dakota and 618 
in Nebraska enrolled in the program. This program is subject to change as the 1996 farm bill is 
implemented. 

Conservation Reserve Program. This USDA program leases marginal cropland, which is taken 
out of production and planted in approved nahve plants and grasses. In the study area there are 
approximately 378.1 acres enrolled in the program in Nebraska. 

Acreage Production Adjustment Program. This USDA program takes cropland out of 
production for farm price supports. Set asides have erosion control plans. In South Dakota there 
are approximately 717.7 acres enrolled in the program. Due to privacy concerns the acreage for 
Nebraska is unobtainable, but it is not believed to be significant in the study area. 

Wetlands Reserve Program. This USDA program buys easements and pays for restoring and 
protecting wetlands on private property. Easements are usually permanent. In the study area 
there are approximately 123.8 acres enrolled in the program in Nebraska. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Private Lands Program. The Fish and Wildlife Service provides 
cost-share funding for landowners to create and improve wetlands and wildlife habitat. There 
are no acres enrolled in the program in the study area. 

Nebraska Soil And Water Conservation Program. This state cost-share program is administered 
by the Lower Niobrara Natural Resource District to aid in erosion control. Various methods 
include improved crop and livestock management, windbreaks, check dams, terraces, and range 
seeding. There is no land enrolled in the program in the study area. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Private Lands Program. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
provides cost-share funding for landowners to create and improve wetlands and wildlife habitat. 
There are no acres enrolled in the program in the study area. 

Nebraska Soil And Water Conservation Program. This state cost-share program is administered 
by the Lower Niobrara Natural Resource District to aid in erosion control. Various methods 
include improved crop and livestock management, windbreaks, check dams, terraces, and range 
seeding. There is no land enrolled in the program in the study area. 

Nebraska Wildlife Habitat Improvement Program. This joint cooperative program sponsored 
by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission and natural resource districts assists in the 
development of new habitat or improvement of existing habitat on private land. An annual 
payment is made for planting expenses. Cooperators who allow public access on enrolled land 
receive an additional annual payment. In the study area there are approximately 100 acres 
enrolled in the program. 
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Nebraska Private Lands Wetlands Initiative. This Nebraska Game and Parks Commission 
program assists with wetlands creation and restoration and encourages participation in the 
water bank program. There is no land enrolled in the program in the study area. 

Stewardship Incentives Program. This Nebraska program provides technical assistance and 
cost-share payments to landowners for developing forest management plans, reforestation, 
erosion control, wetland protection, and other forest-related conservation activities. There is no 
land enrolled in the program in the study area. 

Natural Resource District Conservation Easements. Natural resource districts in Nebraska have 
the authority to accept conservation easements from landowners to protect natural resources. 
All easements must be accepted from willing landowners because state statutes provide no 
authority for condemnation. Easement conditions and duration are decided by the individual 
landowner and the natural resource district. The landowner can be reimbursed for the easement 
agreement. There is no land enrolled in the program in the study area. 

South Dakota Private Land Wetland Habitat Development Program. This state cost-share 
program is administered by South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks. Its purpose is to improve 
wetland habitat on idle acres or where there is good management of grassland. The participant 
agrees to maintain the habitat project for 10 years. The agreement runs with the land. In the 
study area there are no acres enrolled in this program. 

South Dakota Coordinated Soil and Water Conservation Fund. Administered by the South 
Dakota Department of Agriculture, this fund focuses on agricultural soil and water conservation. 
It works with other local, state, and federal programs to maximize conservation measures. The 
purpose of this program is to reduce cropland erosion, improve rangeland and pastureland, 
improve water quality in lakes and rivers, protect groundwater, and enhance the economic 
contribution of agriculture to the state. There is no land enrolled in this program in the study 
area. 

Private Restrictions. Deed restrictions are a means for private landowners to place future 
conditions on use of their land. The restrictions become part of the deed and run with the land. 
Restrictions can include development guidelines and permitted uses. In the study area there are 
approximately 35 acres in South Dakota with deed restrictions. 

New Programs under the 1996 Farm Bill 

The following USDA programs are from the 1996 farm bill. Details are not available because the 
rules for implementation are still being written. 

Conservation of Private Grazing Land. This program is intended to provide technical, 
educational, and related assistance to landowners on private grazing land. 

Environmental Conservation Acreage Reserve Program. This program will act as an umbrella 
encompassing the existing Conservation Reserve Program and Wetland Reserve Program and 
the new Environmental Quality Incentives Program. 
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Environmental Quality Incentives Program. This program will combine and replace the 
Agricultural Conservation Program, Water Quality Incentives Program, Great Plains 
Conservation Program, and the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program. It works in 
cooperation with state and federal agencies, and state technical committees to establish 
conservation priority areas where significant water, soil, and related problems exist. 

Farmland Protection Program. Under this program the secretary of agriculture will join with 
state and local governments to purchase conservation easements on a voluntary basis. The 
program only applies to land that farmers want to preserve as agricultural. 

Flood Risk Reduction. This provision authorizes contracts that provide one lump sum payment 
to producers who farm land with high flood potential. 

Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program. This program provides cost-sharing to help landowners 
improve habitat on private land for upland and wetland wildlife, endangered species, fisheries, 
and others. 
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ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION 

GENERAL CONCEPT AND PHILOSOPHY 

The no-action alternative provides a basis for comparing the impacts of existing conditions with 
the action alternatives. It also describes state and local laws and private actions for protecting 
significant natural, cultural, and recreational resources. The National Environmental Policy Act 
requires that an alternative of no action be considered as part of the environmental analysis of 
actions included in the comprehensive management plan even if the agency is required by law 
to take an action. The intended long-term protection of the river and adjacent land and provision 
of a good quality visitor experience could not be ensured by this alternative. 

The no-action alternative would not mean deauthorization of the river — that would require 
another act by Congress. The planning boundary provided by law is 0.25 mile on either side of 
the rivers, and this would remain the legal interim boundary. The rivers would retain their legal 
status as part of the wild and scenic river system as specified in the May 24,1991, designation. 
Land use changes would be based on actions of individual property owners subject to state and 
local restrictions. 

In the no-action alternative the river area would continue to evolve without benefit of a 
coordinated, comprehensive effort by the National Park Service and its partners and generally 
would continue current trends. 

MANAGEMENT 

The current conditions include a mix of private property with some local, state, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and Corps of Engineers management. Existing conditions would continue with varied 
management under federal, state, and local laws and by property owners with minimal 
coordination. The National Park Service would assign an individual to provide minimal 
monitoring of conditions along the rivers and limited coordination and review among federal, 
state, and local agencies. Other managing agencies, whether federal, state, or local, would work 
from their existing offices and the NPS staff person would work at an undetermined location. 

The National Park Service would oversee the river through monitoring of COE section 10/404 
permit actions on the river, but it would have no local office and would take no active role. The 
NPS would be responsible for implementation of section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
(PL 90-542, as amended; see appendix A). 

Administration and Maintenance Facilities 

The Corps of Engineers, Fish and Wildlife Service, state and local governments, tribes, and 
private individuals would continue to provide administration and maintenance facilities. 
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Recreational Development Facilities 

State and local governments, tribes, and private individuals would continue to develop 
recreational facilities and access to the river without coordination or consideration of the total 
impact. 

Maintenance 

Maintenance of recreational facilities would continue to be provided by the responsible agency-

Law Enforcement 

Law enforcement responsibilities are currently performed by several land management and local 
law enforcement agencies. Along all the rivers the incidence of criminal behavior is low, and 
consequently the patrol levels are low. The responsible agencies have good working relations 
with each other and share resources and knowledge. 

Staffing Needs 

Approximately one-third of the time of the one full-time NPS employee would be devoted to 
managing the Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers; the 
remainder of the time would be spent monitoring the 59-mile segment of the Missouri River 
(below Gavins Point Dam) and the Niobrara National Scenic River. 

Costs 

Total NPS annual costs would be approximately $32,000. This consists of: $22,000 labor, $5,000 
equipment, supplies, materials, and transportation, and $5,000 rental of office. 

BOUNDARIES 

The designation act established an interim boundary during the planning period. The boundary 
includes the three rivers, their islands, and land within 0.25 mile of the 1991 ordinary high water 
mark on each side of the rivers (see alternative 1 maps). The 0.25-mile boundary would remain 
in place. 

Total land in the interim boundary above the 1991 ordinary high water mark for the Missouri 
National Recreational River is 13,456 acres. Total land above the 1991 ordinary high water mark 
for the Niobrara National Recreational River and Verdigre Creek is 8,571 acres. 
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Alternative 1: No Action 

Numbers were rounded off to the nearest whole acre. The 13,456 acres for the Missouri River segment excludes the 

13,182 acres below the 1991 ordinary high water mark. The 8,571 acres for the Niobrara and Verdigre Creek segments 

excludes the 2,958 acres below the 1991 ordinary high water mark. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Natural Resources 

Inventory, Evaluation, and Monitoring of Resources. Current levels, types of, and agencies 
responsible for inventory and monitoring would continue. No new coordination of inventorying 
or monitoring would take place. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. Federal and state endangered, threatened, and species 
of concern would continue to be protected in all areas under federal and state jurisdiction. 
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TABLE 1: ALTERNATIVE 1 — LAND USE/LAND COVER 

MISSOURI RIVER SEGMENT 

Land Use/Land Cover category Public land Private land TOTAL 

(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Cropland 463 2,718 3,181 

Pasture/rangeland 132 1,256 1,388 

Upland wooded forest 477 3,120 3,597 

Floodplain forest 773 1,720 2,493 

Palustrine wetlands 703 1,464 2,167 

Riverine wetlands 126 480 606 

Lacustrine wetlands 6 18 24 

TOTAL 2,680 10,776 13,456 

NIOBRARA AND VERDIGRE CREEK SEGMENTS 

Land Use/Land Cover category Public land Private land TOTAL 

(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Cropland 103 2,798 2,901 

Pasture/rangeland 0 494 494 

Upland wooded forest 36 1,161 1,197 

Floodplain forest 302 1,820 2,122 

Palustrine wetlands 197 1,205 1,402 

Riverine wetlands 53 402 455 

Lacustrine wetlands 0 0 0 

TOTAL 691 7,880 8,571 



ALTERNATIVES 

Cultural Resources 

Cultural Resource Inventory, Evaluation, and Monitoring. Public and private property owners 
would continue to manage resources on their own land. Cultural resources would be subject to 
existing plans and programs, and no coordinated resource management effort or comprehensive 
management strategy would be developed or adopted for the three recreational rivers. 

Preserving and Protecting Cultural Resources. Minimal law enforcement would be available 
to reduce looting or vandalism, and protection would continue to be afforded by existing 
agencies and caring private citizens. 

Research. Future research would probably be limited to that initiated by individual institutions 
and agencies. 

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

The visitor experience under this alternative would include the recreational activities and 
interpretive experiences that are presently available on the recreational rivers. 

Visitor Activities 

Visitor activities would continue to include boating, fishing, wildlife viewing, hunting, trapping, 
hiking, biking, horseback riding, swimming, and camping. 

Visitor Use Management 

There would be no partnership formed between the National Park Service and other agencies 
to manage visitor use. The National Park Service would establish no new entities to manage any 
increases in visitor use. 

Several state, tribal, and federal agencies provide river access sites, campgrounds, and hiking 
trails. There are also several dozen private docks and launch ramps. Visitor use levels have been 
steady or rising slightly in recent years. Local people have noted more weekend use of the 
Missouri River and more cabin and trailer camp development. Also, the proposed Niobrara-
Running Water bridge and the proposed marina near Pickstown would probably increase the 
number of visitors to the recreational rivers. In this alternative the National Park Service would 
not provide a coordinated effort to monitor use, determine carrying capacities, or implement 
controls. 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

The National Park Service would not expand interpretation or visitor services beyond what is 
presently available. Facilities for visitor use would continue to be developed in response to 
demand. 
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FEATURES COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

GENERAL CONCEPT AND PHILOSOPHY 

The alternatives in this plan have many similarities that are highlighted in this section to allow 
the individual alternatives to be written without repetition. Each alternative should be read in 
conjunction with this section. 

All of the action alternatives provide for protection of natural and cultural resources. They also 
provide for management of visitor use. All action alternatives encourage continuation of 
traditional farming and ranching practices. The natural and agricultural landscapes will continue 
to evolve in a way that retains their character and the intensity of use evidenced at the time of 
designation. Continuation of farming and ranching will help to retain important landscape 
elements such as cultivated fields, pastures, fencelines, timber stands, farm and ranch buildings, 
and orchards. By perpetuating rural lifestyles the action alternative will also help to preserve and 
protect traditional ethnographic values and traditions. 

Landscape changes will be guided by a variety of management tools. Land acquisitions will be 
from willing sellers only. The National Park Service will use cooperative methods and other 
means, excluding condemnation, to ensure that the intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is 
met. 

MANAGEMENT 

Management actions will only affect land and water inside the boundaries of the three 
recreational rivers. In all alternatives other federal agencies (primarily the Fish and Wildlife 
Service and Corps of Engineers) and local, state, and tribal governments will continue to have 
a substantial role in the management of the river and in the maintenance and protection of 
significant natural, cultural, and agricultural resources. Agreements among federal, state, and 
local governments and private property owners will ensure consistent management. None of the 
alternatives will necessarily result in significant change to the roles played by these agencies and 
governments; they will continue current operations. The National Park Service will be the lead 
agency charged with the primary responsibility for administering the recreational rivers and will 
be in charge of day-to-day management. The National Park Service will work from a field office 
in O'Neill, Nebraska, or possibly elsewhere near the rivers. 

The National Park Service will use the least intensive means for achieving the objectives of the 
general management plan. Formal and informal cooperation will be sought with individual 
owners and local governments to achieve goals. State and federal agencies will become formal 
partners in management of the river. Such partnership agreements will (1) facilitate management 
of the land within the boundary so that it will be consistent with this plan and (2) describe the 
specific roles of the agencies. 

Each of the alternatives relies heavily on the actions of others to ensure compliance with this 
plan. Congress has authorized the secretary of the interior, through the National Park Service, 
to administer the rivers, and the National Park Service has the ultimate authority for overseeing 
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the recreational rivers and for ensuring that local, state, and federal actions remain consistent 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The enabling legislation identified certain values that must 
be protected. 

Land may be purchased in fee from willing sellers. However, the National Park Service has 
stated that it does not intend to use condemnation authority as a tool to protect the river. In all 
action alternatives the National Park Service will use state and federal laws to the fullest extent 
possible and obtain consistency agreements with counties and other agencies to protect river 
values. 

Reliance on local actions may fail to achieve river protection. If this happens, the National Park 
Service will take more direct action, such as purchasing more land, to protect river values and 
meet the objectives of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The National Park Service will also need 
to reassess its decision never to use condemnation authority. 

Law Enforcement 

While local governments and other federal agencies have law enforcement responsibilities on 
the recreational rivers, and cooperative relations will be sought, the National Park Service will 
not delegate federal law enforcement responsibilities with respect to the recreational rivers. This 
should be understood in all references to law enforcement in this plan. 

Cooperating Agencies / Partnerships 

The National Park Service will consider cooperating agreements, cost-share agreements, and 
other financial incentives to assist its partners, subject to congressional appropriation. 

Visitor use facilities will generally be managed by the agency that built them., or, if construction 
was cost-shared, management will follow the guidelines of the cost-share agreement. Full 
development, approval, and implementation of a county land use management plan or zoning 
will not be necessary prior to approval of the general management plan. 

Partners may share the cost of development or maintenance of habitat, management of facilities, 
or program implementation, and they may share resources. Cooperative agreements with 
government agencies and other partners will be encouraged to resolve jurisdictions and 
conflicting mandates. 

Land Use Management 

The secretary of the interior's guidelines (DOI, DOA 1982) for implementation of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act allow for compatible development existing at the time of designation to 
remain. New land uses must be evaluated for compatibility with the purposes of the act. No 
development is proposed for removal because of incompatibility with this plan. Guidelines for 
future development can be found on pages 37 and 38 and in each alternative. 
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Features Common to All Action Alternatives 

Certain activities will not be considered appropriate inside the recreational river boundaries. The 
National Park Service will try to preclude industrial activities, feedlots and animal confinement 
facilities, and cabin and recreational development beyond that detailed in each alternative. 

Landscape changes will be limited primarily through zoning, land use management plans, 
special valuation of agricultural land, property owner associations, watershed districts, 
voluntary conservation agreements (with or without incentives), conservation easements, 
restrictive covenants, conditions and restrictions, tax incentives, and land trusts. Limitations will 
be written so that they are revocable or nonrevocable. In this document, revocable limitations 
are termed "voluntary conservation agreements." Voluntary conservation agreements are those 
donated by the property owner. The National Park Service and its partners may offer financial 
and other incentives for such voluntary protection. 

Conservation easements are generally acquired in perpetuity, either by donation or purchase. 
In this plan conservation easements may be acquired by the National Park Service and its 
partners or by other organizations. There are tax advantages for donating conservation 
easements, which will be attractive to some landowners. Conservation easements will prohibit 
incompatible uses that will be defined in the easement. Some forms of development will be 
limited and good land management practices will continue. Restrictions may be placed on 
logging and the removal of vegetation to avoid impacts on biological, soil, and visual resources. 
Restrictions will be placed on quarrying, some types of development, disturbance of wetlands, 
and other incompatible land use practices. Other easements will be developed to protect cultural 
resources, provide bank stabilization, or allow for flooding. The amount of land which may need 
to be protected through easements cannot be predicted for any of the action alternatives. This 
will depend on the success of less intensive means of management. 

None of the alternatives will require the government to buy very much land. The National Park 
Service will acquire land in easement or fee title from willing sellers if needed for river access or 
for preservation of special resources. The boundaries of the recreational rivers show the extent 
of important resources that must be protected and define the outer limit of NPS authority to 
acquire land for the recreational rivers. 

County Zoning and Land Use Management Plans. County zoning and land use management 
plans will be encouraged in all the action alternatives. Zoning or land use plans may limit or 
authorize a large variety of land uses. None of the five counties covered by this General 
Management Plan has zoning in place; however, Charles Mix County, South Dakota, and Knox 
County, Nebraska, have had zoning ordinances in the past. In November 1996 Charles Mix 
County voted against the adoption of a permanent zoning ordinance, and its temporary zoning 
ordinance has now expired. 

Incompatible Land Uses. Existing developments and other land uses that are present at the 
time of river designation will be allowed to continue. The following new land uses are among 
those considered incompatible within the boundaries of the recreational rivers: 

landfills or dumps 
industrial sites 
mining and quarrying operations 
commercial uses other than agricultural or home-based businesses 
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hotels, motels, and rental cabins 
feedlots (defined as permanent confinement areas for animals in buildings, pens, or areas 

that normally are not used for raising crops or grazing animals) 

Land Use Management Classes. The land is described in three management classes: agricultural, 
public, and residential and other private development. An overlay defined as resource 
conservation land was also established. The alternatives identify types of land uses and 
developments that are considered compatible or incompatible with the protection of the river. 
The management classes and suggested design guidelines contain standards for protection of 
the river. The National Park Service and its partners will use these standards and guidelines in 
making decisions, and the standards may be adopted as part of county zoning. Property owners 
may adhere to them for buildings and landscaping. 

Agricultural land — This class includes all land that is currently used for farms and ranches, 
including all residences and other structures on those farms and ranches. The shoreland may 
also be protected by county zoning. Agricultural land will be retained to minimize change 
through development and to preserve the cultural landscape. 

South Dakota 

Gregory County includes only one private property inside the boundary. The balance is 
owned by the federal government and managed by the Corps of Engineers or the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

For the past two years Charles Mix County used an emergency zoning ordinance where all 
riverfront land was placed within an agricultural zone. Though the emergency zoning 
recently expired, the county will likely continue to pursue its goal to establish zoning. Some 
of the riverfront is included in the Spring-Bull Creek Watershed District, which tends to 
ensure that this land will remain agricultural. The balance of land along the river is Yankton 
Sioux trust land, which is excluded from the boundary of all alternatives. 

Bon Homme County is developing a land use management plan intended to define land 
use. The Corps of Engineers owns fee and easement interests in land along the river. 

Nebraska 

Both Boyd and Knox Counties have extensive agricultural land adjacent to the river. The 
shoreland may also be protected by county zoning. 

Public land — This class includes present or future public land and facilities. Present managers 
(the Corps of Engineers, Fish and Wildlife Service, tribes, counties, and state agencies) will 
continue to manage land for its dedicated purposes and for the purposes of the recreational river 
designation. Much of the public land is dedicated to wildlife, recreation, or tribal purposes. 
Government agencies may acquire additional land or rights in land. Any such land or rights can 
be managed by the purchasing agency, or it may be transferred to other partners. All alternatives 
will rely on the use of interagency agreements or memorandums of understanding among 
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government agencies and other partners to ensure consistency with this plan and to resolve 
jurisdictions and conflicting mandates. 

The Corps of Engineers manages fee and easement land, regulates the river flows, and protects 
endangered species and their habitat. The Corps of Engineers also works with private owners 
to permit stabilization of streambanks. The Corps of Engineers may buy flood easements on 
additional land. An interagency agreement between the National Park Service and the Corps of 
Engineers may be negotiated to facilitate management of this land, as may an interagency 
agreement between the National Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The states of South Dakota and Nebraska manage land for wildlife through fee ownership or 
agreements with the Corps of Engineers. The state of Nebraska owns and manages Niobrara 
State Park and some recreational access sites, and has some land that is leased from the Corps 
of Engineers and private individuals. Agreements between either state and the National Park 
Service may be developed and implemented to ensure that state activities are consistent with this 
plan. 

The Yankton Sioux tribe, assisted by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), manages tribal land. The 
Bureau of Indian Affairs has developed guidelines for the management and care of trust lands. 
BIA management plans for such land include compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act. The secretary of the interior is required by law to make decisions regarding trust land 
for the general benefit of the tribes. The tribes themselves decide whether or not to participate 
in a particular project or program. 

The National Park Service must consult with the Native American tribes on a government-to-
government basis. Such consultations may result in mutual agreements for any land use adjacent 
to the river. 

Under federal regulations, new construction on public land cannot be in the 100-year floodplain. 
If the 100-year floodplain cannot be avoided, all new structure(s) should be floodproofed. 

Residential and other private development land — This class includes residential and private 
recreational developments in Nebraska and at Running Water in South Dakota. Each alternative 
identifies types of land uses and developments that are considered compatible or incompatible 
with protection of the rivers' values. No retail commercial facilities are proposed. These services 
are available in nearby communities or at developed areas on adjacent lakes. 

Where a choice is available on a particular site, new buildings be located on a contour higher 
than that reachable by high water (75,000 cfs on the Missouri River). To minimize the number 
of access roads, boat ramps, and boat docks along the river, these facilities should be shared. In 
this class, there should not be more than one new boat ramp per mile and not more than one new 
boat dock per 0.25 mile. Sewage disposal methods should meet or exceed state standards. 

Suggested guidelines apply equally to public land and to land in the residential and other 
private development class. These guidelines cover design considerations that are critical to good 
land use planning. 
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The following guidelines are recommended for all of the action alternatives and may be included 
in ordinances, easements, agreements, or covenants. Adoption of the guidelines will be 
encouraged, and incentives such as design assistance and cost sharing will be offered by the 
National Park Service and its partners to ensure consistency with the plan. 

Buildings should be of permanent construction to implement the intent of the maintenance, 
screening, visibility, texture, and color recommendations. 

Colors should be subtle earth tones that are similar to those in the surrounding 
environment. Bright or unnatural colors and reflective materials will be discouraged. 

Buildings should not be placed at the top of ridgelines because such placement causes 
structures to stand out against the skyline. 

Native plants should be used for landscaping. Vegetation should be maintained so that, 
except for the view corridors, structures will be screened from the river during the 
summer. Foundation plantings at the base of residences are an acceptable means of 
vegetation screening (see appendix F for landscaping diagrams). 

Maintenance of the exterior of structures is important to the overall achievement of the 
recommendations in all alternatives. 

Resource Conservation Land — This category is an overlay of all land containing significant 
resources, and it can be found in any of the three classes. The purpose of this classification is to 
identify land to emphasize continued good quality fish and wildlife habitat, water quality, 
cultural resources, and scenic values. Resource conservation land includes old-growth 
cottonwood forests, developing riparian areas, woody draws, undisturbed wetlands, sparsely 
vegetated sandbars, native prairie, and cultural sites. 

The National Park Service and its partners will encourage private and public property owners 
to conserve or improve these areas. This includes implementing erosion controls at archeological 
sites or fencing sites and limiting recreational activities on sandbars. Owners might also agree 
not to cultivate archeological sites or clear and farm wooded areas. 

BOUNDARIES 

Geographic Information System (GIS) data was the primary tool used in developing boundaries 
for each of the action alternatives and for identifying significant natural, cultural, and scenic 
resources. Numerous baseline data layers were created, including vegetation, slope, threatened 
and endangered species, cultural sites, and wetlands. Consultation for natural and cultural 
resources was provided by the South Dakota and Nebraska natural heritage programs and state 
historic preservation offices. 

Different boundary proposals were developed for each alternative. Both text descriptions and 
maps indicate the differences in the proposals. In each action alternative, boundaries always 
include the river and its islands. The boundaries will not change with river erosion. They can be 
revised if additional information indicates the need to do so. 
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Following completion of this plan, a notice will be published in the Federal Register to formally 
announce the availability of maps and legal descriptions. 

PLANNING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR ADJACENT LAND 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act permits the National Park Service to work cooperatively with 
property owners within and outside the boundary to help preserve resources through grants, 
tax incentives, and technical' and financial assistance. If funding or technical assistance is 
provided, compliance with NPS floodplain and wetland guidelines will be required. 

Because the National Park Service has limited authority beyond river boundaries, the significant 
resources on adjacent land can be protected by other federal laws and programs. For example, 
Section 10/404 permits are issued by the Corps of Engineers for actions on both public and 
private land that may impact wetlands. The National Historic Preservation Act helps protect 
sites that are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Technical and 
financial assistance from the National Park Service Rivers and Trails Conservation Assistance 
Program can also be used to help protect resources and enhance recreational opportunities. If 
requested, the National Park Service might provide advice regarding the potential for scenic 
roads in the area. 

The Corps of Engineers has programs under the Water Resources Development Act that provide 
technical assistance and funding for water resource studies and fish and wildlife restoration. 
Examples will include floodplain management, water supply, hydrology, recreation planning, 
and environmental studies. A sponsor is required, generally from another government entity 
(city, county, state, or tribe). The act also allows for technical assistance and funding for restoring 
habitat lost as a result of a COE project. Such programs will be used to restore habitat to 
compensate for changes in the river resulting from Fort Randall Dam or to create chutes and 
wetlands. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

General 

Information on a wide range of resource topics was collected from federal, state, local, and 
private sources for this general management plan / environmental impact statement. The 1991 
ordinary high water mark used for boundary determinations was interpreted from color aerial 
photography taken in October 1991. 

GIS map layers include minerals, topography, land status, political boundaries, railroads and 
highways, slope, soils, and cultural sites. This data will be used for future resource management. 
Guidelines advise against divulging the specific locations of cultural sites or threatened and 
endangered species for protection of both the resources and the rights of private property 
owners. 
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Following completion of this plan, a more detailed resources management plan will be prepared 
for the public land. The plan will detail research needs and specific methods for managing 
resources in the recreational river segments. 

Streambank Protection 

Streambank erosion was identified as an important issue for the three recreational rivers. On all 
river segments, wherever allowed, new erosion control projects will continue under COE 
permits. The Missouri River is a navigable waterway that requires both a section 10 and 404 
permit, while the Niobrara River and Verdigre Creek require only a 404 permit for new erosion 
control projects. The Corps of Engineers makes its decisions on section 10 and 404 permits on 
a case-by-case basis. The National Park Service will review permit applications for compliance 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, including permits for alterations or extensions of structures. 
Along the Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers, streambank 
erosion control will be allowed for protection of developed and agricultural land. Streambank 
protection on all three recreational rivers will be allowed to protect significant biological and 
cultural resources. Significant biological features include old growth cottonwood forest and 
habitat that is or has been recently used by threatened and endangered species. Purchase of 
rapidly eroding banks from willing sellers will be considered as an alternative to stabilization. 

The Corps of Engineers currently prohibits the use of vehicle bodies, farm machinery, junk, 
appliances, containers, barrels, asphalt, and biodegradable building materials for bank 
stabilization. Although the Corps of Engineers does permit the use of tires for bank stabilization 
under certain conditions, the National Park Service will not recommend their use in these 
recreational river segments. Generally, natural materials, such as rocks, native plants, and soil, 
should be used for bank stabilization. Clean brick and broken masonry are allowed on a case-by-
case basis. Properly anchored trees and treetops are permissible. Fill material must be placed 
below the normal water elevation created by 35,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) flows unless the 
material is river rock or vegetation that is able to withstand irregular water flow. 

New products may be allowed on an experimental basis after the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and National Park Service have reviewed a permit application and the 
product and have determined that an experiment can be performed without harm to the 
resources. A defined experimental area may be selected after the product is found to be safe and 
effective, or it may be used on the entire affected area. 

Funding of streambank protection to protect developed and agricultural land is the 
responsibility of the property owner. The Corps of Engineers is authorized to stabilize 
streambanks on private land on the Missouri River under certain conditions. The Corps of 
Engineers will also buy interest in eroding land along the Missouri River from willing sellers as 
an alternative to stabilization. Both of these options require that specific funding be available 
through section 33 of the Water Resources Development Act. The National Park Service will look 
for ways to cooperate with the Corps of Engineers in assisting landowners with the stabilization 
of rapidly eroding banks when significant resources are threatened. 
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Natural Resources 

General. The National Park Service and its partners will cooperate in the inventory and 
monitoring of river-related resources. They will coordinate management for biological diversity 
and enhance natural river processes, protect and manage threatened and endangered species 
and sensitive and unusual habitat. Research that supports river-related resource management 
objectives will also be encouraged. Technical assistance to property owners will be available to 
help them achieve the land use management goals. 

Floodplains and adjacent wetlands are significant in all the alternatives and are a priority for 
protection. They reduce the adverse effects of flooding, maintain water quality, provide habitat, 
preserve visual quality, and maintain biological diversity. All the action alternatives would 
manage wetlands to improve their value for biological resources such as endangered species and 
fish, waterfowl, furbearers, and various nongame species. Under all the action alternatives 
wetlands would be protected and enhanced on public land and their protection would be 
encouraged on private land. Trapping is prohibited on NPS fee owned land. 

In each action alternative the National Park Service will work with its partners to implement 
control measures for nuisance plants. Nuisance plants often compete with threatened and 
endangered species for habitat and are detrimental to agriculture. The use of herbicides with 
long-lasting residues will be avoided. 

The management of river processes by the Corps of Engineers will be directed by the outcome 
of the master manual review. Each action alternative in this plan, but particularly alternatives 
3 and 5, favors the selection of a natural hydrograph by the Corps of Engineers simulating pre-
dam conditions because there may be additional benefits to fisheries, riparian areas, and 
sandbars. 

Sedimentation. A process of aggradation is occurring on the recreational rivers around the 
confluence of the Niobrara and Missouri Rivers. This aggradation is not a result of the 
recreational river designation or actions proposed in this General Management Plan. Instead, it is 
partly due to the damming of the Missouri River and the resulting reduction of water velocity 
and the river's capacity to carry a normal sediment load. The National Park Service will work 
with the Corps of Engineers to look for ways of mitigating damage to river-related resources 
along the Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers. 

Management for Biological Diversity. Within the project area, management of biological 
diversity is built into the USFWS, COE, and BIA programs. Responsibility is delegated to the 
Fish and Wildlife Service for implementing and enforcing the Endangered Species Act, including 
recovery plans for several listed species found in the area. They also take the lead for 
implementing the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, coordinating wildlife management. 
Maintaining and enhancing biological resources is a goal of the Corps of Engineers in its 
management of the Missouri River. The Nebraska Game and Parks Commission and the South 
Dakota Game, Fish and Parks are responsible for managing sport and commercial harvest of fish 
and wildlife. The states have an interest in maintaining ecosystem health in order to sustain fish 
and wildlife populations. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species. The National Park Service has consulted with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service on the management of listed species. A coordinated effort will continue 
to preserve and protect federal and state endangered, threatened, and candidate species and to 
enhance habitat in the recreational rivers. The Fish and Wildlife Service and Corps of Engineers 
have an ongoing program. The National Park Service will become a full partner and will, where 
needed, take a leadership role in conserving species. Part of the NPS role will be to comment on 
recreational effects and suggest habitat improvements. 

Federal and state endangered and threatened species will continue to be protected in all areas 
under federal or state jurisdiction under any management alternative selected. It is the policy 
of the National Park Service to treat federal and state candidate species and species of special 
concern with the same care as federally listed threatened and endangered species. 

Cultural Resources 

Cooperative efforts of property owners, public interest groups, government agencies, tribes, and 
local communities will help to develop and implement preservation strategies for the area's 
significant historical, architectural, ethnographic, landscape, and archeological resources. 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act will guide all actions with regard 
to Indian burials. If discoveries are made on federal land, the responsible agency will consult 
with concerned tribes as mandated. Government-to-government consultation between agencies 
and tribal officials and acknowledged religious leaders will identify other tribal concerns. 

Federally funded, assisted, or licensed projects must comply with the provisions of section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act. The National Park Service and its partners will consult 
with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the state historic preservation officers 
to ensure the best preservation strategies. If impacts can be avoided, investigations and 
documentation will be conducted to recover scientific data and mitigate effects. During 
implementation of this plan, should previously unknown cultural resources be uncovered by 
ground disturbing activities, work will stop and the National Park Service will consult with the 
state historic preservation officer. If these discoveries occur on federal land, the responsible 
agency will consult with concerned Indian tribes as mandated. 

Management of Cultural Resources. An important goal is to protect significant cultural 
resources while allowing for enjoyable visitor use of public land. Close cooperation and 
coordination among local, state, and federal agencies will help to ensure consistent and effective 
resource management. The following discussion describes ways to preserve and protect cultural 
resources so that their integrity and character are not diminished. Where national register-
eligible resources are threatened and no protective measures are available, acquisition of 
conservation easements or fee title land from willing sellers will be sought. 

Cultural Resource Inventory, Evaluation, and Monitoring. The National Park Service and its 
partners, in consultation with the state historic preservation officers, will identify cultural 
resources within the boundary and evaluate resource significance and integrity using national 
register criteria. National register nominations will be completed for resources on private land 
only with the permission of the landowner. Cultural landscapes have not been identified for this 
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plan. Landscapes will be addressed in the resource management plan, and appropriate 
inventories will be scheduled if necessary. Monitoring of significant sites will be a responsibility 
of the National Park Service and its partners. National register-eligible sites on public land will 
have the highest priority for monitoring and protection. Resources on private land may be 
inventoried and evaluated at the invitation of the property owner if funding allows. 

Preserving and Protecting Cultural Resources. Resource stewardship by private owners will 
be encouraged and will be particularly important in maintaining the cultural landscapes that are 
identified. Continued use of historic structures for traditional activities will be encouraged, and 
technical assistance for this or other preservation actions may be provided, if the National Park 
Service has the resources. Technical assistance will be linked to development of resource 
sensitive plans and agreements. A variety of agreements and incentives may be used to preserve 
resources, continue historic uses, and encourage changes in farming practices to minimize 
damage to cultural resources. Provisions for resource preservation may be included in local land 
use management plans, local zoning, or in agreements among recreational rivers managers and 
property owners. Where significant culturally sensitive areas are threatened by irretrievable loss, 
and where there is no other alternative for resource protection, funding may be sought to 
purchase the land from willing sellers. Shared expertise among agencies and individuals can be 
used to preserve resources. 

To avoid damage to cultural resources, visitors will be directed to public areas that can best 
accommodate use. Visitor use will be monitored and resource conditions evaluated in an effort 
to avoid resource damage. If resources are threatened, protective measures will be developed. 
Resource protection will be fostered by public education programs, private stewardship, law 
enforcement, and cooperative efforts of public land managers and local neighbors. Management 
actions, including law enforcement and public education, should consider the sense of 
community, trust among neighbors, and the serene nature and the cultural landscapes of the 
recreational river. 

Natural and cultural resource collections, site records, and other archival materials will continue 
to be the responsibility of individual land-managing agencies. 

Research. A comprehensive inventory of cultural resources and a resource management plan 
(including management of collections) will be needed. The National Park Service will work with 
other federal, state, and local managers and consult with the Nebraska and South Dakota state 
historic preservation officers to conduct comprehensive resource inventories and develop a 
resources management plan. Future scientific research will probably take place mostly on public 
land, but cooperative programs with private landowners may be developed. 

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

The majority of visitors live within 150 miles of the recreational rivers (Thompson and Lime 
1995), which is considered "local" in this plan. Use of the Missouri River segment has been 
increasing. Management of visitor use is common to all the action alternatives. The type and 
amount of visitor use will be managed so that river values will be protected. Visitors will be 
asked to respect private land. 
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Interpretation, information, and orientation will be offered to river users in all of the action 
alternatives. The purpose of interpretation is to provide for the enjoyment, appreciation, and 
understanding of the recreational rivers. A second purpose is to protect the rivers and visitors. 
A quality, low impact recreational experience will be stressed. 

Visitor Activities 

The amount of visitor use that will be generated varies by alternative. Uses that are in conflict 
with the values of the recreational river will be discouraged. Because NPS regulations prohibit 
airboats on waters under NPS jurisdiction, their use will be prohibited on the recreational rivers 
except for emergency or approved administrative use. With this exception, all other types of 
recreation use that existed at the time of designation (1991) will continue to be permitted, unless 
it is found that such uses cause significant resource damage. The National Park Service may 
provide technical assistance to partners in planning for visitor use. 

Visitor Use Management 

All of the action alternatives seek to stabilize visitor use at a level that does not harm the resource 
or cause overcrowding. The National Park Service and its partners will monitor the impacts of 
visitor use and will redirect or otherwise limit use so as to avoid unacceptable visitor experience 
or resource conditions. This will require determining the carrying capacity of the recreational 
rivers. The alternatives provide a basis for addressing carrying capacity. They broadly identify 
significant resources and desired future conditions. Specifics and key impact indicators will be 
identified later. 

Visitor experience and resource protection criteria will be developed. Indicators and standards 
will be established. Through a program of continuous monitoring and evaluation, the indicators 
will be used to measure whether or not the desired conditions are being achieved. Management 
action will be necessary if visitor use impacts become unacceptable. The trigger points and 
responses will be similar in any alternative. 

With the possible exception of Alternative 4 — the Recreation Emphasis Alternative —none of 
the action alternatives are expected to significantly increase visitor use. Except for alternative 4, 
visitor access (e.g., boat ramps) and facilities (e.g., campgrounds) may be improved but not 
expanded. The National Park Service will not provide for nor encourage increased visitor use 
if such use will result in unacceptable impacts on threatened or endangered species or result in 
unacceptable visitor experience or resource conditions. 

However, river use may increase as a result of actions by others. For example, gambling has 
begun on a small scale on the Santee Sioux reservation in Nebraska. Some of the people attracted 
to gambling may return to recreate in the area. A new bridge is under construction between 
Niobrara, Nebraska, and Running Water, South Dakota, which will provide easier access for 
South Dakota residents who use the Niobrara State Park. Another example is the seasonal 
interpretive raft tour for Niobrara State Park visitors in the area below Verdel Landing. 
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Features Common to All Action Alternatives 

During the tern and plover nesting period it may become necessary to limit use in certain areas, 
particularly between the mouth of the Niobrara River and Lewis and Clark Reservoir. This limit 
may be lower than the projected demand for river use. If this is the case, visitors will be turned 
away from certain areas during the nesting period. The goal will be to direct these visitors to 
areas, times, and activities that will not affect the terns and plovers. 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

"Visitor experience" is used to describe everything people do, learn, and enjoy while visiting 
parks and other recreational areas. In this plan the phrase refers both to the experience visitors 
have while at the recreational rivers and to the memories and insights they take away with them. 
Visitor experience refers to everything people receive from a visit, including seeing a historic site, 
enjoying solitude while fishing, or talking with local people. 

Visitor experiences can be as varied and different as visitors themselves, and some differences 
exist among alternatives. There are visitor experience goals to be achieved through activities and 
interpretation. Visitor experience goals contain the basic elements of what a visit to the 
recreational rivers can be — safe, informative, fun, enriching, relaxing, memorable, and thought-
provoking. 

The visitor experience goals are: 

Orientation and information offering a comprehensive overview to the recreational 
rivers will be provided prior to and during any river visit. Low-key orientation 
services (publications, signs, maps) will be tailored to the various needs of visitors, 
will help manage the circulation of visitors through the recreational rivers, will 
identify public use areas, and will help river users plan their visits. 

Public appreciation for the rights of private property owners and for continuing land 
stewardship will be fostered. 

Safety on the rivers will be promoted so that visitors will fully enjoy their recreational 
and cultural experiences. 

Visitor use will be managed so that the values of the recreational rivers will not be 
impaired. 

Current river experiences, characterized by uncrowded conditions, solitude, and quiet, 
will be protected. 

Even visitors living within 150 miles of the recreational rivers will ask questions about lodging, 
food, and other basic needs. They will also want information about recreational activities on the 
rivers. River users might also ask about local history, ranching and farming activities, and about 
the Native Americans living along the rivers. Other river users might be interested in the natural 
history of the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers and Verdigre Creek. Interpretation can answer these 
questions. 
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Interpretive services may be important regardless of alternative, even though the types, 
amounts, and placement of services will vary. Interpretation may help to provide quality 
educational and recreational experiences for visitors and to manage visitor use by educating 
people about respect for local property owners and their privacy. Interpretive programs will 
emphasize protection of river resources. 

Primary Interpretive Themes 

Primary interpretive themes are those ideas that are central to the purpose, resource significance, 
and visitor experience on the recreational rivers. The interpretive themes provide the foundation 
for interpretation, orientation, and information offered both inside and outside the boundary. 

Visitor understanding of the themes can happen in many ways. People can read of the travels 
of the Lewis and Clark expedition and the events that happened along this stretch of the 
Missouri River and envision how the river once looked. They can visit local communities with 
distinctive ethnic backgrounds to learn about aspects of immigration history. Visitors can sit and 
relax along the Missouri River and enjoy the quiet sights and sounds of the moving water. 

These themes provide a foundation for interpretive services. There is some overlap because it 
is not possible to present one theme without discussing aspects of others. The themes apply to 
the recreational rivers regardless of alternative; how (publications, personal programs, bulletin 
boards) and to what extent (public or private land, daily or infrequent services) they will be 
addressed differs among the alternatives. The themes acknowledge the purpose, significance, 
and resources of the recreational rivers: 

The Missouri River has served as a highway for exploration, settlement, trade, and 
adventure from prehistoric times to the present. 

The story of Standing Bear and the Poncas tells of a significant triumph for human rights. 

The American Indians' heritage on the designated rivers is ancient, contemporary, and 
integral to the landscape. 

Due to relative remoteness, limited economic uses of the area (ranching and farming), and 
respect for the river by local property owners who passed the land down through 
generations, landscapes along the three recreational river corridors look much the same 
today as when first inhabited by European settlers. 

Harnessing of the Missouri River for the benefit of people living on the Great Plains has led 
to major changes to the river area ecosystems. Active management of fish and wildlife and 
their habitat is critical to their survival. 

The designated rivers provide a wide variety of habitats that form an ecosystem for the 
benefit of fish, wildlife, and plants. Most of these habitats have not been lost to 
development, due in part to local management. These habitats are critical to maintaining 
biological diversity. 
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ALTERNATIVE 2: RURAL LANDSCAPE INTEGRITY AND CHARACTER 

GENERAL CONCEPT AND PHILOSOPHY 

In addition to the concepts presented in "Features Common to All Action Alternatives," this 
alternative would emphasize the rural landscape. It would maintain patterns of land use and 
ownership and the present level of development and visitor use while protecting significant 
natural and cultural resources. 

Because the recreational rivers do not follow ownership or administrative boundaries, they 
would best be managed through cooperative methods. The most effective manager of any 
element of the landscape is often already in place. This alternative would rely heavily on the 
cooperation of local property owners and officials. 

This alternative seeks to stabilize visitor use at or near current levels. It allows for limited 
construction of new residences or other private development. Implementation of rural landscape 
objectives would be emphasized as long as significant natural and cultural resources were not 
compromised. 

MANAGEMENT 

This alternative would rely heavily on the cooperation of local property owners and officials. 
Private land would be managed through local means such as zoning, land use management 
plans, or property owner agreements. The alternative would rely on counties and property 
owner agreements to develop standards for protecting private land and meeting the objectives 
and goals of this plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Local plans incorporating voluntary 
practices that preserve the landscape and river values would be developed in cooperation with 
the National Park Service. These plans should be consistent with the recreational river legislation 
and the goals of this general management plan. 

This alternative would attempt to maintain and protect significant cultural, natural and 
agricultural resources through the continuation of cooperative approaches. 

Land Use Management 

This alternative would create a landscape that would balance new residential and other private 
development needs with preservation of resources, agriculture, and biological diversity. Because 
this alternative would perpetuate the rural landscape as it was in 1991, general design guidelines 
would create standards for maintenance of the visual quality of residences along the recreational 
rivers. Limited infill of residential and other private development would be allowed. 

This alternative fosters maintenance of patterns of land use and ownership primarily through 
zoning, land use management plans, tax incentives, and agreements. Agreements would provide 
assurance to the National Park Service that property owners would not undertake incompatible 
development and assurance to property owners that the National Park Service would not 
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attempt to acquire their property. In addition to using zoning, agreements, and tax incentives, 
the National Park Service may also purchase easements from willing sellers in cases where the 
more locally based management tools were unavailable or did not achieve the conservation of 
river-related resources. 

Land Use Management Classes 

To achieve the purposes for which the recreational rivers were established, this alternative 
recommends management classes for land along the rivers. Incompatible land uses for all 
management classes within this alternative are identified in the "Features Common All Action 
Alternatives" section. 

Agricultural land — Under this alternative family farming, ranching, and other agricultural 
activities would be encouraged and would be allowed to evolve as a primary land use. A further 
description of land in this class can be found in the "Features Common to All Action 
Alternatives" section. 

Public land — The Corps of Engineers manages fee and easement land, regulates the river, and 
protects endangered species and their habitat. The Corps of Engineers also works with private 
owners to permit stabilization of streambanks. The Corps of Engineers may buy flood easements 
on additional land. An interagency agreement between the National Park Service and the Corps 
of Engineers may be negotiated to facilitate management of this land in a manner consistent with 
the recreational river designation. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service advises the Corps of Engineers and other agencies on endangered 
and threatened species and their habitat and manages the Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge. 
There is a memorandum of understanding between the National Park Service and the Fish and 
Wildlife Service; an additional interagency agreement might be appropriate to ensure 
consistency with this plan. 

The states of South Dakota and Nebraska manage land for wildlife through fee ownership or 
agreement with the Corps of Engineers. The state of Nebraska owns and manages Niobrara State 
Park, some recreational access sites, and some land leased from the Corps of Engineers and 
private individuals. Agreements between either state and the National Park Service could be 
developed and implemented to ensure that state activities are consistent with this plan. 

The Yankton Sioux tribe, assisted by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, manages tribal lands. BIA 
guidelines were developed for management and care of trust land and compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. The secretary of the interior is required by law to make 
decisions regarding trust land for the general benefit of the tribes. The National Park Service 
must consult with the Yankton Sioux tribe on a government-to-government basis. Such 
consultations could result in mutual agreements for any land adjacent to the river. 

Residential and other private development land — Some new residences would be allowed to fill in 
the residential and other private development class. Such new development should be 
compatible with the objectives and goals of this plan and take place only in areas designated as 
residential and other private development class. 
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Alternative 2: Rural Landscape Integrity and Character 

Because of the level of development in Nebraska, this plan recognizes the need to manage these 
areas for the future. The National Park Service would work with counties, property owners, or 
other groups to support local covenants, conditions, and restrictions. In addition to the 
guidelines described previously and subject to property owner agreement, the suggested 
guidelines for such development are: 

All existing structures and subdivisions could remain and could be replaced with 
larger structures. No replaced structure in the developed areas could exceed 1,200 
square feet on a 50-foot lot (measured along the riverbank) or 2,400 square feet on a 
100-foot lot (measured along the riverbank). Structures should be set back at least 50 
feet from the riverbank. 

Completely new structures would be permitted in this class inside the bounds of 
existing development provided that they are on lots that are at least 100 feet wide 
(measured at the river). Buildings would be set back 100 feet from the river. If located 
outside of areas of existing development, completely new structures should be located 
outside of the river boundary for this alternative (a minimum of 200 feet). Residences 
should be on foundations and be of permanent (not mobile) construction. Access roads 
and boat ramps should be shared. Sewage disposal methods should meet or exceed 
state standards. These standards would be implemented using the land protection 
tools described in the "Land Use Management" section where practical. 

Current residential development, including vacation homes and trailers, should (and new 
residential development would) be screened with native trees, shrubs, and grass to lessen 
the visual impact on river-related resources. 

View corridors from residences to the river could be retained. New or replaced structures 
should maintain view corridors that do not exceed two separate 25-foot cleared corridors 
for every 100 feet of river front. 

Resource Conservation Land — The National Park Service would focus on protecting the 
recreational rivers' significant resources. The manager(s) would work with property owners to 
accomplish goals. 

General Administration 

Recreational Developments. Only existing sites would be used, and they could be maintained 
or replaced but not expanded. Restrictions on facility capacity would tend to limit visitor use in 
a given area. No other federal, state, or county facilities or sites are proposed unless required by 
law, such as sewage disposal facilities. 

Maintenance. The maintenance workload under this alternative would not be large because new 
visitor facilities are not proposed. 

Law Enforcement. The law enforcement workload under this alternative would not be extensive 
because visitation is not expected to increase significantly. Law enforcement would continue at 
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present levels. Law enforcement would continue to be carried out by local, state, and federal 
agencies as their jurisdictions permit. 

Staffing Needs. NPS employees would spend approximately half of their time working on these 
recreational rivers. There would be a total of four full-time employees and one half-time 
employee. Staffing needs and land acquisition costs are more fully developed in appendix D. 

Costs. Total annual costs would probably be more than $242,500. 

$105,000 labor 
$15,000 equipment, supplies, materials, and transportation 
$15,000 grants, contracts, and agreements with cooperators (assumed to end after initial 

years) 
$100,000 land acquisition (assumed to end after five years) 
$7,500 rental of office in O'Neill 

Funding under the grants, contracts, and agreements with cooperators program could include: 
assistance for law enforcement, technical and planning assistance for adjacent property owners, 
and interpretive sites, bulletin boards, kiosks, and publications. There would be other costs 
(assistance for preservation of cultural resources, agencies and government partnership costs) 
that cannot be estimated at this time. 

Some of the funding would come from the NPS budget and some from the other partners. The 
relative proportion of these funding sources would be resolved through negotiation. 

BOUNDARIES 

The boundaries for the Missouri and Niobrara River segments would include the river and its 
islands and be established as a 200-foot setback from the 1991 ordinary high water mark. COE 
land within 0.25 mile of the river is within the boundary. Along the Missouri River segment Fort 
Randall historic site, Niobrara State Park, Verdel Landing, and Karl Mundt National Wildlife 
Refuge would be included to help depict the rural agrarian, natural, and historic character of the 
landscape. The Verdigre Creek boundary would be established as a 200-foot setback from the 
riverbank. 

Total land area above the 1991 ordinary high water mark for the Missouri National Recreational 
River would be 4,718 acres. Total land area above the 1991 ordinary high water mark for the 
Niobrara National Recreational River and Verdigre Creek would be 1,559 acres. 
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Alternative 2: Rural Landscape Integrity and Character 

Numbers were rounded off to the nearest whole acre. The 4,718 acres for the Missouri River segment excludes the 

13,182 acres below the 1991 ordinary high water mark. There are 378 acres of plotted Yankton Sioux tribal land below 

the 1991 ordinary high water mark. The 1,559 acres for the Niobrara and Verdigre Creek segments excludes the 2,958 

acres below the 1991 ordinary high water mark. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Streambank Protection 

Along the Missouri River streambank erosion control would be allowed for protection of 
structures that were in place at the time of designation as long as significant resources were not 
compromised. When feasible, erosion control structures would incorporate features to improve 
aquatic habitat and create new habitat. 
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TABLE 2: ALTERNATIVE 2 — LAND USE/LAND COVER 

MISSOURI RIVER SEGMENT 

Land Use/Land Cover category Public land Private land TOTAL 

(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Cropland 535 283 818 

Pasture/rangeland 460 70 530 

Upland wooded forest 746 301 1,047 

Floodplain forest 961 388 1,349 

Palustrine wetlands 538 335 873 

Riverine wetlands 144 311 455 

Lacustrine wetlands 6 18 24 

SUBTOTAL 3,390 1,706 5,096 

Yankton Sioux land -378 

TOTAL 4,718 

NIOBRARA AND VERDIGRE CREEK SEGMENTS 

Land Use/Land Cover category Public land Private land TOTAL 

(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Cropland 33 88 121 

Pasture/rangeland 0 2 2 

Upland wooded forest 12 93 105 

Floodplain forest 225 257 482 

Palustrine wetlands 39 308 347 

Riverine wetlands 170 332 502 

Lacustrine wetlands 0 0 0 

TOTAL 479 1,080 1,559 
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Natural Resources 

Management for Biological Diversity. State game agencies, the Corps of Engineers, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the National Park Service, in cooperation with local entities and property 
owner groups, would work together under current authorities to manage for biological diversity. 
The primary management emphasis would be to protect threatened and endangered species and 
significant habitat. 

Inventory and Monitoring of Resources. Significant resources would be inventoried and 
monitored to protect river-related resources from impacts. 

Cultural Resources 

Renovation of visitor facilities would be carefully planned to avoid significant sites. 

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

The visitor experience under this alternative would be similar to the activities, orientation, and 
interpretation presently available. Additional interpretation emphasizing land stewardship and 
the integrity of the landscape could be offered through cooperative efforts. 

Visitor Activities 

Visitor activities would include those already provided on the recreational rivers, including 
boating, fishing, wildlife viewing, hunting, trapping, biking, and hiking on public land and on 
private land with property owner permission. With the exception of airboats, which are not 
permitted, other recreational uses would be neither encouraged nor discouraged. 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

Interpretation would be offered for river users and would focus on understanding the landscape 
integrity and character and its ongoing protection. Activities and programs compatible with the 
local culture would be implemented through cooperative efforts. Interpretation and information 
would emphasize safety and preservation of the recreational rivers' values, would be low key, 
and would take place at selected developed sites. Bulletin boards and kiosks and publications 
would be available at river access sites or at roadside pulloffs within the boundary. 

Various ethnic groups and Indian tribes would conduct their own interpretation. Federal 
technical assistance could be provided if requested. Emphasis would be placed on cooperative 
activities among local communities, tribes, and the National Park Service and its partners. 

Interpretive sites away from the river could be developed cooperatively through school and 
other local programs to tell the stories of the communities. 
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Alternative 2: Rural Landscape Integrity and Character 

Visitor services would be limited. If facilities were modest in size and not expanded beyond 
what now exists, they would not adversely impact the natural and cultural values of the rivers. 
Visitor services would not expand beyond what is presently available along the recreational 
rivers. 

Visitors would enjoy the recreational rivers from the roads and trails and through water-based 
activities. However, the National Park Service would not be responsible for roads and would not 
encourage upgrading of roads. Visitors would be informed about the rivers by the land 
management agencies. Primary management emphasis would be visitor safety and respect for 
private property. 
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ALTERNATIVE 3: RIVERINE BIOLOGICAL MANAGEMENT 

GENERAL CONCEPT AND PHILOSOPHY 

In addition to the concepts presented in "Features Common to All Action Alternatives" this 
alternative would emphasize the recreational rivers' biological diversity. It would improve the 
quantity, quality, and diversity of native plant and animal (primarily aquatic) habitat. A 
meandering river, eroding banks, sandbars, backwater areas, cottonwood forests, and instream 
snag habitat were characteristics of the pre-dam river that would be recreated where feasible. 

This alternative neither encourages nor discourages increased visitor use. It also does not 
encourage additional or expanded agricultural practices. It strongly discourages construction 
of residences or other private development. Boundaries were delineated to include important 
river-related habitat. Implementation of natural resource objectives would take precedence over 
other objectives where possible without loss of significant cultural resources. 

The primary goal of this alternative would be to protect and restore the Missouri River and the 
lower stretches of the Niobrara River and Verdigre Creek as a nearly natural ecosystem. This 
alternative has the following actions: 

allow for overbank flooding necessary to significant river habitats and species (river flows 
are determined by the COE Master Water Control Manual) 

allow erosion and deposition of banks 

include biologically valuable habitats essential to the river ecosystem 

MANAGEMENT 

This alternative proposes a partnership approach among federal agencies such as the Corps of 
Engineers, National Park Service, and Fish and Wildlife Service for management tasks related 
to the river and public land. In this alternative the National Park Service does not propose 
additional federal, state, or county administrative or maintenance facilities because increased 
recreational use would not be encouraged. 

Land Use Management 

Land use would emphasize habitat preservation and management for natural diversity as seen 
along and from the river. Development zones would be unobtrusive so that the views of the 
natural landscape would dominate. The river environment would have as much of its 
presettlement character and natural system function as feasible. 

Private and public recreation development (including river access points, and visitor structures) 
would remain. Future expansion of public facilities would be strongly discouraged. 
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Alternative 3: Riverine Biological Management 

Management would include, in priority order 

voluntary property owner agreements with or without incentives 

purchase of easements on some land with biological and habitat importance 

purchase of some important habitat; management by federal agencies or partners 

Land Use Management Classes 

Management classes for this alternative are as follows: 

Agricultural land — The types and patterns of agricultural uses would continue under this 
alternative, consistent with natural and cultural resource preservation. 

Public land — An interagency agreement would ensure consistency with this general 
management plan. 

Residential and other private development land — Residential and other private developments would 
remain. This alternative proposes no increase in the level of development. Some net reduction 
in development of recreational facilities or permanent homes, cabins, and trailers should be 
achieved by recombining smaller lots to achieve lower densities. Restrictions could become part 
of property owner association covenants and deeds. 

Design, location, and density of replacement development would be unobtrusive and in keeping 
with scenic values. The following guidelines for this development class are in addition to the 
guidelines described earlier. 

No replacement structures in these developed areas should exceed 1,200 square feet on a 
50-foot lot (measured at the riverbank) or 2,400 square feet on a 100-foot lot (measured at 
the riverbank). Replacement structures should be set back at least 50 feet from the 1991 
ordinary high water mark. 

Replacement structures could be larger than 2,400 square feet if built on a combination of 
lots within the bounds of existing development with a setback of 100 feet and a minimum 
lot width of 300 feet (measured at the riverbank). 

New structures on undeveloped lots could be built if the development meets the above 
guidelines and is in the residential and other private development class. 

Over time, native trees and a natural understory of grasses and shrubs should obscure 
more than 75% of the structure from the river in summer. 

Resource Conservation Land — The National Park Service and its partners would focus on setting 
priorities for areas needed for natural resource management. Secondary emphasis would be on 
conservation areas for cultural resources and scenic values. The managers would work with 
property owners to accomplish goals. 

59 



ALTERNATIVES 

General Administration 

Administration and Maintenance Facilities. A local liaison office could be established near the 
recreational river. Only existing maintenance facilities would be used, and they could be 
modernized but not expanded. No other federal, state, or county administration or maintenance 
facilities are proposed because recreation would not be encouraged. 

Recreational Development Facilities. Only existing sites would be used, and they could be 
modernized but not expanded. Modernization is not intended to accommodate increased visitor 
use. No other federal, state, or county recreation facilities or sites are proposed because 
recreation would be neither encouraged or discouraged. 

Maintenance. The maintenance workload under this alternative would not be significant 
because new visitor facilities are not proposed. New construction of public facilities would be 
allowed only outside the boundaries of the recreational rivers. 

Law Enforcement. To protect species and habitat, added patrol and enforcement could be 
provided by the National Park Service and / or its partners. The law enforcement workload 
under this alternative would not be significant because visitation is not expected to increase 
significantly. Concurrent jurisdiction with local, state, and federal authorities would be sought 
to enhance a cooperative relationship among the various agencies. 

Staffing Needs. Some NPS employees would spend approximately half of their time working 
on the recreational rivers and the other half of their time on the Niobrara Scenic River. There 
would be a total of four full-time employees and one half-time employee. Other employees 
would work only on the three rivers. In this latter category, there would be several additional 
part-time employees — equivalent to two full-time positions. Staffing needs and land acquisition 
costs are more fully developed in appendix D. 

Costs. Total annual costs would probably be more than $327,500. This consists of: 

$147,000 labor 
$25,000 equipment, supplies, materials, and transportation 
$20,000 grants, contracts, and agreements with cooperators (assumed to end after initial 

years) 
$128,000 land acquisition (assumed to end after five years) 
$7,500 rental of office in O'Neill 

Funding under the grants, contracts, and agreements program would include assistance to 
modernize recreational developments, technical and planning assistance to adjacent landowners, 
assistance for resource protection on private property, assistance for habitat enhancement, 
assistance for preservation of cultural resources, publications, and exhibits, and assistance with 
the costs of partnership operations. 

Some of the funding would come from the NPS budget and some from the other partners. The 
relative proportion of these funding sources would be agreed to by the various partners. 
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Alternative 3: Riverine Biological Management 

BOUNDARIES 

The boundary for the Missouri National Recreational River would include the river, its islands, 
and a minimum setback of 200 feet from the 1991 ordinary high water mark. Also included is the 
Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge and all other federal and state land within 0.25 mile of the 
river. Other criteria used in determining the remaining land inside the boundary include 
significant biological bottomland as defined by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission and 
land that would be covered by a Corps of Engineers release of 60,000 cfs. 

The boundary for the Niobrara National Recreational River would include a minimum setback 
of 200 feet from the riverbank plus significant biological bottomland areas as identified by the 
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission. Also included are COE projections for areas that might 
be affected by a rise in the water table. The Verdigre Creek boundary would include a minimum 
setback of 200 feet from the riverbank plus significant biological bottomland as identified by the 
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission. Total land area above the 1991 ordinary high water 
mark for the Missouri National Recreational River would be 10,463 acres. Total land area above 
the 1991 ordinary high water mark for the Niobrara National Recreational River and Verdigre 
Creek would be 5,962 acres. 

Numbers were rounded off to the nearest whole acre. The 10,463 acres for the Missouri River segment excludes 13,182 
acres below the 1991 ordinary high water mark. There are 378 acres of Yankton Sioux land located below the 1991 
ordinary high water mark. The 5,962 acres for the Niobrara and Verdigre Creek segments excludes the 2,958 acres 
below the 1991 ordinary high water mark. 
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TABLE 3: ALTERNATIVE 3 — LAND USE/LAND COVER 

MISSOURI RIVER SEGMENT 

Land Use/Land Cover Category Public Land Private Land TOTAL 
(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Cropland 725 2,019 2,744 

Pasture/rangeland 298 188 486 

Upland wooded forest 892 469 1,361 

Floodplain forest 1,089 1,541 2,630 

Palustrine wetlands 1,540 1,409 2,949 

Riverine wetlands 146 462 608 

Lacustrine wetlands 45 18 63 

SUBTOTAL 4,735 6,106 10,841 

Yankton Sioux land -378 

TOTAL 10,463 

NIOBRARA AND VERDIGRE CREEK SEGMENTS 

Land Use/Land Cover category Public land Private land TOTAL 

(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Cropland 142 1,054 1,196 

Pasture/rangeland 0 103 103 

Upland wooded forest 8 331 339 

Floodplain forest 489 1,774 2,263 

Palustrine wetlands 233 1,311 1,544 

Riverine wetlands 81 436 517 

Lacustrine wetlands 0 0 0 

TOTAL 953 5,009 5,962 



ALTERNATIVES 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Streambank Protection 

Along the Missouri River minimal and essential streambank erosion control would be primarily 
used for protection of residences and other structures that were in place at the time of 
designation as long as significant biological resources were not compromised. When feasible, 
erosion control structures would incorporate features to improve aquatic habitat and create new 
habitat. 

Natural Resources 

Managing for Biological Diversity. This alternative would emphasize management for 
conserving, protecting, and restoring riverine biological diversity on public land and could 
include incentives for private property owners to do the same. 

Strategies aimed at accomplishing biological objectives would be pursued, and policies, 
programs, or regulations would be developed or modified to meet the objectives. 

The biological objectives are: 

maintain viable populations of native plants and animals (including aquatic life) well 
distributed throughout their geographic range 

maintain representative examples of the full spectrum of ecosystems, biological 
communities, habitats, and ecological processes 

implement management solutions at the landscape level that integrate human activities 
with the conservation of biological diversity 

increase scientific understanding of biological diversity and conservation 

achieve public awareness and understanding of biological diversity 

encourage the private sector to develop and apply innovative approaches to the 
conservation of biological diversity, such as conservation agreements or easements 

To accomplish these objectives, an approach to protect and restore the riverine-riparian system 
and biological diversity would be followed. The overall goals of this approach would be to: 

ensure continued existence of riverine-riparian biological diversity and maintain the 
significant areas that support healthy riverine ecosystem functions 

institute recovery measures that stand the greatest chance of producing measurable 
improvement in biological diversity and ecosystem function in the near term 

maintain options for future recovery by ensuring secure, well-distributed, and diverse 
natural habitats and populations 
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Alternative 3: Riverine Biological Management 

The National Park Service and its partners would be concerned about the health of the rivers. 
The National Park Service and its partners would stay informed about activities in the broader 
watershed above and below the riverway and would work closely with others to facilitate 
protection and restoration. The National Park Service would consult with the states of Nebraska 
and South Dakota to stay abreast of point source and nonpoint source pollution, not only with 
the river boundaries, but on tributary streams, to the extent that they affect water quality within 
the recreational river segments. Restoration of biological communities would occur only in those 
areas that have a good chance for success. 

This emphasis would reduce pollution and sedimentation caused by erosion and agricultural 
runoff, protect floodways and retention basins to temporarily hold flood flows, and provide 
riverine habitat and open space. 

Implementation on private land would take place through local protection and restoration 
efforts, including minimum federal standards and the use of regulations and a flexible package 
of financial incentives, funding options, and technical assistance. Local protection programs 
would then evolve. Actions would include opening up side channels into backwater areas and 
other improvements to riverine habitat. 

Inventory and Monitoring of Resources. Significant resources such as the forested and scrub 
shrub wetlands, floodplain forests, and features such as side channels, islands, and sandbars 
would be inventoried and monitored with emphasis on accomplishing the above biological 
objectives. The National Park Service and its partners would determine the means for 
implementing a monitoring program. 

Cultural Resources 

Development of a program in which trained volunteers routinely monitor archeological sites to 
identify potential threats or ongoing looting and vandalism could heighten protection. The 
majority of the cultural sites would not be identified for the public. 

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

The visitor experience under this alternative would emphasize education and resource-based 
programs. River-based recreational activities would not be promoted. Interpretive services 
would emphasize river science and natural history. 

Visitor Activities 

The types and levels of recreational use on the rivers would not significantly change from 
present conditions. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

Interpretation would be low key to promote river resource protection and appreciation. A major 
aspect of interpretive services would be visitor understanding of natural river processes. The 
goal would be to protect the resources through visitor education. 

Interpretation would emphasize interactive educational programs that would focus on the 
protection and management of natural resources. The natural history of the river and its 
ecosystems and an explanation of natural river processes would be included. Children and 
adults would participate in educational activities involving river resources. 

Significant cultural history themes and sites near the river would be interpreted, but these would 
not be emphasized as much as the natural history themes and sites. 

Access points and facilities would be adequate for expected visitation. Present levels of 
recreational use would continue; no additional opportunities would be provided. Public roads 
and structures would be used wherever possible. No new roads would be developed within the 
boundary; roads would be maintained at current levels. 
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ALTERNATIVE 4: VISITOR USE BALANCED WITH RESOURCES PROTECTION 

GENERAL CONCEPT AND PHILOSOPHY 

Consistent with resource protection and goals and objectives of this plan, implementation of 
recreational uses would be emphasized. In addition to the concepts presented in the "Features 
Common to All Action Alternatives" section, natural features of the recreational landscape 
would be maintained, such as sandbars and beaches, backwater areas for recreational fishing, 
open space, and picnic areas. Interpretation of cultural resources would be important for 
resource protection as well as for visitor education and enjoyment. This alternative encourages 
the continuation of agricultural practices and landscapes as important elements of pastoral 
scenes that visitors can enjoy. This alternative encourages compatible agricultural practices. It 
allows for an increase in construction of residences within the residential and other private 
development land class. 

MANAGEMENT 

The National Park Service and its partners would be actively involved in the day-to-day 
management of the rivers. Private and public recreational development (including river access 
points, scenic roads, trails, and structures) would remain, and some future expansion is 
envisioned. Future expansion of residential and other private development would be allowed. 
Land needed for visitor facilities would be acquired from willing sellers. 

Land Use Management 

More recreational facilities are proposed than in the other alternatives. 

Land Use Management Classes 

Management classes for this alternative are as follows: 

Agricultural land — Agricultural uses would continue. This alternative seeks to retain land in 
agriculture to minimize change to the river but allows for some development. Farm and ranch 
practices could evolve and still be compatible with the river purposes. 

Public land — Present or additional land and facilities dedicated to wildlife and recreation would 
be included in this zone. Interagency agreements would ensure consistency with this plan and 
help to implement the recreation emphasis of this alternative. 

Residential and other private development land — This class includes the area in and adjacent to 
certain residential and other private development in Nebraska and at Running Water in South 
Dakota. Development would be within size standards on undeveloped lots, and there would be 
limited expansion on new lots. Restrictions could become part of property owner association 
covenants and deeds. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Completely new structures would be permitted within an existing ownership. No new 
structure on 50-foot lots (measured at the riverbank) would exceed 1,200 square feet. New 
lots should be a minimum of 300 feet wide at the river. New buildings on either existing or 
new lots would be set back at least 100 feet from the riverbank. New buildings proposed 
outside of existing ownerships along the river should be located outside of the river 
boundary. 

Structures could be replaced with larger buildings as long as they are within the size limits 
noted above. Replacement structures should be set back at least 50 feet from the riverbank. 

Residences would be set on foundations and would be of permanent (not mobile) 
construction. To minimize the number of access roads, boat ramps, and boat docks along 
the river, these facilities would be shared. There would not be more than one boat ramp per 
mile in areas of new development. There would not be more than one public boat dock per 
0.25 mile. Sewage disposal methods would meet or exceed state standards. 

Developments would be screened with native trees, shrubs, and grass to lessen their visual 
impact. Views from residences to the river should not exceed two separate 25-foot corridors 
for every 100 feet of riverfront. 

Resource Conservation Land - The National Park Service would evaluate resource conservation 
land and work with property owners to define any additional conservation areas needed. 

This alternative would create a landscape that would balance residential and visitor 
development needs with preservation of agriculture, biological diversity, and cultural resources. 

General Administration 

Recreational Development Facilities. The National Park Service would work cooperatively with 
federal, state, tribal, and local government agencies to plan for and build any needed recreational 
development such as public boat ramps, comfort stations, and picnic areas. 

Additional visitor facilities and public access to the rivers would be provided. Generally, existing 
sites would be used and could be upgraded as needed. Additional sites or improvements are 
proposed in Nebraska near the Pishelville Bridge, Sunshine Bottom, and Verdigre Creek. 
Additional locations for primitive camping along the river could be developed if warranted by 
increased recreation demand. 

Maintenance. A need for increased maintenance could result from higher use levels, or added 
facilities. 

Law Enforcement. A need for increased law enforcement could result from higher use levels. 
Law enforcement would continue to be handled by local, state, and federal agencies. It would 
be the responsibility of the land managing and local law enforcement agencies. Through 
agreement with partners or through direct hire, federal law enforcement could be employed to 
avoid any adverse impacts from increased visitation. 
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Alternative 4: Visitor Use Balanced with Resources Protection 

Staffing Needs. There would be five full-time employees, four of whom would devote 50% of 
their time to the Niobrara Scenic River. There would also be several part-time employees 
(equivalent to one full-time position). 

Costs. Total annual costs would probably be more than $385,500. This consists of: 

$180,000 labor 
$45,000 equipment, supplies, materials, and transportation 
$25,000 maintenance contracts, grants and agreements with cooperators (assumed to end 

after initial years) 
$128,000 land acquisition (assumed to end after five years) 
$7,500 rental of office in O'Neill 

Funding under the general maintenance program would include technical and planning 
assistance for adjacent property owners, assistance to communities for interpretive facilities, 
interpretive signs, and signed scenic roads. There would be other costs, such as streambank 
protection to protect significant resources, assistance for habitat enhancement, improving 
backwater areas, increasing sandbars, assistance for preservation of cultural resources, and 
agency and government partnership costs. These cannot be estimated at this time. 

Some of the funding would come from the NPS budget and some from the other partners. The 
relative proportion of these funding sources would be resolved through negotiation. 

BOUNDARIES 

The boundary would include a minimum setback of 200 feet from the riverbank, plus significant 
resource areas and potential public use areas on the rivers. Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge, 
Niobrara State Park, and Fort Randall historic site are included within the boundary in this 
alternative because they are public facilities that contribute to the goals of the alternative. Other 
state land and Corps of Engineers fee land within 0.25 mile of the 1991 ordinary high water mark 
would also be included. 

Total land area above the 1991 ordinary high water mark for the Missouri National Recreational 
River is 6,443 acres. Total land area above the 1991 ordinary high water mark for the Niobrara 
National Recreational River and Verdigre Creek is 1,492 acres (see table 4). 

Table 5 shows sites where public facilities for recreational development and use could be 
expanded or developed. The potential sites are located in readily accessible and developable 
areas and are adequately spaced along the river segments. The general concept is as shown on 
the Alternative 4 map. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Numbers were rounded off to the nearest whole acre. The 6,443 acres for the Missouri River segment excludes 13,182 

acres below the 1991 ordinary high water mark. There are 378 acres of Yankton Sioux land located below the 1991 

ordinary high water mark. The 1,492 acres for the Niobrara and Verdigre Creek segments excludes the 2,958 acres 

below the 1991 ordinary high water mark. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Streambank Protection 

Along the Missouri River segment, streambank erosion control by property owners would be 
done primarily to protect prime agricultural land, residences, and other significant structures 
that were in place at the time of designation, as long as significant resources were not 
compromised. Federal funding is proposed to protect significant resources. 
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TABLE 4: ALTERNATIVE 4 — LAND USE/LAND COVER 

MISSOURI RIVER SEGMENT 

Land Use/Land Cover category Public land Private land TOTAL 

(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Cropland 1,241 333 1,574 

Pasture/rangeland 483 60 543 

Upland wooded forest 1,103 298 1,401 

Floodplain forest 1,116 461 1,577 

Palustrine wetlands 703 401 1,104 

Riverine wetlands 217 381 598 

Lacustrine wetlands 6 18 24 

SUBTOTAL 4,869 1,952 6,821 

Yankton Sioux land -378 

TOTAL 6,443 

NIOBRARA AND VERDIGRE CREEK SEGMENTS 

Land Use/Land Cover Category Public Land Private Land TOTAL 

(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Cropland 3 130 133 

Pasture/rangeland 0 9 9 

Upland wooded forest 1 105 106 

Floodplain forest 226 330 556 

Palustrine wetlands 71 248 319 

Riverine wetlands 37 332 369 

Lacustrine wetlands 0 0 0 

TOTAL 338 1,154 1,492 
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Alternative 4: Visitor Use Balanced with Resources Protection 

Natural Resources 

Management for Biological Diversity. Efforts to enhance backwater areas, sandbars, and other 
habitats would be encouraged to increase the recreational fishery and wildlife viewing 
opportunities. Modifying flows to accomplish similar purposes could be recommended to the 
Corps of Engineers. Management for biological diversity would use conditions at the time of the 
1991 legislation as a baseline. Generally, management would be less intense than in alternative 
3. 

Inventory and Monitoring of Resources. Significant resources would be inventoried and 
monitored to protect river-related resources from visitor use and recreation. 

Cultural Resources 

Cultural Resource Inventory, Evaluation, and Monitoring. Expansion of several public use 
areas or construction of new facilities is proposed in this alternative. There are a number of 
historic and archeological sites near these proposed developments. Prior to development, the 
National Park Service would work with property owners and agency managers to aid in the 
further identification, evaluation, and avoidance of significant resources. Compliance and 
mitigation activities would be accomplished by the National Park Service or by the appropriate 
land manager. 

Preserving and Protecting Cultural Resources. Protective measures for significant sites that are 
vulnerable to damage from visitor activities would be implemented prior to focused visitor use. 
Selection of interpretive sites would be based on their significance to the interpretive themes, 
interest to the public, site condition, visibility and accessibility, and vulnerability to damage. 
Decisions about which sites would be interpreted would be made by the National Park Service 
in consultation with other agencies. 

Preservation goals would be communicated to visitors and to the local community through 
public information and interpretation programs. The National Park Service would encourage 
establishment of public heritage education programs and establishment of a local heritage 
preservation commission. Local participation in history and archeology research programs 
conducted by the states or other government agencies would be encouraged. 

Some assistance programs could be available outside boundaries as well. Federal technical 
assistance and financing would be linked to the development of viable preservation and 
protection measures in land use plans and agreements. 

Research. Research programs would be conducted in cooperation with local residents, such as 
documentation of historic structures, oral histories, or archeological excavations. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

The visitor experience would include a variety of river and river valley-based recreational 
activities and interpretive programs for visitors. Interpretive programming would emphasize 
all the primary interpretive themes. 

Visitor Activities 

Interpretation and river uses would continue at established areas such as Fort Randall Historic 
Site, Niobrara State Park, and boat launches at Verdel, the town of Niobrara, and others. Access 
to the recreational rivers would be improved by new visitor facilities in Nebraska. 

Present recreational uses would continue, including fishing, boating, hiking, biking, bird 
watching, hunting, trapping. Recreational opportunities would be based on current uses. 

Visitor Use Management 

Access to the rivers could increase through commercial outfitting, which could provide rafts, 
boats, and canoes for river rafting and boat trips. These and other activities would be monitored, 
and limits would be placed on use. 

Levels of use and placement of development clusters would be based on carrying capacity 
determinations. Additional facilities would support visitor use. 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

Interpretation would emphasize protection of both natural and cultural resources through a 
range of programs and activities for visitors. More interpretive programming and recreational 
opportunities would be provided than is now available. Many activities would be offered 
outside the boundaries of the recreational rivers. Ethnic and other cultural festivals, held in 
cooperation with local groups, could attract many visitors. A range of programs and activities 
would be implemented. The National Park Service and its partners would encourage and 
facilitate interpretive and recreational activities outside the boundaries. 

The National Park Service and its partners would fund and staff a comprehensive interpretive 
program based on all the primary interpretive themes. This program could include brochures, 
interpretive signs, a museum/visitor center, interactive plays (audience participation), technical 
assistance to ethnic communities for interpretive facilities^ heritage education in schools, and 
neighbors programs. Interpretive programs presenting messages regarding safety and courtesy 
on the water, on public and private land, and on public access facilities would be emphasized. 

Interpretive stations would be developed for wildlife viewing. Community and business 
participation would be encouraged in wildlife advocacy and interpretation. 
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TABLE 5: PUBLIC USE AREAS RECOMMENDED IN ALTERNATIVE 4 

AREA NAME AND LOCATION 

Sunshine Bottom (Boyd County, 

Nebraska) 

Niobrara Landing (Knox County, 

Nebraska) 

Missouri River Bridge (Running 

Water, Bon Homme County, 

South Dakota) 

Verdigre Creek railroad right-of-

way (Knox County, Nebraska) 

Verdigre (Knox County, 

Nebraska) 

Mormon Canal (confluence of 

Niobrara and Missouri Rivers, 

including sections of Niobrara 

State Park, Knox County, 

Nebraska) 

Pischelville Bridge Vicinity (Knox 

County, Nebraska) 

FACILITIES 

Improve boat ramp; primitive 

camping could occur within 200 

Develop picnic areas, short trails 

and interpretive exhibits 

Develop picnic areas, short trails 

and interpretive exhibits 

Develop multipurpose trail 

along creek on railroad right-of-

way from the town of Niobrara 

to Verdigre Creek, with a 

possible extension to Verdigre 

Establish a small park with 

picnic and restroom facilities, 

interpretive signs at north end of 

town of Verdigre 

Expand Niobrara State Park to 

include the Mormon Canal, 

providing restrooms, 

interpretive trail, parking, access 

road 

Develop picnic and restroom 

facilities, fish cleaning station, 

primitive camping, improved 

road access 

MANAGEMENT 

Boyd County 

NPS and its partners 

or NGPC 

NPS and its partners 

or state of South 

Dakota 

NPS and its partners 

Managing agency 

NPS and its partners 

or NGPC 

NPS and its partners 

RECREATIONAL USES 

Public recreational 

boating access and 

Public recreation — day 

use 

Interpretive exhibit; 

pullout, day use 

Hiking, bicycling, 

horseback riding 

Fishing, picnicking, 

sightseeing, visitor 

education 

Fishing, hiking, bicycling, 

sightseeing, day use 

Fishing, public camping, 

picnicking 

ESTIMATED ACREAGE 

Approximately 5 acres, 

subject to willing seller 

No additional land 

needed 

DOT land acquisition; 

1.13 acres 

Approx. 4 miles of RR 

right-of-way (or 11 miles 

if extended to Verdigre) 

Subject to willing seller 

(est. 8 acres) 

Subject to willing seller 

(estimated 50 acres) 

Subject to willing seller 

(estimated 24 acres) 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Interpretation of significant cultural sites would focus on sites that can withstand visitor use, that 
relate to primary interpretive themes, and that hold strong interest for visitors. Paleontological 
and archeological resources would be inventoried, and evaluated, and some selected for 
interpretation. Intensive fossil education could be accomplished by an academic institution that 
would research, document, and record fossil resources. 

Safety messages would stress courteous behavior. Public access facilities would be carefully 
signed. 

Visitor services facilities would be provided to accommodate increased demand. Signed scenic 
roads in the area would allow visitors to enjoy views of the Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre 
valleys. Scenic roads would protect the integrity and character of the landscape. Acquisition of 
recreational easements would facilitate visitor access to riparian land. 
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ALTERNATIVE 5: THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

GENERAL CONCEPT AND PHILOSOPHY 

In addition to the concepts offered in the "Features Common to All Action Alternatives" section, 
the preferred alternative emphasizes the rural landscape. It generally would maintain patterns 
of land use and ownership and the present level of development and visitor use while protecting 
and enhancing significant natural and cultural resources. 

Because of congressional direction, budgetary restrictions, and the desire of local residents for 
local control, the preferred alternative relies heavily on the use of cooperative methods to protect 
significant river-related resources. Under this alternative, local officials and residents would be 
encouraged to pass zoning ordinances and other land use measures that incorporate provisions 
to protect river-related resources. In addition, property owners along the river would have a 
responsibility for the upkeep of their properties and for minimizing any impact their property 
might have on the recreational rivers. 

This alternative seeks to stabilize visitor use at or near current levels, but allows for expanded 
visitor services. It allows for limited construction of new residences or other private 
development. Maintenance of the rural landscape would be emphasized as long as significant 
natural and cultural resources were not compromised. 

MANAGEMENT 

This alternative relies heavily on the cooperation of local property owners and officials. Private 
land would be managed through local means such as zoning, land use management plans, or 
property owner agreements. The alternative relies on counties and property owner agreements 
to develop standards for protecting private land and meeting the objectives and goals of this 
plan. Local land use management plans and ordinances would need to incorporate guidelines 
and practices that preserve the landscape and river values. These local plans must be consistent 
with the recreational river legislation and the goals of this general management plan for this 
alternative to be successful. Examples of land use guidelines and positive design can be found 
in this alternative, in "Features Common to All Action Alternatives," and in appendix F. 

The National Park Service would remain the administrator of the recreational rivers as 
authorized by Congress. The degree of National Park Service presence would depend on the 
success of local governments in maintaining the existing landscape and providing for 
recreational uses. 

Land Use Management 

This alternative would allow for limited new residential development that is compatible with 
the preservation of resources. Because this alternative would emphasize protection of the rural 
landscape, general design guidelines would be provided for the maintenance and improvement 
of the visual quality of residences along the rivers. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

This alternative would rely heavily on counties and property owner agreements to develop 
standards for protecting private land and meeting the objectives and goals of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act. 

Land Use Management Classes 

To achieve the purposes for which the recreational rivers were established, this alternative 
recommends management classes for land along the rivers. Incompatible land uses for all 
management classes within this alternative are identified in the "Features Common to All Action 
Alternatives" section. 

Agricultural land — Under this alternative family farming, ranching, and other agricultural 
activities would be encouraged and would be allowed to evolve as a primary land use. A further 
description of land in this class can be found in the "Features Common to All Action 
Alternatives" section. 

Public land — The Corps of Engineers manages fee and easement land, regulates the flow of the 
Missouri River, and protects endangered species and their habitat. The Corps of Engineers also 
works with private owners to permit stabilization of streambanks. The Corps of Engineers could 
buy flood easements on additional land. An interagency agreement between the National Park 
Service and the Corps of Engineers could be negotiated to facilitate management of this land in 
a manner consistent with the recreational river designation. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service advises the Corps of Engineers and other agencies on endangered 
and threatened species and their habitat and manages the Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge. 
A memorandum of understanding between the National Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service already exists; an interagency agreement could also be negotiated to ensure consistency 
with this plan. 

The states of South Dakota and Nebraska manage land for wildlife through fee ownership or 
agreement with the Corps of Engineers. The state of Nebraska owns and manages Niobrara State 
Park, some recreational access sites, and some land leased from the Corps of Engineers and 
private individuals. Agreements between either state and the National Park Service could be 
developed and implemented to ensure that state activities were consistent with this plan. 

The Yankton Sioux tribe, assisted by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, manages tribal lands. BIA 
guidelines were developed for management and care of trust land and compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. The secretary of the interior is required by law to make 
decisions regarding trust land for the general benefit of the tribes. The National Park Service 
must consult with the Yankton Sioux tribe on a government-to-government basis. Such 
consultations could result in mutual agreements for any land adjacent to the river. 

Residential and other private development land — Some new residences would be allowed to fill in 
the residential and other private development class. Such new development needs to be 
compatible with the objectives and goals of this plan and take place only in areas designated as 
residential and other private development class. 

82 



Alternative 5: The Preferred Alternative 

Because of the level of development in Nebraska, this plan recognizes the need to manage these 
areas for the future. The National Park Service would work with counties, property owners, or 
other groups to support local covenants, conditions, and restrictions. In addition to the 
guidelines noted on page 38, and subject to property owner agreement, the suggested guidelines 
for such development are: 

All structures and subdivisions may remain and may be replaced with larger structures. No 
replaced structure in the developed areas may exceed 1,200 square feet on a 50-foot lot 
(measured along the riv.erbank) or 2,400 square feet on a 100-foot lot (measured along the 
riverbank). Structures should be set back at least 50 feet from the ordinary high water mark. 

Completely new structures would be permitted in this class inside the bounds of existing 
development provided that they were on lots at least 100 feet wide (measured at the river). 
Buildings would be set back 100 feet from the river. If located outside of areas of existing 
development, completely new structures should be located outside of the river boundary for 
this alternative (a minimum of 200 feet). Residences should be on foundations and be of 
permanent (not mobile) construction. Access roads and boat ramps should be shared. 
Sewage disposal methods should meet or exceed state standards. These standards would be 
implemented using the land protection tools described in the "Land Use Management" 
section where practical. 

Current residential development, including vacation homes and trailers, should (and new 
residential development would) be screened with native trees, shrubs, and grass to lessen 
the visual impact on river-related resources. Examples of such foundation plantings may be 
found in Appendix F. 

View corridors from existing residences to the river may be retained. In addition to the use 
of foundation plantings it is recommended that new or replaced structures maintain view 
corridors that do not exceed two separate 25-foot cleared corridors for every 100 feet of 
riverfront. 

Resource Conservation Land —The National Park Service would focus on protecting the 
recreational rivers' significant resources and would work with property owners to accomplish 
goals. 

General Administration 

Recreational Developments. Existing sites would be used. Restrictions on facility capacity 
would tend to limit visitor use in a given area. No other federal, state, or county facilities or sites 
are proposed unless required by law, such as sewage disposal facilities. If one or more boat 
ramps were lost to siltation, this alternative would allow for its replacement at other locations, 
if feasible and environmentally suitable. 

Maintenance. The maintenance workload under this alternative would not be large because new 
visitor facilities are not proposed, and visitation is not expected to increase significantly. 
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Law Enforcement. The law enforcement workload under this alternative would not increase 
extensively because visitation is not expected to increase significantly. Law enforcement would 
continue to be carried out by local, state, and federal agencies who currently share this 
responsibility. In addition, the National Park Service would provide two to four seasonal park 
rangers to patrol the river, if funding is available. 

Staffing Needs. Some employees would spend approximately half their time working on these 
three rivers. There would be a total of four full-time employees and one half-time employee. 

Some employees would work only on these three rivers. There would be several part-time 
employees (equivalent to two full-time positions). Staffing needs and land acquisition costs are 
more fully developed in appendix D. 

Because alternative 5 would place less emphasis on visitor use than alternative 4, there would 
be a corresponding decrease in staff assigned for this purpose. 

Costs. Total annual costs would exceed $301,500. This consists of: 

$147,000 labor 
$22,000 equipment, supplies, materials, and transportation 
$25,000 grants, contracts, and agreements with cooperators (assumed to end after five 

years) 
$100,000 land acquisition (assumed to end after five years) 
$7,500 rental of office in O'Neill 

Funding under the grants, contracts, and agreements with cooperators program would include 
assistance for law enforcement, technical and planning assistance for adjacent property owners, 
and interpretive sites, bulletin boards, kiosks, and publications. 

There would be costs for assistance in preservation of cultural resources and for agencies and 
government to operate as partners. There would be costs for assistance for resource protection 
on private property, assistance for habitat enhancement, assistance for preservation of cultural 
resources, and for assisting ethnic communities with interpretive facilities. These cannot be 
estimated at this time. 

Some of the funding would come from the NPS budget and some from the other partners. The 
relative proportion of these funding sources would be resolved through negotiation. 

In some respects the visitor use portion of this alternative is similar to alternative 4. That 
alternative budgeted funds for such things as maintenance contracts and assisting ethnic 
communities with interpretive facilities outside the recreational rivers and through cooperative 
efforts. Those funds would also be required in this alternative. 
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Alternative 5: The Preferred Alternative 

BOUNDARIES 

The preferred alternative boundary for the Missouri National Recreational River is shown on the 
two Alternative 5 maps. The boundary includes the river, its islands, and a minimum setback 
of 200 feet from the 1991 ordinary high water mark (32,000 cfs). Also included is the Karl Mundt 
National Wildlife Refuge and all other federal and state fee land within 0.25 mile of the river. In 
addition, significant cottonwood stands and land that would be covered by a COE high release 
of 60,000 cfs is included within the boundary. 

The boundary for the Niobrara National Recreational River is shown on the Alternative 5, 
Niobrara River / Verdigre Creek map. The boundary for this river includes the river, its islands, 
and a minimum setback of 200 feet from the ordinary high water mark. The boundary also 
includes significant natural areas as identified by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission, 
plus land that would be affected by a rise in the groundwater table as projected by the Corps of 
Engineers. 

The Verdigre Creek boundary is also shown on the Alternative 5, Niobrara River / Verdigre 
Creek map. The Verdigre Creek boundary includes a minimum setback of 200 feet from the 1991 
ordinary high water mark, plus significant natural areas as identified by the Nebraska Game and 
Parks Commission. 

The National Park Service recognizes the importance of the wetlands and fish and wildlife 
habitat next to the river. Because of this importance, the boundary for the preferred alternative 
includes not only the rivers and an adjacent strip of land, but other land that could be 
periodically flooded by high COE releases from Ft. Randall Dam. 

The Corps of Engineers has purchased flood easements on some of this periodically flooded land 
along the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers. This land remains in private landownership, but the 
Corps of Engineers possesses the right to flood the land. The National Park Service would not 
affect the easement relationship between private landowners and the Corps of Engineers. 
Neither would the National Park Service boundary alter the payments under the Payment in 
Lieu of Taxes Act. It should be emphasized that the periodically flooded land is included within 
the boundary not because it is COE easement land but because of its contribution to fish and 
wildlife habitat. 

A total of 10,463 acres of land above the 1991 ordinary high water mark is included within the 
preferred alternative boundary of the Missouri National Recreational River. A total of 5,962 acres 
of land above the 1991 ordinary high water mark is included within the boundary of the 
Niobrara National Recreational River and Verdigre Creek. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Numbers were rounded off to the nearest whole acre. The 10,463 acres for the Missouri River segment excludes the 

13,182 acres below the 1991 ordinary high water mark. There are 378 acres of Yankton Sioux land below the 1991 

ordinary high water mark. The 5,962 acres for the Niobrara and Verdigre Creek segments excludes the 2,958 acres 

below the 1991 ordinary high water mark. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Streambank Protection 

Along the Missouri, Niobrara and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers, streambank 
erosion control would be allowed for developed and agricultural land as long as significant 
resources were not compromised. When feasible, erosion control structures would incorporate 
features to improve aquatic habitat and create new habitat. 
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TABLE 6: ALTERNATIVE 5 — LAND USE/LAND COVER 

MISSOURI RIVER SEGMENT 

Land Use/Land Cover category Public land Private land TOTAL 

(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Cropland 725 2,019 2,744 

Pasture/rangeland 298 188 486 

Upland wooded forest 892 469 1,361 

Floodplain forest 1,089 1,541 2,630 

Palustrine wetlands 1,540 1,409 2,949 

Riverine wetlands 146 462 608 

Lacustrine wetlands 45 18 63 

SUBTOTAL 4,735 6,106 10,841 

Yankton Sioux land -378 

TOTAL 10,463 

NIOBRARA AND VERDIGRE CREEK SEGMENTS 

Land Use/Land Cover category Public land Private land TOTAL 

(acres) (acres) (acres) 

Cropland 142 1,054 1,196 

Pasture/rangeland 0 103 103 

Upland wooded forest 8 331 339 

Floodplain forest 489 1,774 2,263 

Palustrine wetlands 233 1,311 1,544 

Riverine wetlands 81 436 517 

Lacustrine wetlands 0 0 0 

TOTAL 953 5,009 5,962 
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Alternative 5: The Preferred Alternative 

Natural Resources 

Management for Biological Diversity. This alternative emphasizes management for conserving, 
protecting, and restoring riverine biological diversity on public land and includes potential for 
technical assistance and incentives for private property owners to do the same. Strategies aimed 
at accomplishing biological objectives would be pursued, and policies, programs, or regulations 
would be developed or modified to meet the objectives. 

The biological objectives are: 

maintain viable populations of native plants and animals (including aquatic life) well 
distributed throughout their geographic range 

maintain representative examples of the full spectrum of ecosystems, biological communities, 
habitats, and ecological processes 

implement management solutions at the landscape level that integrate human activities with 
the conservation of biological diversity 

increase scientific understanding of biological diversity and conservation 

achieve public awareness and understanding of biological diversity 

encourage the private sector to develop and apply approaches to the conservation of 
biological diversity, such as conservation agreements or easements 

The National Park Service is concerned about the health of the rivers and would stay informed 
about activities in the broader watershed above and below the recreational river segments. The 
National Park Service would consult with the states of Nebraska and South Dakota to stay 
abreast of point source and nonpoint source pollution, not only within the river boundaries, but 
on tributary streams to the extent that they affect water quality within the recreational river 
segments. 

The National Park Service would work closely with others to facilitate protection and restoration 
of the rivers. This emphasis has the potential for reducing pollution and sedimentation caused 
by agricultural runoff and erosion. Restoration of river segments may include opening up side 
channels into backwater areas and other improvements to riverine habitat. Restoration of 
biological communities would occur only in those areas that have a good change for success. 

Implementation on private land would take place through local protection and restoration 
efforts, including minimum federal standards and the use of regulations and a flexible package 
of financial incentives, funding options, and technical assistance. Local protection programs 
would then evolve. 

Inventory, Evaluation, and Monitoring of Resources. Significant resources such as the forested 
and scrub shrub wetlands and floodplain forests and resource features such as side channels, 
islands, and sandbars would be monitored. The National Park Service would determine the 
means for implementing a monitoring program. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Cultural Resources 

Development of a program in which trained volunteers routinely monitor archeological sites to 
identify potential threats or deter looting and vandalism may lead to increased protection. The 
majority of the cultural sites would not be identified for the public. The National Park Service 
would notify and consult with the respective Indian tribe regarding any burial sites or 
archeological sites that could be impacted by NPS actions. 

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

The National Park Service would offer the visitor a variety of river and river valley-based 
recreational activities and interpretive programs. Most of the interpretive programs would be 
new, would be offered outside the recreational rivers, and would be offered through cooperative 
efforts. Interpretive programming would emphasize all of the recreational rivers' primary 
interpretive themes. 

Visitor Activities 

Present recreational uses would continue, including fishing, boating, hiking, biking, bird 
watching, hunting, trapping, horseback riding, and interpretation of cultural and natural 
resources. Visitor services and activities may be expanded in ways that do not add significant 
numbers of new visitors to the river. 

Current interpretation and river activities would continue at established areas such as Fort 
Randall historic site, Niobrara State Park, and various boat launches. Existing access to and 
facilities on the recreational rivers may be improved (modernized) but not expanded. If one or 
more boat ramps and/or accesses to them were lost to sedimentation, this alternative would 
allow for their replacement at another location, if feasible and environmentally suitable. 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

Interpretation would educate visitors and guide their recreational activities. Topics would 
emphasize protection of natural and cultural resources, and programs would be available for a 
wide variety of visitors. Additional interpretive programming may include the region's cultural 
landscape and heritage. Many of these programs and activities would be offered outside the 
boundaries of the recreational rivers and would be dependent on cooperative efforts. Ethnic and 
other cultural festivals held in cooperation with local groups may attract many visitors. This 
alternative would allow for an increase in interpretive work with local communities and ethnic 
groups but only in ways that would not add to Missouri River crowding. 

Interpretive programs currently offered by state and federal agencies outside the boundaries of 
the recreational rivers would continue. The National Park Service and its cooperating partners 
would provide interpretive programs based on the primary interpretive themes and resources 
of the recreational rivers. Interpretive media and programs might include brochures, interpretive 
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Alternative 5: The Preferred Alternative 

signs, technical assistance to ethnic communities for interpretive activities, and heritage 
education in schools. 

Frequent and varied opportunities for research and public education in riparian areas could be 
provided on public land. Interpretive stations could be developed for wildlife viewing. 
Community and business participation would be encouraged in wildlife advocacy and 
interpretation. 

Interpretation of significant resources (including Paleontological and archeological resources) 
would focus on sites that relate to the rivers' primary interpretive themes, that can accommodate 
visit use, and that hold strong interest for visitors. Intensive fossil education could be 
accomplished by an academic institution that would research, document, and record fossil 
resources. 

Messages regarding water and boating safety would be presented. Resource stewardship and 
courteous behavior would be a message offered in all interpretive programs. 

93 



ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

BANK-TO-BANK BOUNDARY 

This alternative was considered but eliminated from further consideration because it would not 
meet either the letter or intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (see Appendix A). Section 1(b) 
refers to "certain selected rivers of the nation . . . with their immediate environments." Section 
10(a) of the act states that: 

Each component of the national wild and scenic rivers system shall be administered in 
such manner as to protect and enhance the values which caused it to be included in said 
system without, insofar as is consistent therewith, limiting other uses that do not 
substantially interfere with public use and enjoyment of these values. In such 
administration primary emphasis shall be given to protecting its aesthetic, historic, 
archaeologic and scenic features. 

The bank-to-bank boundary was considered as an option. It was proposed to use the 1991 
ordinary high water mark as the boundary. Both the letter and intent of the Wild and Scenic 
River Act were reviewed. 

Section 1 (b) says in part that "certain selected rivers of the Nation which, with their immediate 
environments, possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, 
historic, cultural, or other similar values, shall be preserved in free-flowing condition, and that 
they and their immediate environments shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment of 
future generations." 

Section 3 (b) says that boundaries cannot exceed an average of 320 acres per mile measured from 
the 1991 ordinary high water mark. This limitation on boundaries gives added guidance as to 
what Congress had in mind by referring to the "river and its immediate environment." Section 
3 (d)(1) requires the preparation of a comprehensive management plan based on river values that 
must address resource protection, development of land and facilities, and user capacities. 

Section 6 discusses land acquisition limitations. 

Section 10 addresses protecting and enhancing river values with primary emphasis on aesthetic, 
scenic, historic, archaeologic, and scientific features. It also adds that "management plans for any 
such component may establish varying degrees of intensity for its protection and development, 
based on the special attributes of the area." 

The outstandingly remarkable values of the area were identified and described as "significance 
of the recreational rivers" in the introduction to this plan. As described in this plan, many of the 
outstanding features of the river are land-based. The bottomland cottonwood forests provide 
scenery, roosts for eagles, snags and leaves that add nutrients to the river, bank stabilization 
provided by root systems, and shelter and habitat for wildlife. If these resources were left outside 
the boundary, the National Park Service would have no authority to assume the protection of 
these values as required by law. 
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Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

Most of these are land-based resources that the plan must address within the acreage limits of 
the law. However, the scenic and cultural landscapes of the three valleys away from the rivers 
could not be included within the 0.25 mile widest boundary because the valleys are too wide. 
By identifying the significant natural resources, a definable area for protection emerged. 

The need for management of housing development along the riverbanks was discussed to satisfy 
section 10 of the law. It was concluded that there is a need for standards and guidance for such 
development if the scenic preservation aspects were to be upheld. 

After consideration and debate of these natural resource and development issues, a line was 
drawn on a map to visually define these significant resources. A reasonable boundary, it was 
concluded, should be created 200 hundred feet from the 1991 ordinary high water mark. The 
establishment of this boundary is based on the special attributes of the area. A wider boundary 
is not needed. (There are exceptions in Alternatives 3,4, and 5 where natural resources or visitor 
needs do justify slightly wider boundaries.) The bank-to-bank boundary does not include these 
resources. 

Many local residents would favor a bank-to-bank boundary. They believe that the land beyond 
the banks is protected by caring owners now. They were motivated also by a fear of federal land 
acquisition and regulation. More importantly, they believe there is no need for encumbrances 
and influences, in addition to existing ones, by another federal law or agency. Change, however, 
is inevitable, and no one could show specifically how a bank-to-bank boundary could protect 
significant land resources. 

Congress did not expect that the wild and scenic river designation would protect only the water 
column but allowed the standard boundary provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to 
apply. The 200-foot boundary would encompass the most significant resources and implement 
the law. 

OLD RIVER LANDSCAPE INTEGRITY AND CHARACTER 

A number of different arrangements of alternatives were examined. One, "River Landscape and 
Character," was eliminated from further consideration because in concept it was not significantly 
different from the general concept and philosophy of alternative 2. Due to its similarities, it was 
dropped from consideration as a separate alternative. Portions of this eliminated alternative 
were used to improve and strengthen alternative 2. 
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TABLE 7: SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

Topic 

General Concept and 
Philosophy 

Management 

Boundaries (acres above 
1991 ordinary high water 
mark) 

Planning and Technical 
Assistance for Adjacent 
Land 

Resource Management 

Visitor Use and 
Interpretation 

Alternative 1 

Continue present trends 

Mix of private property 
with some local, state, and 
federal management 

0.25 mile from the 
riverbank; Missouri: 
13,456 acres; Niobrara / 
Verdigre: 8,571 acres 

Federal and state cost-
share programs 

Federal, state, & local 
governments and private 

As currently available 

Alternative 2 

Emphasize rural land
scape; relies on 
cooperation of local 

NFS administers 
through cooperative 
relationships 

200-foot setback from 
the riverbank; all of 
Karl Mundt Refuge 
and Niobrara State 
Park, plus COE fee 
land within 0.25 mile; 
Missouri: 4,718 acres, 
Niobrara / Verdigre: 
1,559 acres 

Alternative 3 

Emphasize biological 
diversity 

Partnership approach 
among federal agencies 

200-foot setback from 
the riverbank plus 
significant bottomland, 
Karl Mundt Refuge, 
and other federal and 
state land within 0.25 
mile; Missouri: 10,463 
acres; Niobrara / 
Verdigre: 5,962 acres 

Alternative 4 

Emphasize recreational 
objectives 

Partnership among 
federal, state, and local 
agencies 

200-foot setback from 
the riverbank, plus 
potential public use 
areas, Karl Mundt 
Refuge, Niobrara State 
Park, and other federal 
and state land within 
0.25 mile; Missouri: 
6,443 acres; Niobrara / 
Verdigre: 1,492 acres 

Alternative 5 

Emphasize rural land
scape; relies on 
cooperation of local 

NPS administers 
through cooperative 
relationships 

200-foot setback from 
the riverbank, plus 
significant bottomland; 
Karl Mundt Refuge and 
other federal and state 
land within 0.25 mile 
Missouri: 10,463 acres; 
Niobrara / Verdigre: 
5,962 acres 

NFS would work cooperatively with property owners and government agencies within and outside the 
river boundary to preserve resources through tax incentives and technical and financial assistance. 

Area would be managed for biological diversity and protection of cultural resources on federal land and 
other areas would be encouraged to do the same. 

Emphasize landscape 
stewardship; existing 
visitor facilities 
adequate 

Emphasize education 
and river- based 
programs; existing 
visitor facilities 
adequate 

Emphasize all 
interpretive themes; 
additional visitor 
facilities and access to 
rivers 

Emphasize all 
interpretive themes; 
facilities and access 
could be improved but 
not expanded 



TABLE 8: SUMMARY OE IMPACTS 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mineral Resources 

Prime and Unique 
Farmland 

Soils 

Vegetation 

Wildlife 

Existing quarrying and 
mining operations 
would continue and 
new operations could 
occur. 

River flows and private 
development could 
cause some loss of 
prime and unique 
farmland. 

River flows, agriculture, 
private development, 
and mineral extraction 
could cause some soil 
erosion. 

Existing quarrying and mining operations would continue, but new operations would be considered 
incompatible within the boundary. 

Each of these alternatives seeks to preserve agriculture land through incentives and other means. 

These alternatives do not propose any actions that would affect soil resources. 

Some native plant communities could be protected or restored. 

Agriculture, mineral 
extraction, and private 
development would 
reduce native vegeta
tion. 

Wildlife habitat could 
be protected or re
stored. Unmanaged 
development could re
duce wildlife popula
tions. 

Limited private res
idential development 
could slightly reduce 
native vegetation. 

Same as alternative 2. Limited recreation de
velopment and private 
residential develop
ment would reduce 
native vegetation. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Wildlife habitat could be protected or restored. These alternatives do not propose any actions that would 
negatively impact wildlife. Residential development would be limited to infill of existing residential 
areas. 



Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Wetlands and 
Floodplains 

Water Quality 

Air Quality 

Noise 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Through recovery plans and cooperative agency efforts, some habitat for threatened and endangered species would be protected or 
restored. 

Due to river flows, de
velopment, and min
eral extraction, the 
overall amount of 
threatened and endang
ered species habitat 
could continue to de
cline; without mitiga
tion, increased visita
tion would adversely 
affect terns and plovers. 

Additional agricultural 
or development activi
ties could decrease wet
lands. Sedimentation 
would increase wet
lands. 

Due to mineral extrac
tion and motorboats, 
some localized decrease 
in water quality could 
occur. 

Mineral extraction and 
vehicles could cause 
some localized decrease 
in air quality. 

Due to mineral extrac
tion and visitor use, 
some localized increase 
in noise could occur. 

These alternative could result in increased efforts to 

This alternative does 
not propose any actions 
that would negatively 
impact wetlands. 

This alternative does 
not propose any actions 
that would negatively 
impact water quality. 

This alternative does 
not propose any actions 
that would negatively 
impact air quality. 

This alternative does 
not propose any actions 
that would negatively 
impact natural quiet. 

Wetlands would be 
improved through 
restoration and re
creation. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Same as alternative 2. 

conserve species. 

Impacts on wetlands 
from construction of 
recreational facilities 
might occur but would 
be mitigated. 

Increased development 
would have the poten
tial to decrease water 
quality. 

Short-term, localized 
adverse impacts would 
occur during construc
tion. 

Short-term localized 
adverse impacts could 
occur during construc
tion. 

Same as alternative 3. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Same as alternative 2. 



Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Historic Resources 

Prehistoric 
Resources 

Ethnographic 
Resources 

Most historic resources 
would benefit from 
continued stewardship 
and limited technical 
assistance; some ad
verse effects on historic 
resources would con
tinue from changes in 
demographics and 
inappropriate uses. 

Some negative impacts 
would occur from inap
propriate uses, undir
ected recreational ac
tivities, development, 
and continued lack of 
personnel and funding. 

Most historic resources 
would benefit from 
continued stewardship 
and limited technical 
assistance and incen
tives; occasional ad
verse effects on historic 
resources would occur 
from changes in demo
graphics and inap
propriate uses. 

Some negative impacts 
could occur from undir
ected recreational ac
tivities and inappro
priate uses. 

Historic resources 
would benefit from 
continued stewardship, 
technical assistance 
and incentives; occ
asional adverse effects 
on historic resources 
would occur from 
changes in demograph
ics and inappropriate 
uses. 

Occasional negative 
impacts would occur 
from inappropriate 
uses. Prehistoric re
sources would gen
erally benefit because 
development would be 
discouraged. 

Historic resources 
would benefit from 
continued stewardship, 
technical assistance, 
and incentives; some 
adverse effects on his
toric resources would 
occur from changes in 
demographics and 
increased visitor access. 

Occasional negative im
pacts could occur from 
development, increased 
visitor access, and inap
propriate use. Recrea
tional use would be 
directed to previously 
developed areas lacking 
significant resources. 

Historic resources 
would benefit from 
continued stewardship, 
technical assistance and 
incentives; occasional 
adverse effects on his
toric resources would 
occur from changes in 
demographics and inap
propriate uses. 

Generally, prehistoric 
resources would benefit 
from public and private 
cooperative efforts and 
stewardship and use of 
special educational 
programs and num
erous incentives. 

Impacts on ethnographic resources would be similar to prehistoric resources. 

There would be some 
potential for inadver
tent damage to ethno
graphic resources due 
to minimal law enforce
ment and lack of 
coordination among 
public agencies. 

There would be some 
potential for inad
vertent damage to 
ethnographic resources 
due to the low-key 
nature of management, 
undirected recreational 
activities, and 
construction. 

Protection of archeo-
logical sites and 
natural resources and 
emphasis on govern
ment-to-government 
consultation would 
benefit ethnographic 
resources. 

There would be some 
potential for increased 
disruption to farmers. 
Directing visitors to 
nonsentive areas, law 
enforcement, and public 
education programs 
would benefit 
ethnographic sites. 

Cooperative proactive 
management of cultural 
resources and govern
ment-to-government 
consultation would 
benefit ethnographic 
sites. 

IMPACTS ON VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

Future Demand for 
Recreation 

A moderate increase in visitation would probably occur, but not as a result of actions proposed in this plan. Alternative 4 could 
result in a somewhat greater increase in visitation than the other alternatives. 



o 
o 

Visitor Use 

Interpretation and 
Visitor Services 

Alternative 1 

Existing facilities and 
opportunities would be 
adequate to meet visitor 
needs. No partnership 
would be formed to 
manage visitor use. 

Visitors would have 
minimal access to ori
entation, information, 
and interpretation. 

Alternative 2 

Existing facilities and 
opportunities would be 
adequate to meet visitor 
needs. 

Alternative 3 

Same as alternative 2. 

Alternative 4 

Facilities and oppor
tunities would be in
creased and improved. 

Alternative 5 

Same as alternative 2. 

Visitor use would be managed to ensure visitor safety and resource protection. 

Visitors would have 
adequate access to ori
entation and informa
tion. Interpretation 
would emphasize river 
values and landscapes. 

Visitors would have 
adequate access to ori
entation and informa
tion. Interpretation 
would emphasize river 
science and natural 
history. 

Visitors would have 
good access to orienta
tion and information. 
All interpretive themes 
would be emphasized. 

Visitors would have 
adequate access to ori
entation and informa
tion. Interpretation 
would emphasize 
natural and cultural 
history. 

IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

Visitor 
Expenditures 

Recreational River 
Staff Payroll and 
Other Expenditures 

Land Use, Property 
Owners, and 
Regional 
Population 

County Expenses 
and Revenue 

Employment 

A minor beneficial 
impact would probably 
occur. 

An extremely slight 
benefit would probably 
occur. 

Private development 
could result in adverse 
impacts. 

Increased development 
could result in in
creased services. 
Increased visitation 
could require more 
local law enforcement. 

Employment options 
could increase modestly 
with increased develop
ment. 

Actions recommended 
under this alternative 
would not likely have 
any significant effect on 
visitor expenditures. 

No more than a modest 
beneficial impact would 
probably occur. 

Incentives and ease
ment purchases would 
create a beneficial 
impact. 

NFS employees could 
respond to law enforc
ement and accidents, 
reducing the demand 
placed on local law 
enforcement. 

An increase of several 
NFS positions would 
have a minor beneficial 
impact. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Impacts would be same 
as alternative 2. In add
ition, the purchase of 
fee land could protect 
more resources. 

Some federal land 
would be acquired in 
fee, slightly reducing 
county revenue. 

Same as alternative 2. 

A modest beneficial 
impact on the area's 
economy would likely 
result. 

A short-term beneficial 
impact would probably 
occur. 

Property owners would 
have additional recrea
tional opportunities 
available to them. 

Same as alternative 3. 

In addition to NFS em
ployees, other employ
ees might be used for 
construction work. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Same as alternative 2. 

Same as alternative 2. 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE RECREATIONAL RIVERS 

The Missouri River is the longest river in North America, extending for more than 2,315 miles. 
Its floodplains, tributary streams, and drainage basin comprised, at one time, one of the more 
varied ecosystems in North America. Approximately 87% of its 338.5 million-acre drainage basin 
in the northern high plains was composed of prairie. The floodplain of the Missouri was a 
mixture of grasslands, deciduous forests, and wetlands. 

Today only one-third of the Missouri River remains unchannelized and unimpounded. Although 
even this rare riverine habitat is impacted by water discharge scheduling, segments of the 
natural river in Montana, North and South Dakota, and Nebraska are important remnants of the 
natural riverine ecosystem. 

The Flood Control Act of 1944 authorized the construction of a large number of projects on the 
Missouri River known collectively as the Pick-Sloan Plan. The Pick-Sloan Plan encompassed 
works for flood control; navigation and sediment control; domestic, municipal, and industrial 
water supplies; fish and wildlife; recreation; irrigation systems, hydroelectric power generation; 
pollution abatement; and hydrologic studies. By 1963 six large dams and reservoirs were built 
on the Missouri River's main stem above Sioux City, Iowa. Gavins Point Dam, downstream from 
the Missouri Recreational River segment, was constructed between 1952 and 1956. Gavins Point 
Dam stores and reuses water released from Fort Randall Dam, the upstream boundary of the 
Missouri River segment, for producing additional hydroelectric power, minimizing bank erosion, 
and providing uniform flows downstream on the navigable Missouri River. The dam is used for 
flood control and provides water for irrigation, recreation, and fish and wildlife needs. Gavins 
Point Dam created Lewis and Clark Lake, which extends approximately 25 miles upstream from 
the dam. 

The Niobrara River originates in eastern Wyoming and flows eastward across Nebraska for 
about 300 miles, joining the Missouri River near the town of Niobrara in Knox County. The 
eastern portion of the river valley in the project area widens and, as the river spreads out, the 
canyons and seepages diminish. The Niobrara is the largest Missouri River tributary between 
the last two mainstem impoundments (Lake Francis Case and Lewis and Clark Lake). 

Verdigre Creek National Recreational River, varying in width up to several hundred feet, is a 
very shallow, slow-moving, and meandering creek that lies within a fairly narrow watershed. 
It is bordered by a mixture of riparian bottomland vegetation with gently rolling crop and 
grazing land. Farming and grazing are the dominant land uses. 
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GEOLOGY, PHYSIOGRAPHY, AND PALEONTOLOGY 

The northern high plains region is based on layered rock of mostly marine origin. Surface rocks 
are either of this type or were alternately deposited and eroded by streams, wind, and glaciers. 
The project area on the Missouri River is situated between the glaciated and unglaciated portions 
of the Missouri Plateau in the Great Plains Province of the Interior Plains. The river's course 
marks the terminus of the southern advance of the Mankato substage of Wisconsin glaciation 
period in the region. The adjacent areas along the river are characterized by gently sloping bluffs 
to the north and steep dissected bluffs rising sharply from the floodplain on the south. 

The fossils in the project area exceptionally illustrate the geologic history of the Eocene - Recent 
epochs. The Nebraska side of Lewis and Clark Lake, just downstream of the project area, 
possesses outstanding paleontological sites that have produced amphibian, insect, reptile, and 
rodent fossils from the Miocene and Eocene eras that have never been found elsewhere. Six sites 
along Lewis and Clark Lake's south shore have produced fossils that have been rated nationally 
significant. One of the outstanding sites of the lake area is the easternmost land deposit record 
of the Eocene epoch, and it provides the only evidence that the Eocene wildlife of the Great 
Plains differed from that of the Rocky Mountains. 

Three of the outstanding sites have produced 10 holotypes (benchmarks to typify the 
characteristics of a fossil genus/species) for the Miocene epoch and similar Miocene fossils are 
believed to be widespread in the area. The fossil sites farther west along the Niobrara River are 
more dense than those in the project area, but this area is richer than the average for Nebraska. 
Paleontologists believe that there is potential for more discoveries in the area, but there has been 
little recent exploration. An Eocene site in the project area is the easternmost land deposit record 
in North America of this age. 

Sand, gravel, clay, and chalk are mined in the project area. These deposits are exposed in the 
bluffs along the river. There are many active and abandoned extraction sites along the Missouri 
River, particularly in Bon Homme and Charles Mix Counties, South Dakota. 

There has been no hardrock mining or coal mining in the project area and no active oil and gas 
fields. Although exploratory wells were drilled in the past, none were commercially successful. 
There is no indication of renewed industry interest in the project area. 

VEGETATION 

The project area is located within the Tallgrass Prairie Province of the Prairie Division ecoregion 
(NPS 1995). This region includes tallgrass and mixed grasslands. Woody vegetation is relatively 
rare except in drainage areas and on the floodplain. Native trees such as eastern red cedar, bur 
oak, and green ash grow in drainages and form wooded draws. Riparian forests of cottonwood, 
willow, elm, and silver maple grow on the floodplains of the Missouri and lower Niobrara 
Rivers. 

Cultivation of the fertile floodplain began in earnest with the expansion of the West in the mid-
to late 1800s. Thousands of acres of floodplain forests were cleared and prairies were mowed, 
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grazed, and plowed for crops. The construction of dams, dikes, and levees eventually provided 
some control of the river flow and aided the conversion of native vegetation to domestic crops. 

Where agriculture is not practiced, some remnants of native prairie can be found on the 
floodplain, dominated by vegetation such as prairie cordgrass, Canada wildrye, and 
switchgrasses in wet areas adjacent to the river. This is especially true along the steep north-
facing bluffs in Nebraska where farming is impractical due to the topography. Similar native 
prairie areas are common along the corridor in South Dakota as well. 

Completion of six large reservoirs on the Missouri River has severely reduced the sediment load 
carried downstream. Loss of periodic flooding has reduced the productivity of remaining 
forestland as well. The lack of sediment and periodic flooding has nearly eliminated new stands 
of willow and cottonwood, which were the most common component of the pioneer forest and 
riparian zone. The proportion of mature forests, characterized by green ash, box elder, American 
elm, and bur oak to other successional stages is increasing. Some plant species that have been 
identified from the region's middle Missouri River floodplain that have diminished because of 
the lack of flooding include rock elm, blue cohosh, purple giant hyssops, wood mint, fragrant 
white waterlily, and white waterlily. 

The sandbar-marsh plant community is found along the broader eastern portion of the Niobrara 
River. Barren sandbars provide nesting sites for the federally listed least tern and piping plover. 
The marshes have a wide variety of aquatic plants and animals. 

Plant communities were mapped for the project area using GIS technology with data provided 
by the Nebraska Natural Resource Commission and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National 
Wetlands Inventory. Agricultural land, upland forest, and floodplain forest are included. The 
woody draws, cottonwood forest floodplains, and remnant prairie patches are among the best 
examples that can be found on the free-flowing reach of the Missouri River. Wetland types, 
including a complete list of plant communities, along with category definitions, are provided in 
appendix B. 

Leafy spurge, spotted knapweed, and Canada thistle are widely distributed within the project 
area and are designated as noxious weeds by the states of Nebraska and South Dakota. Purple 
loosestrife is spreading rapidly and threatening wildlife habitat (forage and cover) on the 
Missouri and Niobrara Rivers. This plant is designated as a noxious weed in South Dakota. It 
also forms dense stands on several hundred acres of wetlands on the bottomlands and islands 
of the Missouri River below the Niobrara. Hybrid cattails are widespread in wetlands. Eastern 
red cedar, a native tree, is spreading onto grasslands and is developing dense thickets due to 
lack of prairie fires. In the uplands, other woody species besides red cedar are also encroaching 
into native grassland, including green ash, slippery elm, and smooth sumac. Smooth brome is 
widespread in both the uplands and in the bottomlands of the project area. Russian olive has 
invaded many of the shrubland and bottomland forests, especially those subject to heavy 
grazing. 

SOILS 

The recreational river segments cover land in Boyd and Knox Counties, Nebraska, and in 
Charles Mix, Gregory, and Bon Homme Counties, South Dakota. Soil surveys have been 
completed for Boyd County, Nebraska (NRCS1979) and Charles Mix, Bon Homme, and Gregory 
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Counties, South Dakota (NRCS 1982, 1983, 1984). A draft soil survey is available for Knox 
County, Nebraska (NRCS 1993). 

The soils in this area vary from level and nearly level silty and clayey soils on floodplains of the 
Missouri River and its terraces to undulating to steep loamy and clayey soils on uplands. Most 
soil types are moderately to well drained. The Sansarc soil series consists of shallow, well-
drained soils formed in residual material from clayey shale on the breaks of the Missouri River. 
The Inavale soil series consists of deep, somewhat excessively drained soil formed in sandy 
riverwash material on the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers. Silty clay soils on the Missouri River 
floodplain are deep and poorly drained. Most of these areas support native vegetation and 
provide wildlife habitat. The bedrock Pierre shale in the Niobrara area is prone to landslides; this 
can cause problems when roads are built through it. 

PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLAND 

Prime farmland, one of several kinds of important farmland defined by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, is the land that is best suited to food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. It could 
be cultivated land, pasture, woodland, or other undeveloped land. 

The National Park Service determined the acreage and percentage of prime and unique farmland 
within each boundary alternative. The prime and unique farmland soil types were identified on 
the soil survey maps (prepared by the Soil Conservation Service) for each of the five Nebraska 
and South Dakota counties within the boundaries of the recreational rivers. These soil types were 
digitized and through the use of geographic information system (GIS) technology, they were 
overlaid on each boundary alternative to determine the prime and unique soil acreage in each 
alternative. This acreage was divided by the total land acreage in each alternative to determine 
the percentage of prime and unique farmland in each alternative. 

The project area is primarily a rural area where agriculture plays a major role in the overall 
economy of the area. Primary products include cattle, hogs, corn, wheat, soybeans, and milo. 

General plant communities were mapped for the project area. The land was classified as 
cropland or pasture/rangeland, which include a range of cover types, such as row crops, alfalfa 
fields, mixed-grass prairie, wet-mesic prairie, and tallgrass prairie, and both grazed and hayed 
areas (see appendix B). 

FISHERIES 

Fishery resources in the project area are significant but different in species composition and total 
numbers from the pre-dam Missouri River. Fish habitat on the Missouri River between Fort 
Randall Dam and the headwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake is more similar to the natural river 
conditions than reaches downstream. Native fish in this free-flowing Missouri River segment are 
relatively productive and dominated by cool and warmwater species, including the catfish, 
sturgeon, sauger, suckers, and a naturally reproducing population of paddlefish. This reach is 
one of the recovery priority areas for the pallid sturgeon (USFWS 1993). 

Native fish have declined in the project area because of migration blockage, loss of habitat, 
change in habitat, decreased turbidity, and competition from new species, all primarily due to 
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the river regulation effects of the Missouri River mainstem dam system. These regulatory 
practices have resulted in an altered annual cycle of river flows (hydrograph) that causes lower 
than normal river elevations during critical spring and summer months for fish migration and 
breeding. Mainstem and tributary reservoirs are used to store the usual high spring runoff that 
is released in the summer and fall at rates that are less than the spring runoff rates. This is a 
reversal of the natural hydrograph, and life cycles of plants, nesting birds, aquatic insects, and 
fish are adversely affected. Also, water releases resulting from power peaking operations during 
critical spring and summer months cause fish eggs and larvae to dry out as the water level 
fluctuates as much as 4.5 feet daily. 

The mainstem dams have affected fisheries in other ways. The dams have controlled flooding, 
making development possible in the old erosion zone near the river, which was the best fish and 
wildlife habitat. The forest-grassland community has been slowly replaced by agriculture, 
industry, and private homes. From its headwaters in Montana to the mouth at St. Louis, the 
Missouri River has lost 4.4 million acres of fish and wildlife habitat in this manner. 

A recreational use survey of the Missouri River in Nebraska (Hesse et al. 1992) surveyed 
recreational sites including a representative collection of sites along the 39-mile stretch of the 
Missouri River in the project area and Lewis and Clark Lake. From May to September, 39 species 
of fish were caught. Dominant species in the catch included freshwater drum (36%), channel 
catfish (17%), common carp (14%), walleye (8%) and goldeye/herring (8%). Sauger, flathead 
catfish, and shovelnose sturgeon catches were very low. As native Missouri River species, their 
decline is an indication of changes from the natural Missouri River ecosystem, such as the loss 
of snags and organic matter, two features vital to aquatic habitats. 

WILDLIFE 

Wildlife is plentiful in and along the three national recreational rivers primarily because of the 
varied habitat. Small mammals, including mice, voles, bats, rats, and ground squirrels make up 
roughly 60% of the species (NPS 1995). Furbearers contribute approximately 20%. Recently, 
about twenty elk were introduced by the Yankton Sioux onto their reservation in South Dakota; 
the elk have since left the reservation and become established in Gregory County, South Dakota 
and Boyd County, Nebraska. The Yankton Sioux also brought in bison, which are managed as 
a domestic herd. White-tailed and mule deer are the only other large mammals in the project 
area; white-tailed deer are found throughout the length of the recreational rivers. Coyote, red 
fox, and badger are common. Other small fur-bearing animals present include raccoon, mink, 
weasel, muskrat, opossum, striped and spotted skunk, beaver, rabbit, and bobcat. 

There have been changes in species composition as evidenced by comparison of the Lewis' and 
Clark's journals with present day surveys. Historically, six habitat types of undeveloped land 
with specific plants and animals existed along the unchannelized reaches of the Missouri River 
(Hesse 1994). Sand dune habitat not currently present on this stretch of the river was important 
for big game animals, terrestrial birds, reptiles, and amphibians; marshes provided excellent 
habitat for aquatic Furbearers, waterfowl, and other water and marsh birds; cottonwood-willow 
habitat provided an abundant food source during winter and summer for big game animals and 
upland game birds; the cottonwood-dogwood complex provided highly rated seasonal habitat 
for big game, as well as being important for terrestrial birds and upland game birds; and 
elm/oak, the most mature habitat, was important for both big game and upland game mammals. 
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The river island complexes are important to wildlife. The chutes and backwater areas of islands 
provided feeding, resting, and breeding areas for water birds and furbearers. 

The Missouri River ecosystem has long been recognized as a significant pathway for migratory 
birds, including a number of passerines and birds of prey (COE 1968). Migrating species benefit 
from bottomland habitat, which serves for wintering, feeding, breeding, and staging. 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, during informal consultation, made a determination of the 
presence or likely occurrence of listed species in the project area. The following eight species 
protected under the Endangered Species Act will be taken into consideration during the 
implementation of this plan. Based on the preferred alternative, the National Park Service will 
make a determination of either "may affect" or a "will not affect" listed species. The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, after studying the preferred alternative, will then either concur or not 
concur with the NPS determination. 

The peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), whooping crane (Grits americana), interior least tern 
(Sterna antillarum), pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus), and American burying beetle 
(Nicrophorus americanns) are listed as endangered. The piping plover (Charadrius melodus) and 
western prairie fringed orchid (Platantliera praedara) are classified as threatened. The bald eagle 
(Haliaeetns lencocephalus) was recently federally down-listed to threatened. 

Bald Eagle 

Bald eagles use mature riparian timber areas near streams and lakes. Evidence suggests that 
large cottonwood trees along the Missouri River have passed maturity and are beginning to 
degenerate. Eagles depend on these trees for nesting, perching, and roosting. Cottonwood 
regeneration has been almost nonexistent, due in part to the preclusion of natural overbank 
flooding along the Missouri River, which is necessary for cottonwood germination. Ultimately, 
successional changes will lead to replacement of the cottonwood habitat by smaller climax 
species, such as green ash. Loss of habitat and destruction of wild areas through land 
development and increased human activity are adversely affecting the suitability of both 
breeding and wintering areas. 

The Missouri and Niobrara Rivers are major bald eagle wintering areas. The Missouri River 
segment contains one registered national natural landmark (located below Fort Randall Dam on 
the Missouri River in Gregory County, South Dakota) that is listed as the Fort Randall eagle 
roost. Designated in 1967, the site protects a floodplain forest, which provides prime winter 
roosting habitat and nest sites for both bald and golden eagles. Bald eagle nesting has occurred 
since 1992, when the first nesting was recorded for South-Dakota in this century. This area, also 
known as the Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge, is administered by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Bald eagles can find a good supply of fish and waterfowl near the open 
tailwaters downstream from Fort Randall Dam. Migrating and wintering bald eagles can be 
found in South Dakota and Nebraska from November 1 to April 1. 
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Peregrine Falcon 

Peregrine falcons are generally associated with wetlands and open areas, such as cropland and 
grassland. Peregrines almost always nest on steep cliffs, greater than 150 feet in height, that are 
close to water. These raptors feed almost exclusively on birds captured in flight in areas such as 
woodlands, marshes, and open grasslands (COE 1994). 

The wintering habitat of the peregrine falcon is poorly documented and no nesting or wintering 
activity has been documented in recent times. Most observations in South Dakota and Nebraska 
are of peregrines migrating in late April to early May, September, and October (USFWS 1995). 

Whooping Crane 

Whooping cranes can be found in South Dakota and Nebraska during spring and fall migrations. 
Whooping cranes use cropland and pasture; wet meadows; shallow marshes; shallow portions 
of rivers, lakes, reservoirs, and stock ponds; fresh water; and alkaline basins for both feeding and 
resting. However, overnight roosting appears to require shallow water in which they stand and 
rest. Boyd, Knox, and Charles Mix Counties are on the eastern edge of the whooping crane 
migration corridor. No sightings have been confirmed within the designated portions of the 
Niobrara and Missouri Rivers, but a single whooping crane has been sighted in Knox County, 
which is unusual because it is east of the normal flyway. Whooping cranes migrate through 
South Dakota and Nebraska between October 1 and December 1 in the fall and March 15 and 
May 15 in the spring. 

Interior Least Tern 

The interior least tern nests on sparsely vegetated sandbars or shorelines of the Missouri and 
Niobrara Rivers where there is an unobstructed view of a wide channel. The size of nesting 
sandbars varies from less than 1 acre to many acres. Varying river flows affect the size and 
quality of nesting habitat. The primary nesting and chick rearing period for these birds is from 
early May to late August. The short, free-flowing stretches of river, including the Missouri 
segment below Fort Randall Dam and the lower Niobrara River, provide sandbar habitat needed 
for tern viability. Terns typically select nest sites away from the water's edge when sufficient 
habitat is available. Most terns nest in areas of less than 5% vegetative cover that is a few inches 
tall. The least tern primarily eats fish, feeding in shallow rivers, streams, and lakes. 

Least tern populations have declined as a result of alterations of habitat (USFWS 1994). 
According to the Draft Biological Opinion on the Missouri River Master Water Control Manual Review 
and Study (USFWS 1994), channelization and construction of reservoirs and pools have 
contributed greatly to the elimination of much of the tern's sandbar nesting habitat in the 
Missouri River system. For example, 76% of the Missouri River in the tern's range is either 
channelized or impounded. Current regulation of dam discharge poses additional problems for 
terns nesting on remaining habitats. Lack of scouring of sandbars has resulted in the 
encroachment of vegetation along many rivers and greatly reduced channel width. In addition, 
river main stem reservoirs now trap much of the sediment load, which results in less aggradation 
and more degradation of the riverbed and, subsequently, fewer sandbars. Predation of chicks, 
disturbance by humans and pets, trampling by cattle, and flooding during the nesting season 
are other factors that have contributed to population decline. The Recovery Plan for the Interior 
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Population of the Least Tern (USFWS 1990), describes actions for the conservation and survival of 
the tern throughout its range. 

Piping Plover 

The piping plover nests on sparsely vegetated sandbars, sand and gravel shorelines of rivers, 
and alkali wetlands. The amount and distribution of nesting site vegetation affects plover habitat 
and reproductive success. Studies suggest that plovers select sites away from the water's edge 
and relatively high above the water when available (COE 1996). Nesting habitats on the Niobrara 
and Missouri Rivers typically are dry sandbars located midstream in wide, open channel beds 
and with less than 25% vegetative cover. These conditions provide the essential requirements 
of wide horizontal visibility, protection from terrestrial predators, isolation from human 
disturbance, and sufficient protection from rising river levels. The optimum range for vegetative 
cover on nesting habitat has been estimated at 0%-10% and one researcher found that the 
majority of the plovers nested in areas where vegetation was less than 10 centimeters high 
(USFWS 1994). Open, wet, sandy areas provide feeding habitat for plovers on the river systems 
and throughout most of the birds' nesting range. Studies suggest that forage areas include the 
nesting island itself as well as adjacent sandbar flats. 

The decline of the piping plover is due to alterations of habitat resulting in elimination of 
sandbars, altered flow regimes, predation, and disturbance by humans. Actions to ensure long-
term stability and survival of piping plovers are described in the Recovery Plan for Piping Plovers 
of the Great Lakes and Northern Great Plains (USFWS 1989). 

It is not known precisely how many acres of sand and of what type are required to support the 
recovery population goals for terns and plovers. However, it is likely that nesting habitat is a 
limiting resource. Terns and plovers are currently using nearly 100% of the available habitat 
(islands and sandbars) that are considered to be in good condition. Available habitat has been 
decreasing since 1986. Under normal conditions about 10% of nestable habitat has been lost each 
year through sandbar degradation and vegetation encroachment. A minimal amount of new 
habitat is created annually through sediment aggradation. Due to stabilized flows new habitat 
is generally of lower elevation (and hence more susceptible to inundation) than the habitat that 
was historically created under more violent hydrographs. This loss of habitat is due to the 
stabilization of river flows and the trapping of sediment in the reservoirs. The two best places 
for naturally creating habitat appear to be below the mouth of the James River and between the 
mouth of the Niobrara and about river mile 830 where lake levels are encountered (pers. comm. 
COE Greg Pavalca and Casey Kruse 1996). 

The Corps of Engineers conducts several projects to support the recovery of the least tern and 
the piping plover. A census of adult birds is conducted annually in late June along the Missouri. 
During the nesting season from early May through August, the birds are monitored for 
productivity. Habitat improvement work is done on islands and sandbars favored by the terns 
and plovers. This work includes leveling sand dunes, pushing up sand to create higher 
elevations, tilling vegetation, and using herbicides on vegetation. Captive rearing has been 
conducted by the Corps of Engineers to salvage eggs that will have otherwise been lost to 
inundation. In 1995 the Niobrara River was selected by the Corps of Engineers as the site of a 
two-year study on least terns and piping plovers. The study is to determine if tern and plover 
nest site selection and reproductive success are related to habitat composition and availability 
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on a natural river system. Field work on the Niobrara began in the spring of 1996 and will be 
completed in the summer of 1997 (pers. comm. COE, Greg Pavalca and Casey Kruse 1996). 

Islands with four or more nests are roped and posted as closed. Information on terns and plovers 
and on closed areas is posted at boat ramps on both sides of the river. The program has been 
very successful. The primary problem with current visitation is visitors who recreate on those 
nesting islands that are not roped and posted. Most of those nests are unsuccessful. Another 
potential problem is with visitors who approach too close to a posted nesting colony. This results 
either from (1) visitors walking up to read the closure signs or (2) boats pulling up and 
remaining too close to a nesting colony, even if the visitors stay in the boat. The birds are 
extremely sensitive to disturbance. Intrusions cause the birds to temporarily leave the nests; a 
potentially lethal problem on hot days. Although this is not a significant problem at current 
visitation levels, it could become a significant problem with increasing visitation (pers. comm. 
COE, Greg Pavalca and Casey Kruse 1996). 

Even large numbers of visitors will have little impact on the birds if the visitor use takes place 
either above Verdel Landing or after the birds have fledged. Organized tours are not perceived 
as a problem. Tour guides provide interpretation and provide control to ensure minimal visitor 
impacts; it is not necessary to depend on law enforcement. Organized tours also reduce 
disturbance by gathering larger numbers of people into single boats, which has less impact than 
many smaller craft with fewer passengers. The birds can probably tolerate an increase in 
organized tours if leaders are competent and reasonable controls are imposed (pers. comm. COE, 
Greg Pavalca and Casey Kruse 1996). 

Pallid Sturgeon 

The pallid sturgeon is a native river fish found in the Missouri River and the lower reaches of 
major tributaries, including the Niobrara River. The Missouri River segment may contain some 
of the most significant habitat for potential natural reproduction of the sturgeon between the 
Yellowstone and Mississippi Rivers. The Pallid Sturgeon Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993) identified 
the area from 20 miles upstream of the mouth of the Niobrara River to the headwaters of Lewis 
and Clark Lake as one of four areas on the Missouri River for priority implementation of 
recovery actions. 

Pallid sturgeon are well adapted to the swift water of large, turbid, free-flowing rivers. The 
floodplain, backwaters, chutes, sloughs, islands, sandbars, and main channel of the large-river 
ecosystem provide macrohabitat requirements for pallid sturgeon and other native fish, such as 
paddlefish, lake sturgeon, blue sucker, and various river chubs. 

Destruction and alteration of habitats by human modification of the river system is believed to 
be the primary cause of the decline in reproduction, growth, and survival of pallid sturgeon 
(USFWS 1994). The physical and chemical elements of channel morphology, flow regime, water 
temperature, sediment transport, turbidity, and nutrients all once provided habitat for pallid 
sturgeon and other native species. On the main stem of the Missouri River, approximately 36% 
of riverine habitat was transformed by construction of six dams, and another 40% of the river 
downstream from the dams has been channelized. The remaining 24% of river habitat has been 
altered due to changes in water temperature and flow caused by dam operations. The Missouri 
River dams also are believed to have adversely affected pallid sturgeon by blocking migration 
routes and by causing inundation of spawning and nursery areas. 
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Western Prairie Fringed Orchid 

The western prairie fringed orchid is usually found in fallgrass calcareous silt loam or 
subirrigated sand prairie. Populations are known in Hall, Lancaster, Sarpy, Seward, and Cherry 
Counties in Nebraska. In South Dakota the orchid historically was found in wet meadows in the 
Big Sioux Valley. A historical collection was made near Brandon, Minnehaha County, South 
Dakota. Although there are none known at this time in South Dakota, habitat exists, and the 
orchid could grow in the state. 

American Burying Beetle 

The American burying beetle has recently been collected (1993 and 1994) in Dawson, Lincoln, 
Keya Paha, and Cherry Counties in Nebraska and has been identified (1995) in Tripp and 
Gregory Counties in South Dakota, but no confirmed sightings have been made along the 39-
mile segment. Beetle habitat is not clearly defined, but recent captures suggest riparian 
woodlands, wetland forest, mixed agricultural land (including pastures and mowed fields), and 
grassland. Historic locations for the beetle in South Dakota include Haakon, Union, and 
Brookings Counties. The beetle is attracted to carrion anywhere in South Dakota or Nebraska 
with significant humus and topsoil suitable for the burying of carrion, on which it is dependent 
for food. The beetle is one of the largest of its kind and is a strong flier, which enables it to move 
great distances. 

Candidate Species 

These are the species for which there is information indicating that listing as threatened or 
endangered might be appropriate and the Fish and Wildlife Service is considering adding them 
to the list. Candidate species that may live in the area include sturgeon chub (Macrhybopsis 
gelida), sicklefin chub (Macrhybopsis meeki), and Topeka shiner (Notropis tristis). 

Species of Special Concern 

These species are of concern because at one time they were listed as category 2 candidate species, 
which meant that the Fish and Wildlife Service had information that indicated that listing as 
threatened or endangered was possibly appropriate, but conclusive data was not yet available. 
The Fish and Wildlife Service has recently revised its policy on candidate species. The National 
Park Service is in the process of obtaining updated information from the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. In the interim the National Park Service, in the interest of conserving species, has 
maintained the old category 2 candidate list and is considering them as species of concern until 
updated information is available. The Fish and Wildlife Service will provide a new list of species 
that will include threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and species of concern. Species 
of concern are expected to include the former category 2 species in the local area. 

Species of special concern that may live in the project area and that should be considered in any 
management actions include: plains spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius interrupta), western 
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), ferruginus hawk (Buteo regalis), black tern (Chlidonias 
niger), cerulean warbler (Dendroica cendea), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus migrans), 
white-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi), Blanding's turtle (Emydoidea blandingii), false map turtle 
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(Graptemys pseudogeographica), lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens), blue sucker (Cycleptus 
elongatus), plains topminnow (Fundulus sciadicus), western silvery minnow (Hybognathus 
argyritis), plains minnow (Hybognathus placitus), flathead chub (Platygobio gracilis), elktoe 
(Alasmidonta marginata), scaleshell (Leptodea leptodon), spectacle case pearly mussel (Cumberlandia 
monodonta), Noctuid moth, no common name (Schinia indiana), Belfragi's chlorochroan bug 
(Chlorochroa belfragi), Regal fritillary butterfly (Speyeria idalia), bulrush (Scirpus hallii), and 
paddlefish (Polyodon spathula). 

The paddlefish spawning th.at occurs in the 39-mile Missouri River segment may be the most 
significant remaining natural reproduction for the species between Garrison Dam, North Dakota, 
and the confluence of the Missouri and Mississippi rivers (NPS 1995). However, considerable 
paddlefish spawning is known to occur along some of the larger tributaries to the lower Missouri 
River, especially along the Osage River in Missouri. Blockage of migrations, over harvest, and 
loss of deep pool habitat are among the key factors affecting paddlefish. 

Areas with the most potential for rare species were determined using GIS technology in 
consultation with South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks and Nebraska Game and Parks biologists. 
These areas may provide habitat for a number of federal and state rare, threatened, or 
endangered species. In addition to the protected species, animal and plant species of concern to 
the states of South Dakota and Nebraska that may live in the project area are listed in appendix 
C. It is Park Service policy to give these species the same consideration/protection as federally 
listed species. 

WATER RESOURCES 

Surface Hydrology 

The segment of the Missouri River in the project area represents one of the few remaining 
reaches of a once vast and dynamic natural ecosystem that still exists in a relatively natural state. 
It is a wide, meandering channel containing numerous shifting sandbars and subsidiary 
channels. Seven principal aquatic habitats identified in the free-flowing Missouri River are the 
main channel, main channel border, sandbar, pool, chute, backwater, and marsh. The sandbar, 
backwater, and marsh habitats are especially threatened in the Missouri River system. These 
habitats are extremely productive and dynamic and are not duplicated in the channelized or 
impounded segments of the river. 

In the project area on the Niobrara River, the river valley widens and the canyons and seepages 
diminish in number, although numerous surface streams exist in Holt and Knox Counties. The 
lower river, now spread out in multiple meandering channels, is laden with sand, silt, and 
organic debris at its confluence with Verdigre Creek and then the Missouri River. The Nebraska 
Public Power District's Spencer Hydroelectric Dam, approximately 40 miles upstream from the 
Niobrara River mouth, currently has very little effect on the Niobrara River hydrograph since 
it has silted in and has little storage for flow regulation. 
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a. Temporarily flooded 
b. Seasonally flooded 
c. Semipermanently flooded 
d. Intermittently exposed 
e. Permanently flooded 

Distinguishing features and examples of habitat in the riverine system 

Floodplains 

The upper and lower sections of the Missouri River are influenced by the presence of the large 
dams and extensive river flow regulation by the Corps of Engineers. The river has entrenched 
into a more confined channel and has steep, unstable banks. Rapid erosion of the banks has 
supplied sediment to form mid channel bars and reflects river's attempt to adjust to the 
regulated flow regime. Bank erosion has been more noticeable at least above Greenwood but 
occurs throughout the reach. Because one of the purposes of the mainstem dams was to control 
floods, floodplain processes (land features formed by very high water) have diminished over 
time and, subsequently, reduced the number of traditional floodplains. The floodplain along the 
Missouri River on both sides generally has stands of large cottonwoods and associated species. 
The floodplain forests extend up to 1 mile from the river. Cottonwoods are also commonly 
associated with several large islands in the free-flowing Missouri River segment. 

Any proposed actions or sites for future facilities will require determination of the 100- and 500-
year floodplains so that floodplains are not adversely affected. 

The possibility of using a more precise method of floodplain delineation for the project area was 
determined infeasible because of the cost and time required. The Niobrara and Verdigre systems 
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have very unstable banks (nearly pure sand) that are constantly adding and subtracting land, 
as evidenced by mapped side channels. Additionally, because of the braided nature of the 
Niobrara River and Verdigre Creek, the river channels can accommodate substantial increases 
in discharge without undergoing dramatic changes in river stage, and the local hydrology also 
results in fairly constant water surface elevations on the Niobrara River. The natural flow regime 
of the Niobrara is such that the river does not undergo substantial changes in stage seasonally 
like most western rivers (Buchanan 1981). 

The Niobrara River is aggradating near the mouth, and the river is developing a new channel 
through the Mormon Canal. This change is threatening the stability of a bridge and road 
embankment in the area. 

Sedimentation 

Two major sedimentation processes are occurring in the 39-mile reach: degradation and 
aggradation. Degradation refers to the general erosion of the channel bed and banks over a 
substantial distance downstream from a dam. It occurs as sediment-free water released from the 
dam picks up material from the riverbed and banks to obtain a full sediment load. The river 
cannot replace these materials in-kind once they have been removed. According to measured 
water surface profiles, the Missouri River channel has degraded from Fort Randall Dam 
downstream to about river mile 860 just downstream of Greenwood, South Dakota. This 
degradation process has increased the carrying capacity of this section of the Missouri River 
channel (compared to pre-dam conditions). 

Aggradation is the progressive build up of the channel bed and/or floodplain due to sediment 
depositing. At the mouth of a river or in the headwaters of a reservoir, this aggradated area is 
called a delta. There are two separate deltas between the Fort Randall and Gavins Point dams. 
The farthest downstream is the delta at the upper end of Lewis and Clark Lake, which exists 
because the velocity of the water in the lake and its backwater area is not sufficient to transport 
the sediment from upstream. This delta has virtually no effect on the 39-mile reach, with the 
possible exception of the Running Water area. 

The delta at the confluence of the Niobrara and Missouri Rivers is causing the greatest impact 
in the study reach. This delta exists because of the Fort Randall project. Historically, sediment 
was deposited at the confluence of these two rivers because of the abrupt change in river slope 
as the steep and relatively swift Niobrara River entered the relatively flat and sluggish Missouri 
River. Before Fort Randall Dam was built, the delta formed by this deposition was naturally 
controlled by the periodic flushing action of the annual spring and June rises on the Missouri 
River. Completion of the Missouri River mainstem reservoir system has eliminated these 
flushing flows on the Missouri, and as a result the deposits at the confluence have grown 
continually, producing a constriction of the Missouri River. This constriction of the Missouri 
River has had a damming effect, which causes a rise in normal river stages and a reduction in 
bankfull channel capacity. The Niobrara delta appears to influence the Missouri River from 
about Running Water, South Dakota (RM 813), upstream to Verdel, Nebraska (RM 835), and the 
Niobrara River from its mouth to approximately seven miles upstream. Smaller tributaries to the 
two rivers are also affected in the vicinity of their confluences, particularly Verdigre Creek on 
the Niobrara and Ponca Creek on the Missouri. 
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Growth of the Niobrara delta and the subsequent increased river stages and reduced channel 
capacities have caused several problems. Some developed and undeveloped river access and 
recreation sites have filled with sediment and are no longer usable. Land in Nebraska and South 
Dakota is now flooded at a discharge of 35,000 cubic feet per second compared to a pre-dam 
discharge of 100,000 to 150,000 cubic feet per second. The groundwater table has risen in 
response to higher river stages and has caused subsurface flooding of crops and field access 
problems. 

As aggradation and degradahon continue in the 39-mile reach, the channel will eventually adjust 
to the changes in sediment load and discharges imposed upon it by the mainstem reservoir 
system and will reach equilibrium. The river slope, discharge, channel pattern, and sediment 
supply will be balanced and the channel will no longer undergo long-term aggradation or 
degradation. Available information does not allow a prediction of when or where the Missouri 
and Niobrara Rivers will stabilize, but based on existing trends additional aggradation and 
degradation can be expected. 

As aggradation continues, additional land in Nebraska and South Dakota between the towns of 
Niobrara and Verdel may be subject to surface flooding and rising groundwater. The frequency 
of flooding is expected to increase with reductions in channel capacity. More boat access and 
recreation sites are expected to become unusable, which will cause the remaining sites to be used 
more. Aggradation will shift recreation access to the Missouri River to Sunshine Bottom and 
Verdel Landing, and there will probably be more boats on Lewis and Clark Lake. 

Environmental effects of sedimentation were also predicted by the Corps of Engineers. Habitat 
for fish and wildlife will continue to change. Because of the wide variety of hydraulic conditions 
in the area, habitat potential is good. There will be increased wetland environment in the open 
water, and marshes will be dominated by cattails, reed canarygrass, giant reed, bulrush, and 
purple loosestrife (an exotic weed). Sandbar habitat in the lower sections of the Niobrara River 
and Verdigre Creek will increase, which will probably benefit the least tern and piping plover. 

These habitats will not support agriculture nor be suitable for vacation home development, but 
they will benefit wetland- dependent waterfowl and migrating birds, mammals, amphibians, 
and fish. Recreational benefits of such land, other than for hunting, fishing, and wildlife 
observation, will diminish. Most of the fish in the river are species that thrive in small rivers. 
Lower reaches are valuable as a spawning and nursery area for these fish. Many fish populations 
in the lake have not changed in twenty years, but because of flow reductions on the Missouri 
River, production of mature river fish will be reduced. 

The sedimentation study concluded that unless actions are taken to reduce the problems in this 
area, they will worsen. The ability of the river to carry water will decrease, increasing the 
frequency of overbank flooding and continuing to raise the groundwater table. Also, because of 
sedimentation, several public recreation areas will become unusable. Habitat around the deltas 
will continue to become more aquatic and marshy. 

The Corps of Engineers study looked at nine alternatives to solve the problems and provided 
cost estimates for each. The study concluded that it is less costly to buy affected land in fee or 
easement than to carry out any of the other measures to mitigate the impacts caused by the delta 
formation (COE 1994).The National Park Service will support additional study of the 
sedimentation problem within the recreational rivers, and it will also cooperate with the Corps 
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of Engineers to assist landowners in stabilizing rapidly eroding banks when significant resources 
are threatened. 

Wetlands 

Thirteen lacustrine, palustrine, and riverine wetland community types were identified and 
mapped for the three recreational rivers using USFWS National Wetlands Inventory data, which 
originally consisted of 125 wetland categories. These categories were further classified by the 
Nebraska Game and Parks Natural Heritage Program into the 13 wetland community types 
based on their habitat similarities and association with rare, threatened, and endangered species. 

Flood control has contributed to the loss of wetland habitat upstream of Greenwood (COE 1995). 
Backwater chutes, pools, and lakes were a part of the braided river channel created by erosion 
and sedimentation. There has been some chute and backwater loss below the dam to 
Greenwood, but several are still very active. Conversely, there has been an increase of active 
chutes below Greenwood. Wetlands, created by changes in channel shape, were maintained by 
periodic flooding. The lack of flooding has changed the species composition of remaining 
wetlands. Pool fluctuations above Gavins Point Dam have contributed to the development of 
monoculture plant (cattails and purple loosestrife) stands on land that was once prone to 
flooding (COE 1995). Wetlands along overflow pools on the floodplain further upstream were 
maintained by groundwater, but these have slowly disappeared as the river has a deeper trench. 
Adjacent wetland losses have occurred in the upper area due to decline in groundwater, but the 
reverse is happening below Greenwood. The remainder of the Missouri River segment, including 
the lower Niobrara and Verdigre Creek, has actually experienced a net gain in wetlands due to 
formation of the Niobrara River delta and loss of channel capacity of the Missouri River (COE 
1995). As this delta continues to form, the riverbed will rise and more adjacent land will flood. 
The boundary in alternatives 3 and 5 includes land where this water table is projected to rise to 
within 3 feet of the surface within 30 years. 

Water Quality 

Water quality in the project area is generally good. Niobrara River water has been monitored 
and some chemical and physical aspects of Missouri River water have been studied 
intermittently since before closure of the mainstem dams. The water quality factor on the 
Missouri most affected by dam construction was turbidity. The water became less turbid, or 
much clearer, after the dams reduced natural sediment transport in the river. High turbidity did 
not affect the primary energy source of the river, the erosion caused by main channel 
meandering, or the runoff from tributaries (Hesse et al. 1988). The clean water from the dams 
leads to downcutting, narrowing of the river channel, rapid erosion on the new banks, loss of 
sandbars, and reduction of nutrients important in fish and wildlife habitat. 

Selenium, a naturally occurring heavy metal, is found in eastern South Dakota. The Corps of 
Engineers did an analysis of the Missouri River water and sediment during 1992 in conjunction 
with a project to create habitat for interior least tern and piping plover. Sample sites included 
Niobrara, Nebraska, and Running Water, South Dakota. Results indicated that the amount of 
selenium was within state water quality standards and EPA criteria. 
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Point-source water pollution occurs downstream of the study area on the Missouri River in the 
vicinity of Sioux City, Iowa. 

AIR QUALITY 

Air quality is an important resource that directly affects the visitor experience. The Clean Air Act 
was amended in 1977 to, among other things, preserve, protect, and enhance quality of the air 
in national parks, wilderness, and other nationally significant areas. Under the act, the three 
recreational rivers were designated as a Class II clean air area. There could be moderate, well-
planned industrial growth in the vicinity of the recreational river segments as long as the class 
II maximum allowable increases for particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide were 
not exceeded. 

Air quality in the project area (Nebraska Intrastate Air Quality Region) is generally good. The 
project area is an attainment area for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The clean air 
and good visibility are important in the project area. 

NOISE 

Noise levels in the project area are varied, with relative tranquility in some areas, typical sounds 
in more developed areas near towns, and seasonal sounds of motorboats in other areas. The 
opportunity to experience a quiet, natural environment is part of the relatively primitive 
recreational experience that is valued on the recreational rivers. 
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PREHISTORIC USE 

This segment of the Missouri River and its tributaries lies at the juncture of several geographic, 
climatic, and environmental transition zones that includes plains, prairies, and woodlands. For 
thousands of years the topography, geology, animal life and vegetation have provided 
opportunities for many different human groups to hunt, gather, trade, and build settlements. 
The archeological remains of their tools and weapons, campsites and habitations, food, and 
religious and ceremonial objects provide clues to their lifestyles. Each of the human groups 
adapted to the area and its resources differently, resulting in observable distinctions among the 
area's sites. 

Recognizing these cultural and environmental differences, archeologists have defined a broad 
sequence of cultural history for the area that includes the following periods and/or cultural 
affiliations. 

Paleo-Indian Period 

The earliest archeological remains date from before 11,000 years ago to 7,000 or 8,000 years ago 
and are linked to Paleo-Indian people who gathered plants for food and pursued large game. 

Archaic Period 

Archaic groups occupying the area from about 8,500 years before present (B.P.) to about 2,000 
years ago relied on a wide range of animals and gathered food. However, scientists speculate 
that climatic changes contributed to the extinction of large animals, which made Archaic people 
more dependent on vegetables and smaller game toward the end of this period. 

Woodland Period 

The development of farming and new technology and tools such as the bow and arrow and 
ceramics marked the transition into the Plains Woodland period (about 400 to 800 years B.P.). 
When compared to earlier times, this period is characterized by an increasing complexity in the 
numbers and variety of tool types and styles, shelters, and in types of animals used for food. It 
is thought that bison hunting and gathering were supplemented by horticultural crops like corn 
and squash. The use of symbolic items and elaborate mortuary practices suggests increasing 
ritual or religious behavior. 

Great Oasis 

Great Oasis appears to have been an independent cultural group practicing extensive trade 
(especially in shells) with other groups to the east from whom they may have acquired corn. 
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Great Oasis sites dating between about A.D. 850 and 1150 are contemporaneous with Late 
Woodland occupations and often include the remains of moderately large villages or small 
camps. Site features include storage pits that held large quantities of cultivated plant foods. 
Artifacts include distinctive pottery. 

Coalescent Tradition 

During the period from around A.D. 1000 to A.D. 1400, cultures collectively known as the Central 
Plains Tradition developed in Kansas, Nebraska, and western Iowa. These groups built villages 
of square earth lodges that contrasted with the compact villages of the Middle Missouri 
Tradition (built north and upriver from the study area). Interaction among these two groups and 
prehistoric farmers from the upper Midwest (the Oneota) resulted in a new cultural tradition in 
the study area from about A.D. 1300 through historic times. This Coalescent Tradition includes 
St. Helena sites along the Missouri River. 

HISTORIC USE 

American Indian tribes, including the Omaha, Ponca, Yankton, Santee Dakota, Pawnee, and the 
Brule and Oglala divisions of the Lakota, are known to have used the area in historic times. The 
Omaha and Ponca are closely related and are believed to have once been parts of the same tribe. 
French maps identify Omaha Indians occupying land along the Missouri River, and they are 
known to have participated in the fur trade. Political alliances with the Ponca, hunting, and 
warfare brought the Omaha into the study area. 

The Ponca are believed to have separated from the Omaha in the 17th or early 18th centuries. 
The Ponca lived near the mouths of the Niobrara River and Ponca and Bazile Creeks and hunted 
in the Niobrara River valley throughout most of their recorded history. The Ponca typically lived 
by semiannual buffalo hunts, by gardening, and by gathering wild plants. 

In the late 18th century the Ponca began trading with Spanish traders from St. Louis and 
continued trading with the Americans after the United States acquired Louisiana from France. 
Early contacts with Euroamerican traders led to epidemics that decimated the tribe's population 
by the early 1800s. These contacts initiated far-reaching technological and economic changes 
among all of the Plains tribes. 

Movements of Dakota and Lakota onto the Plains resulted in warfare with the Ponca. By the 
middle of the 19th century this warfare had forced the Ponca to become increasingly dependent 
on the U.S. government for subsistence and protection. In 1858 and 1865 treaties the Ponca ceded 
most of their land to the United States. By an oversight, the Fort Laramie Treaty of 1868 gave the 
remaining Ponca land to the Lakotas. Life for the Ponca continued to deteriorate to the point 
where, in 1877, the U.S. government forced them to relocate to the Indian territory (present-day 
Oklahoma). The tribe suffered greatly from this uprooting, and many died during the journey 
south and afterward. 

One of the dead was the son of Chief Standing Bear. Standing Bear set out with approximately 
65 family and clan members and followers to return to the Ponca homeland to bury his son. 
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Viewed as an Indian who had illegally escaped from his reservation, Standing Bear was arrested 
in Nebraska and tried in Omaha. The trial resulted in a landmark legal decision to the effect that 
American Indians were people within the meaning of the law and were thus afforded the 
protection of the Constitution. This meant that Standing Bear was entitled to live where he chose, 
and he and a few other Poncas returned to the area near the mouth of the Niobrara River. 

Historically there were three broadly recognized divisions among the Dakota Sioux. They all 
occupied land in present-day Minnesota and Wisconsin. During the early 1700s the Middle 
Dakota moved west. The Yankton Sioux now reside on their late historic homeland, a reservation 
established by the 1858 Fort Laramie treaty north of the Missouri River in South Dakota. 

In the early 1800s relations between the Dakota and the U.S. government were generally 
peaceful, and several major treaties established boundaries for the tribe. Wars with the 
Chippewa encouraged some emigration westward, but the Santee (the Eastern Dakota) were 
widely scattered following the Minnesota Sioux uprising of 1862. In 1866 one group of Santee 
were forcibly relocated to what is today the Santee reservation in Knox County, Nebraska. The 
Brule and Oglala Lakota (the Western Dakota) raided the Ponca and Santee in this area, and an 
agency for the Brule was briefly located near the mouth of the Niobrara during the 1860s before 
their removal in 1878 to the Rosebud Reservation in South Dakota. 

The Pawnee may have been part of the Coalescent tradition of the Dakotas, and their historic 
homeland was along the Loup and Platte Rivers in central Nebraska. Prior to the 1500s, ancestors 
of the historic Pawnee once lived in small farming hamlets scattered along the Missouri River. 
Other than occasional buffalo hunts, the Pawnee made little use of this area, and the tribe was 
removed to the Indian territory in the 1870s. 

Euroamerican exploration of this area began in the early 1700s when the Mallet brothers 
ascended the Missouri in search of trade routes. Spanish traders soon followed, and by 1739 
traders and explorers had built encampments at the mouth of the Niobrara River. Acquisition 
of the area as part of the Louisiana purchase in 1803 led to the 1804-1806 Lewis and Clark 
expedition that hoped to link exploration with expansion and American commercial 
development. A number of trading posts were built along the Missouri River in association with 
the fur trade. 

During the mid-1800s a series of military expeditions explored the Missouri and Niobrara valleys 
seeking transportation routes across the Great Plains. During the 1840s a party of Mormons 
wintered near the mouth of the Niobrara River. The Newell Knight Memorial was erected to 
commemorate the 11 Mormon travelers who died of pneumonia during the winter of 1846-1847. 
By this time fur trade had ceased to be a powerful force in the area. There was no Euroamerican 
settlement in many parts of the region until the latter part of the century because the land was 
still occupied by several tribes, including the Sioux and the Ponca. 

Official federal Indian policy during the first half of the 19th century included assimilation and 
removal of Indian tribes. Around the Civil War, travel through the area — both overland and 
by steamboat — increased as Euroamericans seeking land and gold began to filter into the 
region. Treaties with Indian tribes were negotiated and repeatedly violated, and the Indians' 
major food source, bison, was depleted, resulting in recurring conflicts between these groups and 
Euroamericans. 
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Eventually a chain of military forts was constructed across Nebraska and South Dakota. One of 
these forts was Fort Randall, established as the main U.S. outpost on the middle Missouri River 
in the wake of hostilities with the Sioux Indians in 1854-1855. It served for 36 years as a 
continuously occupied military post, longer than any other fort on the middle Missouri River. 
A road, later known as the "Dugway," ran between Fort Randall and the Yankton Indian 
Agency. 

By the 1880s most Indians, including the Santee, Yankton, and Ponca, had been confined to 
reservations and were dependent on the Indian agencies for subsistence. Various religious 
groups sent missionaries to minister to soldiers and travelers and to establish missions and build 
churches for the Indians on the reservations. 

As tribes were removed to reservations, land in the study area was opened for settlement. 
Immigration into the area was encouraged by the Homestead Act and aided by the development 
of reliable overland routes such as the Fort Randall Stage and Wagon Road, increased steamboat 
and ferry service on the river, and construction of railroads (the Chicago, Milwaukee, and St. 
Paul Railroad in South Dakota and the Chicago and North Western Railroad in Nebraska). 
During the late 1870s and early 1880s immigrants from France, Ireland, the Scandinavian 
countries, Czechoslovakia, Germany, and Russia settled in this area and established farms and 
ranches, small market villages, and crossroads communities like Verdigre and Pishelville. These 
areas initially attracted people from other regions of the United States; ethnic populations that 
moved directly from Europe came later in the 19th century. 

In an attempt to help the Indians become self-supporting, changes were made in federal Indian 
policy in the late 1800s. Both the government and missionaries provided schools. Individual 
Indians were granted land allotments, many of which were subsequently sold to non-Indians. 

A number of transportation routes were established or improved, and bridges were built during 
the early 20th century. South Dakota State Route 50 was built along the Fort Randall Stage and 
Wagon Road. 

Extensive flooding prompted the passage of many flood control measures during the mid-1900s. 
The Flood Control Act was passed in 1944 to capitalize on the potential of the Missouri River. 
This law created a program, later known as the Pick-Sloan Plan, which was intended to have far-
reaching benefits for the entire Missouri Basin through flood control, irrigation, navigation, 
development of recreation areas, fish and wildlife conservation, and production of hydroelectric 
power. During the same period, the federal government created Pickstown, a planned 
community for employees working on the construction of Fort Randall Dam. Construction of the 
dam created Lake Francis Case and encouraged the subsequent development of river access 
points, recreation areas, and facilities such as those below Fort Randall dam and at Niobrara 
State Park. Wildlife management areas were set aside to provide habitat for important wildlife. 

Further changes in federal Indian policy were made during the 1930s with passage of the Indian 
Reorganization Act of 1934. Marginal land was purchased by the government, and colonies 
based on traditional communalism were established. 

The Ponca of Nebraska, under the Indian Reorganization Act, incorporated in 1936, and elected 
their first tribal government. Because of the relocation to Oklahoma, most of their former land 
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had been homesteaded and has never been restored to the tribe. The tribe now has 
approximately 165 acres of land, and is in the process of purchasing more of their original 
homeland. In withdrawing federal recognition from American Indian tribes and assimilating 
American Indians into mainstream American society, the U.S. government terminated 
recognition of the Poncas of Nebraska in 1962. However, after four years of effort, the Poncas 
were reinstated to tribal status in October 1990. 

The Poncas that stayed in Oklahoma are the Southern Ponca, and those who are in their original 
homeland area are the Poncas of Nebraska. The two tribes have worked together to unite their 
people, and they were symbolically reunited in a special ceremony at the first annual Ponca 
Tribe of Nebraska Pow Wow in August of 1994. 

CULTURAL SITES 

The cultural resources in the three recreational rivers require consideration in planning and 
resource management. Archeological, historic, and cultural landscape resources include places 
and objects that reflect and have meaning to past and present human cultures or that have 
important information about them. These tangible resources are nonrenewable; once their 
significant material aspects are gone, they are lost forever. Ethnographic resources are associated 
with traditional human use and may include sacred sites and traditional use areas. 

Prehistoric Sites 

A large number of archeological projects have been conducted in or near the three recreational 
rivers boundaries, but only a small portion of the area has been formally inventoried (NPS 
1994b). Surveys have varied in coverage, research direction, reporting, analysis of data, and 
terminology. Most of the sites have been defined by the presence of surface materials, and only 
limited excavations have been conducted in the area, mostly by the Corps of Engineers. 

Eighty-two of the 160 sites identified within or adjacent to the recreational rivers predate 
European contact in this area and include burials and burial mounds, villages, bison kill sites, 
and campsites with scattered lithics and ceramics. Sixty-seven sites could be identified only as 
prehistoric; 11 sites are of unknown age or culture. 

Paleo-Indian Period. One Paleo-Indian site has been identified in the general vicinity of the three 
recreational rivers and includes what may be a short-term campsite or site where hunters killed 
and processed game animals. 

Archaic Period. Thirteen archaic sites, primarily small camps, cemeteries, and game and food 
processing areas, have been documented in the study area. 

Woodland Period. Ten woodland sites found in the area include small habitation sites with 
lightly built structures and occasional conical burial mounds. Remains of maize, squash, gourds, 
bison, and a variety of woodland animals have been found at these sites, along with a number 
of decorated ceramics. 
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Coalescent. Three Coalescent sites and two Central Plains sites have been documented along the 
Niobrara and Missouri Rivers. 

Historic Sites 

Two historic districts, 16 archeological sites associated with the Ponca / Sioux occupation (eight 
of them associated with the Redbird sites), one Santee site and 68 historic sites and structures 
have been documented in or near the project area. These properties include farms and ranches, 
structures with unusual architecture, mill sites, dumps, bridges, schools, ferry landings, Indian 
agencies, and parks. Sixteen sites contain artifacts from both historic and prehistoric people. 

The Redbird Focus archeological sites, dating from about 1650 to 1750, are remains of small 
villages of circular earth lodges located on stream terraces and low bluffs. These sites may be 
related to historic Ponca Indian occupation; they may be historic Pawnee sites. European trade 
goods found in some sites suggest occupation during the time of French and Spanish 
exploration, and some of these sites may be the Ponca villages recorded by Lewis and Clark in 
1804. Occupants of the well-preserved Ponca fort village site (circa 1790-1800) probably were 
involved in the fur trade. 

Although the fur trading posts along the Missouri River, including Ponca Post, Fort Mitchell, and 
Le Clerc's Post have been obscured or destroyed by siltation, erosion, and development, some 
historic locations can still be identified. For example, Fort Vermillion and a trading post at 
Running Water were active during the height of the fur trade. The fort is gone, but the Running 
Water ferry site still exists. Traces of old stage and wagon roads can be found within 0.25 mile 
of the three recreational rivers. 

The Lewis and Clark expedition diaries described geographic features and landmarks along the 
route, several of which are still visible. These features include the confluence of the Missouri 
River with the Niobrara River and with Choteau Creek. The Dome or Cupola Hill (also known 
as Old Baldy or the Tower) was climbed by Lewis and Clark, and they collected the first 
scientific specimen of a prairie dog nearby. The general locations of several of their campsites 
have been identified and include the September 4, 1804, camp at the mouth of the Niobrara 
River, the September 5,1804, and August 31,1806, camps near the mouth of Choteau Creek, and 
the September 6,1804, camp near Greenwood. The route and landmarks of the Lewis and Clark 
National Historic Trail are commemorated by interpretive kiosks at selected sites along the river. 
The expedition also noted the abandoned Trudeau trading cabin on the river a few miles below 
the present Fort Randall dam site. A highway marker notes this feature. 

The area's historic resources and landscapes also provide extensive documentation of the federal 
government's evolving Indian policies. Historic remains of Fort Randall still exist and include 
buried foundations and artifacts and the chalkrock Fort Randall Church. Features lost in the 
construction of Fort Randall dam include the Fort Randall cemetery, Handy's trading post, and 
White Swan archeological site. Many historic resources associated with the Santee and Yankton 
Sioux reservations include mission churches such as the 1866 Episcopal Church and the 1870 
Pilgrim Congregational Church at Santee; and the Ihanktowan Presbyterian, Holy Fellowship, 
and Greenwood Episcopal Churches on the Yankton Reservation and the Marty Mission Catholic 
Church at Marty, South Dakota, as well as archeological remains of several Indian agencies. A 
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number of chalkrock buildings and landscape features remain at the Yankton's Rising Hail 
Colony, largest of the New Deal farming communes built to help Indians during the Great 
Depression. Ponca sites near the three recreational rivers include the Ponca cemetery, the 1930s 
community building, allotment farmsteads, and sites associated with Chief Standing Bear. 

Historic Euroamerican structures and features from the late 1800s and early 1900s include 
general stores, postal facilities, farms, churches, school buildings, granaries, processing mills, 
railroad depots, social halls, and other gathering places. There are pioneer farms (farms owned 
by the same family and located on the same property for at least 100 years) along the three 
recreational rivers (NPS 1994). The Mormon Canal is an old river cutoff and has no historic 
significance. 

Construction of transportation networks facilitated settlement. A historic railroad roadbed is 
visible parallel to Verdigre Creek in Nebraska, and there are a railway roadbed and an 
abandoned depot at Running Water in South Dakota. The town of Verdigre is a good example 
of community-building related to railroad expansion in the West. There are steamboat wrecks 
along the Missouri River (the Livingston sank not far from Niobrara, Nebraska), traces of stage 
and wagon road lines, and many county road bridges. The Trumbo State Station, an 1880s stage 
stop and post office, stood along the river just upstream from the Running Water Ferry. 

Construction related to the Pick-Sloan Plan created a number of utility corridors and engineering 
structures, including the Fort Randall dam and powerhouse. The planned community of 
Pickstown is also a valuable historic resource associated with the dam project. 

The old portion of Niobrara State Park is a planned recreational facility that illustrates public 
works projects built during the Great Depression and demonstrates the growth of 20th century 
tourism and recreation along the Missouri River in Nebraska. 

The Niobrara River Bridge, one of only a few remaining multiple-span railroad truss bridges in 
Nebraska, was built at the confluence of the Niobrara and Missouri Rivers in 1929 for the 
Chicago and North Western Railroad. The bridge was recently converted into a multiuse trail. 
Four highway bridges within the project area are noted for their type of construction or 
contribution to the landscape. 

The river valleys also contain a series of cultural landscapes. The landscapes include residences 
and farm buildings (many of them historic), bridges, roads and trails, fences and corrals, 
orchards and gardens, cultivated fields, grazing land, and timbered areas. The arrangement of 
these features on the land and the spatial relationships among them combine to create rural 
landscapes. These landscapes are characteristic of this area, not only because of the landforms 
and vegetation, but because of the ways people settled the land and used its resources, 
particularly with traditional farming and cattle ranching. The states of South Dakota and 
Nebraska have identified numerous historic resources that contribute to agrarian and ethnic 
landscapes. For example, in Sunshine Bottom, long narrow lots were laid out perpendicular to 
the river, a pattern not common in this area. Settlers constructed residences and farm buildings 
of native chalkstone. Often the vernacular design and arrangement of these buildings was 
guided by the availability of local materials, the topography, and by cultural traditions. 
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Some of these landscapes as seen from the river are reminiscent of the scenes reported by Lewis 
and Clark. Features recorded during their 1804 visit include the Tower (or Old Baldy, a 
geographic feature located in Boyd County), cottonwood stands, islands, and bluffs along the 
river. 

The pastoral qualities of the landscapes are widely appealing, but a cultural landscape is more 
than a beautiful scene: 

it is a space on the surface of the earth that has a degree of permanence, with its own distinct 
character, either topographical or cultural, and above all a space shared by a group of people. 
When these people modify their patch of ground, a cultural landscape results (NPS 1994c). 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 
AND NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARKS 

Very few of the cultural resources of the study area have been rigorously studied and evaluated 
to determine national register eligibility, national historic landmark status, or level of significance 
in a national context. The following historic properties in or immediately adjacent to proposed 
recreational rivers boundaries have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places: in 
Nebraska the Redbird and Ponca Fort archeological sites, the Pishelville Hall , the Gross State 
Aid Bridge, and the Niobrara River railroad bridge; sites in South Dakota are Fort Randall 
historic site, Rising Hail Colony, and the Holy Fellowship Episcopal Church. The county 
highway bridge over Verdigre Creek was listed on the national register, but the bridge has since 
been moved and placed across the Niobrara River at Smith Falls State Park in 1996. 

In recognition of its importance to American history, the route of the 1804—1806 Lewis and Clark 
expedition was designated as a national historic trail in 1978. 

A number of farms were included in a nomination of folk architecture in southeastern South 
Dakota. They appear to be close to the boundaries of the 39-mile river segment. Three historic 
districts in Nebraska have been determined eligible for the national register: the Sunshine 
Bottom Historic District, the historic town of Niobrara, and historic properties with boundaries 
contiguous with Niobrara State Park. Some buildings have been removed from the latter two 
districts and much of the area is now inundated. At least 16 properties associated with the 
Sunshine Bottom Historic District are in or immediately adjacent to the recreational rivers' 
boundaries; nine of these are identified as contributing to the significant qualities of the district. 
A number of other buildings and sites are listed on the Nebraska state site list and include a 
number of farm properties and bridges that contribute to a cultural landscape. 

The Historical Overvieiv and Inventory of the Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Rivenvays (NPS 1994c) 
and the Draft Archeological Overvieiv and Assessment, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Rivenvays 
(NPS 1994b) helped to identify these and other prehistoric and historic resources in the study 
area that have potential for further evaluation for national register eligibility. Specific 
recommendations include further study of the representative dams, powerhouses, and bridges 
in the 39-mile river segment and the planned community of Pickstown to determine their 
national significance as related to technology, engineering, and invention. Ethnographic 
resources associated with traditional farming and ranching and with ethnic settlements are 
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included in the area's cultural resource base. Researchers have consulted with Indian tribes to 
identify tribal concerns, traditional uses, and sensitive areas. This information will be used to 
ensure that important resources are protected, but information will not be made public unless 
tribes so request. 
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VISITOR EXPERIENCE 

Because the national recreational rivers have a relatively new designation and the boundaries 
are being determined through the general management plan process, there is little or no 
identification of, or orientation to, this unit of the national wild and scenic rivers system. The 
area is not a destination for national visitors; the majority of use is by local people (within a 150-
mile radius). 

The recreational rivers offer a variety of activities, including boating, fishing, wildlife viewing, 
hunting, and trapping. There is both private and public access to the 39-mile stretch of the 
Missouri River, but access to the 20-mile stretch of the Niobrara River and 8-mile stretch of 
Verdigre Creek is extremely limited. 

There is no single entry into the recreational rivers. Local users put their boats onto the 39-mile 
stretch of the Missouri River at any of the public or private boat ramps or docks. There are many 
small towns on both the South Dakota and Nebraska sides of the Missouri River, so there are 
multiple arrival points. There are no lodging, restaurant, or grocery establishments directly along 
the rivers, though the towns of Pickstown and Niobrara, located partly within the preferred 
alternative boundary, do provide these services. During the summer months Niobrara State Park 
offers regularly scheduled power raft tours along the Missouri River from Verdel Landing to 
Niobrara, and charter boat trips are available on the Missouri River out of Pickstown. The 
Missouri River can be crossed at Fort Randall Dam in Pickstown, South Dakota. The Niobrara 
River can be crossed at Niobrara and at Pishelville, Nebraska. Verdigre Creek can be crossed at 
Verdigre, Nebraska, and a bridge 5 miles north of Verdigre. 

These sections of the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers and Verdigre Creek offer experiences 
involving all the senses. Local people, especially those who grew up in the area, recognize the 
rivers' beauty and bounty. Exceptional scenery surrounds river users, and views range from 
open vistas to enclosing, chalky bluffs. People who are fishing, hunting, or canoeing on the 
Missouri River can experience only natural sounds — of water, wildlife, or wind in the trees. The 
smell of moving water and fresh air and the coolness of the water contribute to the rivers' 
calming effects. Calm, quiet experiences on the rivers are almost always interrupted by the 
challenges of negotiating watercraft around, or over, or through low water and other river 
obstacles. Time spent on the recreational rivers is time remembered. 

INTERPRETIVE FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS 

Orientation/Information 

There are no orientation or informational materials available that pertain expressly to the three 
recreational rivers. However, both Nebraska and South Dakota publish boating, fishing, and 
hunting guides that cover the recreational rivers (in addition to Lewis and Clark Lake and other 
water-based recreational resources). These guides provide information on boating, fishing, and 
hunting regulations, as well as safety messages. 

128 



Visitor Use and Interpretatio7i 

Interpretation 

Interpretation concerning the significance and values of the recreational rivers occurs primarily 
outside the boundary. Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge is inside the boundary of the 
preferred alternative, but no interpretation is offered on the refuge. There are public interpretive 
facilities above and below the 39-mile stretch of the Missouri River (Fort Randall Dam and 
Gavins Point Dam). Interpretive media in these facilities present aspects of Missouri River 
history and contribute to visitor understanding of the significance of the recreational rivers. 

Interpretation of the three recreational rivers and their cultural and natural resources is very 
limited. The interpretation offered at Fort Randall and Niobrara State Park is an excellent 
introduction to some of the historical events and people associated with the area, but additional 
explanation and historical context are not available. The interpretive exhibits in Yankton and at 
Gavins Point Dam are within a reasonable driving distance (under 50 miles from Niobrara to 
Yankton) of the recreational rivers, but the area's history and cultural heritage is more extensive 
than these exhibits will suggest. 

The region's rich and complex American Indian history, especially of the various Siouan tribes, 
is barely covered. The tribes are mentioned in the context of their initial contacts with the Lewis 
and Clark expedition in August and September 1804 and September 1806, but there is no 
interpretation of the prehistoric occupation of the area or of tribal histories subsequent to white 
contact. The presence of the Santee Indian Reservation and the Yankton Indian Reservation is 
noted on highway signs, but the history and culture associated with these American Indians is 
only minimally interpreted anywhere in the region. Some military actions against the Sioux are 
described in association with the Fort Randall campaigns, and the Yankton are discussed in 
interpretive displays at Lewis and Clark Recreation Area. 

Interpretation of Ponca tribal history is very limited. Niobrara State Park's interpretive plaques 
focus on their forced removal from the Niobrara River valley in 1877 and Standing Bear's 
subsequent court case. No other information about this tribe's prehistory and history in the 
region is presented formally to the public. 

There is little interpretation available concerning the Euroamerican settlement of the region. 
Waves of European immigration into the region included the Danish, Swedish, Norwegian, Irish, 
Czechoslovakian, Bohemian, and German-Russians. Physical evidence of the impact of 
immigrant and American ranchers, farmers, and settlers is all around the recreational rivers. 
Visitors can learn about this history through personal contacts with local people or by 
participating in local festivals, fairs, rodeos, or other activities. Interpretive exhibits about some 
aspects of this heritage are available to a limited extent in Yankton, South Dakota. 

The natural resources of the Missouri River, Niobrara River, and Verdigre Creek are interpreted 
only minimally. The bald eagles at Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge are interpreted through 
a wayside plaque. Changes in the Missouri River's physical appearance and the history and 
operational aspects of the Corps of Engineers' efforts to control Missouri River flooding are 
presented in the Lewis and Clark Visitor Center, at Gavins Point Dam, and at Fort Randall Dam. 
Staff at Lewis and Clark Recreation Area west of Yankton offer programs on basic aspects of 
natural history. 
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Niobrara State Park. Lewis and Clark's activities along this stretch of the rivers are interpreted 
at the J. Alan Cramer Interpretive Shelter at Niobrara State Park. The shelter is on a bluff 
overlooking the Missouri-Niobrara confluence and features eight bronze plaques with text on 
several topics, including the Lewis and Clark expedition route and local campsites, the 1846-47 
Mormon winter camp, the Ponca Indian tribe and their forced removal from the Niobrara River 
valley, the fur trade and Fort Mitchell, and local Niobrara history. The shelter is covered and has 
benches. The number of visitors who stop at the interpretive shelter is not known. Regional 
orientation and information is available at the park headquarters, and the Niobrara State Park 
brochure offers information, maps, and local history. During the summer of 1996 Niobrara State 
Park began its first season of offering two-hour interpretive power raft tours of the Missouri 
River from Verdel Landing to the town of Niobrara. Approximately 900 Niobrara State Park 
visitors participated in this raft tour during the four-month 1996 season. On September 3, 1804, 
William Clark wrote of the area: 

at 4 Mis Vz passed the mouth of the River Que Courre (rapid R) on the L.S. and Came to a Short 
distance above, this River is 152 yards Wide at the Mouth & 4 feet Deep Throwing out Sands like 
the Plat, (only Corser) forming bars in its mouth I went up this river three Miles to a butifull Plain 
on the upper Side where the Panias once had a Village this River widens above its mouth and is 
divided by sands and Islands, the Current verry rapid, not navigable for rein Canoes without 
Great difficult owing to its Sands; the color like that of the Plat is light 

Even though he corrupted the French name, Riviere qui Court, of the Niobrara (or Rapid) River, 
he aptly described the river's suitability for canoeing. When the Lewis and Clark expedition met 
the "Poncarars Nations" on September 5,1804, the Indians were "out in the praries hunting the 
Buffalow." 

The story of Ponca Chief Standing Bear's court case and return in 1879 to the Niobrara-Missouri 
confluence and the 1990 federal restoration of tribal status for the Ponca of Nebraska has resulted 
in greater recognition from visitors and from the state and federal governments. There are sites 
associated with tribal history in the area, but the Poncas do not allow visits to most of these sites 
without permission due to their sacred nature. 

Fort Randall Historic Site. This site is on the National Register of Historic Places. Meriwether 
Lewis and William Clark established good relationships with Indian tribes in the area, 
particularly the various Sioux tribes, but subsequent relations between many Indians and 
Euroamerican settlers were not friendly or peaceful. Fifty-two years after the expedition's 
meetings at Calumet Bluff, a military presence was established at Fort Randall on the middle 
Missouri River. Today the Corps of Engineers manages the site. Wayside exhibits at Fort Randall 
(1856-1892) focus on the fort's role in protecting travelers and settlers, in military campaigns (the 
fort was a base of operations for several campaigns against the Sioux from 1863-65), and as a 
supply depot. Ruins of the post's chalkrock chapel still stand, and visitors can follow a self-
guided 0.5 mile trail to see foundations of buildings. Wayside exhibits tell about the fort's 
inhabitants as well as its operations. No interpretive programs at the fort are offered for visitors 
by Corps of Engineers staff. 

Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge. The Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge on the 
southwest side of the Missouri River in South Dakota is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and provides habitat for wintering bald eagles. Since 1992 bald eagles have successfully 
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nested in the refuge. Public use on the refuge is prohibited because eagles could abandon their 
roosts if disturbed by humans. An eagle observation point is located on COE property directly 
below the Fort Randall Dam next to the river on the Nebraska side. At the observation point 
there is a small bronze plaque with interpretive text about the bald eagles. The Corps of 
Engineers does not keep a separate count of overlook users. 

Fort Randall Dam. The Corps of Engineers manages a visitor center on the north side of the dam 
in Pickstown, South Dakota. The visitor center is open from May 1 to September 30 every year, 
and staff services are provided under contract. The center features an interpretive scale model 
of historic Fort Randall. Orientation and information materials about COE facilities at the dam, 
as well as at other COE areas along the middle Missouri River are available for visitors. Tours 
of the dam's powerhouse are offered. In the lobby of the powerhouse are interpretive displays 
about historic Fort Randall, past archeological surveys at the fort, powerhouse functions, and 
COE activities at other Missouri River dams. 

Gavins Point Dam. The Corps of Engineers offers public tours of the powerhouse at the dam. 
Interpretive displays about the dam and powerhouse are provided, as are orientation and 
information brochures about COE areas. 

Lewis and Clark Visitor Center. The COE Lewis and Clark Visitor Center is at Gavins Point 
Dam on the Nebraska side. The visitor center, which opened in 1976, offers historical exhibits 
covering a wide range of topics about the Missouri River. The Lewis and Clark expedition, 
transportation routes, fur trade, steamboat era, railroading, and harnessing the river are a few 
of the subjects. Artifacts from the dam construction are on display, and large windows offer 
views of the dam and lake. New exhibits at the visitor center are scheduled to be planned, 
designed, and installed (to replace the 1976 exhibits) in 1997. 

Over the past 20 years, visitation to the center has fluctuated up and down from 20,000 to 45,000 
a year. In 1996 the visitor center attracted 35,420. A majority of the visitation is believed to be 
from outside the local area, with large numbers of visitors coming from Minnesota and Iowa. An 
estimated 10% of the visitors are international. Many of the long- distance visitors come to the 
area to follow the route of the Lewis and Clark expedition. 

In 1997 the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with the National Park Service, will be installing 
interpretive wayside exhibits at a visitor center overlook. These wayside exhibits will interpret 
the Lewis and Clark Expedition (pers. com., COE, Carol Ryan 1996). 

Lewis and Clark Recreation Area. Both South Dakota and Nebraska manage a Lewis and Clark 
State Recreation Area on land leased from the Corps of Engineers. Interpretive programs are 
offered for visitors at South Dakota's Lewis and Clark Recreation Area on Lewis and Clark Lake 
during the busy summer weekends. Recreation area staff members present programs throughout 
the area and focus on crafts and natural history. At the Gavins Point unit people can visit an 
interpretive shelter. Interpretive panels offer information on the Yankton and Yanktonai people 
of the region; Missouri rivercraft, including steamboats and keelboats; and on the Lewis and 
Clark expedition meeting with the Yankton at Calumet Bluff in 1804. Visitation at South Dakota's 
Lewis and Clark State Recreation Area exceeds 1 million visitors annually, while visitation at 
Nebraska's Lewis and Clark State Recreation Area is approximately one-fourth of the South 
Dakota total. 
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Dakota Territorial Museum. The Dakota Territorial Museum in Yankton, South Dakota, 
interprets the early years of the town's history. Operated by the Yankton County Historical 
Society, the museum includes several historic buildings, including a schoolhouse, railroad depot, 
and blacksmith shop. The main building houses American Indian artifacts and memorabilia from 
the years when Yankton was a transshipment point on the river and capital of the Dakota 
Territory. Visitation to the museum averages 10,000 people annually. 

Yankton. The Yankton Area Chamber of Commerce offers a walking/auto tour brochure for the 
city of Yankton. Visitors can walk or drive to nearly 40 different historic residences and 
buildings, including the Historic Downtown Yankton District, which is on the National Register 
of Historic Places. Some of the attractions include the G.A.R. Hall, Gurney Seed and Nursery, 
Carnegie Library, A.M.E. Church, and many individual residences. Only the Cramer-Kenyon 
Heritage Residence is open for tours. The chamber of commerce hands out thousands of the 
brochures every year to walk-ins, conventioneers, and visitors to the Yankton Riverboat Days 
and Summer Arts Festival held every August. The estimated number of people taking the self-
guided tour is 2,000-3,000 per year. 

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. The Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail 
(established by Congress in 1978 as a component of the national trails system) is administered 
by the National Park Service in partnership with many federal, state, and local agencies, private 
organizations, and private property owners. Interpretation is provided in many locations along 
the trail from Illinois to Oregon. In Nebraska the historic expedition is interpreted in several 
parks and museums along the Missouri River and by a series of state historical markers. 
Planning is underway by the National Park Service to construct a series of interpretive kiosks 
and panels along the expedition route through Nebraska. While no kiosks are planned for any 
Lewis and Clark campsites within the recreational rivers, the National Park Service is working 
with the Corps of Engineers and the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission to construct 
interpretive kiosks at an overlook at the Lewis and Clark Visitor Center at Gavins Point Dam and 
at an overlook in Ponca State Park in Ponca, Nebraska. 

Lewis and Clark Trail Center. In 1989 Congress directed the National Park Service to plan a 
Lewis and Clark Trail Center in Nebraska City, Nebraska. This facility will interpret the Lewis 
and Clark National Historic Trail and related sites in Nebraska. This project has not been funded 
beyond initial planning. 

Western Historic Trails Center. The National Park Service is designing the Western Historic 
Trails Center for Council Bluffs, Iowa. This interpretive facility will examine the role of western 
trails in the development and expansion of the United States. These trails include the Lewis and 
Clark, Mormon Pioneer, and Oregon National Historic Trails. The facility will be managed by 
the State Historical Society of Iowa. 

RECREATIONAL AREAS AND FACILITIES 

Missouri River 

The 39-mile Missouri River segment represents one of the few remaining reaches of the river that 
remains in a relatively natural state and offers scenic beauty and solitude. It offers opportunities 
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for wildlife observation and peaceful canoeing, boating, and rafting in a primitive, relatively 
undeveloped landscape. A trip down this segment of the Missouri River offers sensory delights 
for the traveler, including views of woody draws and limestone bluffs with cliff swallow nests 
and open, clear vistas of sky and water. River users on this section of the Missouri can feel a 
sense of slow passage through a historic transportation corridor with its prehistoric and historic 
American Indian occupation, Lewis and Clark expedition campsites, fur trade, steamboats, and 
surrounding pastoral landscape. 

There are seven public access sites on the Missouri River from Fort Randall Dam to the 
headwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake: 

Fort Randall Dam, Gregory and Charles Mix Counties, South Dakota 
Boyd County Boat Ramp, Boyd County, Nebraska 
Verdel Landing, Knox County, Nebraska 
Niobrara Boat Ramp, Knox County, Nebraska 
Ferry Landing State Recreation Area, Knox County, Nebraska 
Old Running Water Ferry Landing, Bon Homme, South Dakota 
Bazile Creek Wildlife Management Area, Knox County, Nebraska 

Fort Randall Dam. The Corps of Engineers manages Fort Randall Dam and its recreational 
facilities. On the Nebraska side of the river below the dam, the Randall Creek area has developed 
campsites and a picnic area, shoreline fishing, and boat ramps. Visitation at the Randall Creek 
area has recently been reported by the Corps of Engineers to be over 100,000 annually; however, 
accurate statistics are unavailable. Self-guided trails interpret the Fort Randall historic site with 
its parade grounds, church, and military cemetery. In South Dakota the spillway area offers 
picnicking, camping, and fishing, and a concrete boat ramp. 

Principal recreational activities at Fort Randall Dam during summer and fall include fishing, 
boating, hiking, photography, bird and nature watching, hunting, and interpretation of the 
historic fort. Limited waterskiing and boating are available below the dam due to fluctuations 
in the water flow. There is little canoeing and rafting on this section of the river. Below Fort 
Randall Dam there is greater public access on the Nebraska side of the river than on the South 
Dakota side, where there is no public boat ramp upstream from Running Water. On the 
Nebraska side there is no public boat ramp upstream from the Boyd County boat ramp. 

Boyd County Boat Ramp. Public access to the river at the Boyd County boat ramp is in Sunshine 
Bottom on the Nebraska side. There is a single concrete boat ramp. There are several other 
private boat docks on private land in this area. 

Verdel Landing. This public river access point is owned by Knox County and offers a gravel 
boat ramp. There are several other private boat docks on private land in this area. 

Niobrara Boat Ramp. The state of Nebraska owns this triple concrete boat ramp. It is in a chute 
of the Missouri River a mile downstream from where the Niobrara River enters the Missouri. 

Ferry Landing State Recreation Area. This area is managed by the state of Nebraska and has a 
double concrete ramp for river access. The area offers camping, primitive sanitation facilities, and 
concessions. 
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TABLE 9: EXISTING PUBLIC USE AREAS 

AREA NAME AND LOCATION 

Fort Randall Historic Site and 

Randall Creek Recreation Area 

Karl Mundt National Wildlife 

Refuge Gregory County, South 

Dakota 

Boyd County Landing, Nebraska 

Verdel Landing (Knox County, 

Nebraska) 

Niobrara State Park (Knox 

County, Nebraska) 

Niobrara Landing (Knox County, 

Nebraska) 

Ferry Landing (Knox County, 

Nebraska) 

Bazile Creek (Knox County, 

Nebraska 

Running Water Landing (Bon 

Homme County, South Dakota) 

FACILITIES 

Historic fort ruins; large, developed 

campgrounds; picnic area; interpre

tive signs; 3 boat ramps and other 

visitor facilities; most facilities and 

public use access on the southwest 

side of river 

None 

Public boat ramp and parking lot 

Boat ramp, parking lot, and 

restrooms 

Camping cabins, group lodge, 

meeting rooms, developed and 

primitive camping, picnic facilities, 

fishing access, trails, swimming 

pool, and interpretive exhibits 

Boat ramps, fish cleaning station, 

restrooms, picnic facilities 

Boat ramps, parking lot 

Boat ramps, parking lot 

Boat ramp, parking area, and 

restrooms 

MANAGEMENT 

COE 

USFWS 

Boyd County 

Nebraska Game 

and Parks 

Commission 

NGPC 

NGPC 

NGPC 

NGPC 

South Dakota 

RECREATIONAL USES 

Public recreation and 

education use, including 

boating, fishing, sightseeing, 

picnicking, camping 

Wildlife preservation; 

viewing from river and Ft. 

Randall Dam 

Public recreational boating 

access 

Public recreational boating 

access and day use 

Public recreation (fishing, 

camping, hiking, picnicking, 

horseback and bicycle riding, 

swimming) and education 

Public recreational boating 

access, fishing, picnicking, 

day use 

Public recreational boating 

access 

Public recreational boating 

access 

Public recreational fishing, 

boating access, day use 

ESTIMATED ACREAGE 

612 acres 

1085 acres (780 fee, 305 

easement) 

Section line, right of way 

9 acres 

2,062 acres 

N / A 

N / A 

N / A 

10 acres 
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Old Running Water Ferry Landing. Owned by the city of Running Water, South Dakota, this 
landing has a concrete ramp for boats. This was formerly an anchorage for a ferry that crossed 
the Missouri River. There are approximately 30 private residences in this area. 

Bazile Creek Wildlife Management Area. Managed by the state of Nebraska, this river access 
point has a single concrete slab and gravel combination ramp. 

Niobrara State Park. Niobrara State Park is one of Nebraska's primary tourism and recreational 
facilities on the Missouri River. Others are at Ponca State Park and Lewis and Clark State 
Recreation Area. The Niobrara State Park, at the Niobrara-Missouri confluence, offers a variety 
of recreational activities and support facilities. These include hiking trails, horse trails, overnight 
lodging in cabins, an activity building, picnic shelter, swimming pool, trailer dump station, 
showers, concessions, mess hall, and stables. The park also has information kiosks and an 
interpretive shelter. There is no boat access to the Missouri River in the park. The park has a 2.1-
mile trail that follows the northern park boundary and crosses the Niobrara River over a 
converted railroad bridge. The wide, open views of the Missouri River valley from the high 
bluffs are sublime. Most of the use at the park is on weekends, and most of the visitors are from 
Nebraska. An estimated 50% of the park's visitors come to fish on the Missouri River. During 
the past 7 years, the estimated attendance at Niobrara State Park has gone up and down from 
a low of 113,445 in 1993 to a high of 132,595 in 1996. 

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. The nationally significant Lewis and Clark National 
Historic Trail, commemorating the Lewis and Clark expedition's route from the Mississippi 
River to the Pacific Ocean and return, is located along this section of the Missouri River. The trail 
does not include a continuous hiking corridor. It consists of rivers and reservoirs, short trail 
segments, and marked highways that sometimes very loosely follow the outbound and return 
expedition routes. Visitors have options for hiking, driving, or boating segments of the trail. The 
number of visitors who follow the historic trail along this section of the Missouri River is not 
known. 

Fishing. There is plenty of fishing on the 39-mile Missouri River stretch of the recreational rivers 
throughout the year. Fort Randall tailwater species include walleye, sauger, catfish, smallmouth 
bass, white bass, crappie, muskie, and brown trout. Species in the Missouri River below the Fort 
Randall tailwater include walleye, sauger, catfish, smallmouth bass, northern pike, and muskie. 

Hiking. A comprehensive recreation trails plan for the state of Nebraska was printed in July 
1994. The plan focuses on 16 resource corridors or clusters of recreational, environmental, 
cultural, and historical features linked by trails. Both the 1991 recreational rivers and the 1978 
Missouri National Recreational River are included in the Lewis and Clark resource corridor, 
which follows the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. In addition to the recreational rivers 
the proposed corridor includes Ponca State Park, Niobrara State Park, and Lewis and Clark Lake. 
It also connects Nebraska's three American Indian reservations: the Omaha, Winnebago, and 
Santee. 

In June 1995 the 2.1-mile Niobrara Trail was dedicated. The new trail connects the abandoned 
town site of Niobrara to Highway 12 on the west side of Niobrara State Park. It provides access 
to the trailheads of four trails that wind for 10 miles through the park. Part of the trail is on old 
railroad right-of-way and crosses the Niobrara River over the 1,200-foot-long Chicago and North 
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Western Railway bridge. Extended fishing platforms are on the bridge, and facilities accessible 
to people with disabilities and parking are on the east end of the trail at the Niobrara townsite. 
The new trail is a part of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. Outside of Niobrara State 
Park there are essentially no public hiking trails along the 39-mile segment of the Missouri River. 

Hunting. Hunting is another popular activity along the Missouri River. Waterfowl hunting along 
the river and its marshy backwaters is among the best in the state of Nebraska. Whitetail deer 
are hunted in the bluffs above the river and in the river and creek bottoms through the 
grasslands and croplands. Wild turkeys live along the river bottom and in timber, while 
pheasants and bobwhite quail frequent farm fields. Squirrels are hunted in the timbered bluffs 
along the river. Public hunting land in Nebraska along the 39-mile Missouri River stretch 
includes Ferry Landing State Recreation Area (waterfowl), and Bazile Creek Wildlife 
Management Area (pheasant, quail, waterfowl, deer, squirrel, rabbit). There is also hunting on 
private land, with permission of the property owner. 

Scenic Drives. The open scenic views of the Missouri and Niobrara River valleys from the 
surrounding bluffs attract out-of-town visitors and local people who take leisurely drives along 
the river bluffs. 

Niobrara River and Verdigre Creek 

There are no public access points or recreational facilities along the 20-mile stretch of the 
Niobrara River. Any local access is from private property, and the amount of recreational use 
the river receives is not extensive. The same situation exists along the 8-mile stretch of Verdigre 
Creek. 

Other Missouri River-Based Attractions 

Lewis and Clark Lake. There is a large Missouri River impoundment downstream from the 
three recreational rivers. Lewis and Clark Lake is impounded behind Gavins Point Dam, extends 
about 25 miles upstream from the dam, and covers 33,000 acres. The main body of the lake is the 
largest, most intensively developed, water-based recreational resource in a 200-mile radius. The 
lake has accessible deep water and highly developed facilities for shoreline recreation on the 
South Dakota side and less intensive recreational development and access on the Nebraska side. 
South Dakota manages the Lewis and Clark Recreation Area (with three recreation areas) 
outside Yankton, while the state of Nebraska manages the Lewis and Clark Lake State 
Recreation Area (with six recreation sites) along the lake's south shore. The Corps of Engineers 
offers camping and fishing along the dam tailwaters on both sides of the river. 

Recreational activities on the lake include fishing, boating, waterskiing, sailing, and swimming. 
Campsites are offered on both sides of the lake, and horseback riding, picnicking, bicycling, 
hiking, cross-country skiing, snowmobiling, and hunting are popular on land. In calendar year 
1994 visits to the South Dakota state recreational facilities reached 1,043,451. For the past 4 years 
the visitation numbers at all facilities on Lewis and Clark Lake have steadily increased at 
approximately 6% a year. In 1996 the total number of visits to all facilities (Corps of Engineers, 
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Nebraska, and South Dakota) on Lewis and Clark Lake reached 1,663,259. Visitation to the lake 
is primarily regional. 

Because of its extremely high fish and wildlife productivity, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the Corps of Engineers believe that the headwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake below the 
Niobrara-Verdigre and Niobrara-Missouri river confluences, provide excellent recreational 
fishing, wildlife observation, hunting, and trapping on the Missouri River. The headwaters area 
and the entire 39-mile stretch of the Missouri River provides excellent habitat for bass fishing, 
and for this reason it was chosen for several events of the National Federation of B.A.S.S. (Bass 
Angler Sportsman's Society). 

Missouri National Recreational River. There are boating and fishing activities on the Missouri 
National Recreational River from the Gavins Point Dam tailwaters to Ponca State Park (a 59-mile 
Missouri River segment designated in 1978). Recreational facilities available on this river 
segment include the Corps of Engineers facilities (camping, shoreline fishing, swimming, boat 
ramps) at Gavins Point as well as the facilities at Ponca State Park (boat ramp, horseback riding, 
overnight lodging in cabins, camping, swimming pool) in Ponca, Nebraska. There are both 
private and public access points on the river along this segment. 

Lake Francis Case above Fort Randall Dam. Recreational activities on this lake include camping, 
picnicking, bicycling, boating, waterskiing, sailing, and swimming. Fishing is for a variety of 
sport fish, including catfish, walleye, pike, sauger, white bass, crappie, perch, sturgeon, and 
bullhead, while hunters seek upland game and deer. The Corps of Engineers manages public 
recreation facilities in 19 areas along the lake, featuring boat rentals, tables, concessions, 
playground equipment, and other amenities. In April 1995 the Yankton Sioux tribe proposed a 
Fort Randall/Lake Francis Case Marina Project to be developed over five years. The project site 
on the north side of the lake in South Dakota includes approximately 100 acres adjacent to Prairie 
Dog Bay and is to be developed with a marina, rustic lodge, cabins, and cultural facilities. 

RECREATIONAL USE PATTERNS 

Missouri River 

Water access to the 39-mile Missouri River stretch is primarily limited to individuals with private 
boats, rafts, or canoes. Traditional uses of the rivers by local people include power boating, 
fishing, camping, hunting, trapping, and watching wildlife throughout the year. 

Summer use of cabins and trailers along this section of the Missouri River is high. Developments 
on the Missouri River include permanent and seasonal residences. Cabins and trailers can be 
found at several sites, including Sunshine Bottom, Sleepy Hollow Harbor, and Verdel. There are 
over 300 private buildings along the 39-mile stretch of the Missouri River. 

The differences in ownership patterns and land uses between the South Dakota and Nebraska 
sides of the Missouri River result in differing levels of protection for the river. 
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More riverfront land each year is converted to recreational cabin development. Almost all of the 
development is on the Nebraska shore. Currently, individual owners plan and manage without 
zoning or guidelines. 

There are some commercial boat rental services available. In Pickstown, South Dakota, people 
can rent boats, paddleboats, and canoes. A charter float service using this section of the Missouri 
River has been established in Pickstown. Canoe use is not common on this stretch of the Missouri 
River, though there are limited canoe rentals available in the town of Niobrara. A seasonal 
motorized guided raft tour from Verdel Landing to the town of Niobrara was begun in 1996 by 
Niobrara State Park. 

The heaviest use on the 39-mile Missouri River segment is concentrated at Fort Randall Dam 
(Thompson and Lime 1995). Visitors to the dam facilities numbered 180,000 to the south bank, 
and 30,000 to the north bank. Below the dam in South Dakota there is little use; in Nebraska, 
Niobrara Landing is the most heavily used landing on the 39-mile Missouri River segment, 
receiving approximately 18,000 visits per year. There is moderate to light use of most public 
access points used for launching fishing boats. Weekends during the summer see the heaviest 
use of the 39-mile river segment, but anglers and hunters use the river during the fall season. 

Niobrara River and Verdigre Creek 

Recreational use of the Niobrara River and Verdigre Creek segments of the recreational rivers 
is limited due to lack of public access and the predominance of private adjacent land. 
Fluctuations in the water levels further limit use as both the river and the creek are very shallow 
for most of the river. Fishing for catfish is popular on the lower sections of the creek, and trout 
can be caught in the upper sections. Other than fishing and hunting, recreational use in these 
areas is limited to wildlife viewing, picnicking, and hiking, but there are no related developed 
facilities. 
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SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

For purposes of this document, the socioeconomic region is defined as Boyd and Knox Counties 
in Nebraska and Gregory, Charles Mix, and Bon Homme Counties in South Dakota. The 
information in this section was derived primarily from a 1993 report by the University of 
Nebraska at Lincoln Bureau of Business Research. 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

The regional population has been decreasing steadily for more than 65 years. The 1990 census 
recorded 34,000 people in the five-county region. The exodus, especially of younger people, 
results in an older median age than is average for either Nebraska or South Dakota. Immigration 
to the area is very low; 81% of the people in the area are living in the state where they were born. 
The population is 91% white and 9% American Indian. The Yankton Reservation, Rosebud Trust 
Lands, Santee Reservation, and Ponca tribal designated statistical area are all located in the 
region. 

The University of Nebraska Bureau of Business Research recently identified a reversal in the 
declining population of some rural counties in the state, particularly along the Missouri and 
Niobrara Rivers. For example, Knox County's migration rate from 1980 to 1990 was -17.4, but 
its migration rate from 1990 to 1995 was +1.2. These positive trends are expected to continue 
over the next 15 years. 

EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME 

Total employment in 1990 was approximately 17,000. Between 1975 and 1990 farm employment 
decreased sharply from 34% to 26% but is still more than twice the average for the two states. 
Government employment remained fairly steady at 18%, manufacturing jobs are minimal (4%), 
and other nonfarm employment grew to 52%. The net effect was that overall employment in the 
region dropped 2% between 1975 and 1990. During this same period total employment for the 
two states increased 25%. 

The primary sources of employment are agriculture, government, the service sector, and retail 
trade. In 1990 tourism in Knox and Boyd Counties, Nebraska, resulted in a payroll of $5.8 
million, employment of 640, and tax receipts of $4.1 million. Knox County, which includes the 
communities of Niobrara, Verdigre and Crofton, instituted a lodging tax in 1989. In Knox County 
lodging tax revenues that are returned to the county have increased steadily from $1995 in 1990 
to $3,700 in 1995, with the largest jumps occurring in 1994 and 1995. There was a slight decrease 
in lodging tax revenues in 1996. The increase in lodging tax revenue can result not only from 
increases in the number of rooms sold, but from increases in the price of lodging. Boyd County, 
Nebraska, does not have a lodging tax. 
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In Gregory, Charles Mix, and Bon Homme Counties, South Dakota, tourism resulted in a payroll 
of $2.5 million, employment of 296, and tax receipts of $1.5 million in 1990. In South Dakota 
estimated visitor expenditures in Gregory County have fluctuated up and down from 1989 to 
1996, averaging around $1.1 million. In Fiscal Year 1996 Gregory County collected $7,088 from 
the state's 1% tourism tax, which was instituted in 1995. In Bon Homme County estimated visitor 
expenditures have also fluctuated up and down, averaging around $1.5 million. In Charles Mix 
County estimated visitor expenditures rose dramatically in 1992 to $6.3 million (due to the 
opening of the casino), and since that time have increased more slowly. The tourism tax collected 
in Gregory County was $11,354 in fiscal year 1996. 

Regional per capita income ($14,680 in 1990) is lower than in most surrounding counties, South 
Dakota, Nebraska, or the nation. The poverty rate, 22%, is twice the Nebraska average. After 
adjusting for inflation, it becomes apparent how different components of personal income 
changed between 1975 and 1990. Farm income varied due to weather and prices, but the overall 
trend was down. Nonfarm income also decreased. These decreases in earnings were largely 
offset by growth in income sources other than employment. Per capita government transfer 
payments (retirement, medical, welfare payments) were 55% higher in 1990 than in 1975, 
substantially outpacing the growth in the two states and the nation. Such payments now account 
for 20% of total personal income and will be expected to continue to increase as the population 
ages. Dividends, interest, and rent income also grew and now account for 23% of total personal 
income. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The National Environmental Policy Act requires that environmental documents disclose the 
environmental impacts or consequences of a proposed federal action, reasonable alternatives to 
that action, and any adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided should the proposed 
action be implemented. In this instance, the proposed federal action involves the implementation 
of the general management plan for the three recreational rivers. Through comparison of the 
impacts of each alternative on the environment, the relative merits and drawbacks of each can 
be effectively evaluated. 

To compare the alternatives and focus the discussion of potential consequences of implementing 
the alternatives, specific impact topics were selected based on federal laws, regulations, executive 
orders, and NPS Management Policies; knowledge of the resources and resource studies; and 
concerns expressed by the public. 

The no-action alternative describes the impacts of continuing current conditions. It does not 
mean deauthorization of the rivers that only Congress can do. The action alternatives are all 
conceptual, and the National Park Service has agreed not to condemn any land; acquisitions will 
be from willing sellers only. Under the action alternatives the National Park Service will seek 
cooperative methods to prevent incompatible land uses. 
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IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mineral Resources 

Analysis. Sand, gravel, clay, and chalk are mined in the project area. Mineral extraction would 
be expected to continue, and new mining operations could occur. The Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act does not preclude mining or mineral extraction on private land. Mineral extraction could 
affect the significant values of the area. Mining operations on private land inside or outside the 
boundary require permits. There are several such operations, but most are outside the 0.25-mile 
planning boundary. A National Park Service employee might be able to spend a small portion 
of time reviewing and mitigating impacts from mining operations. The time available to do such 
a review and mitigation would be considerably less than under any of the action alternatives. 

Conclusion. Mining operations within the river boundary could increase under this alternative, 
though operations within the river boundaries would still need permits and approvals. 

Prime and Unique Farmland 

Analysis. There are approximately 5,284 acres of prime farmland (24% of the total land) inside 
the boundaries. Mineral extraction would be expected to continue, and new mining operations 
could occur. Analysis of aerial photographs shows that development has been increasing along 
the river. If the trend continues, it could result in the loss of prime farmland within the 
recreational river segment. There are a number of current programs in effect that encourage 
farmers to protect prime and unique farmland. Most of the landowners along the river have kept 
the land in agricultural use over generations. A National Park Service employee might be able 
to spend a small portion of time reviewing and mitigating impacts from mining operations. The 
time available to do such review and mitigation would be considerably less than under any of 
the action alternatives. 

Conclusion. Due to private development, there could be some loss of prime and unique 
farmland. River flows could result in a temporary short-term loss of prime farmland. 

Soils 

Analysis. Riverbank erosion is more prevalent on the upper portion of the Missouri River 
segment than it is on the lower section. A delta has formed at the confluence of the Missouri and 
the Niobrara Rivers due to lack of large floods. Agricultural practices and development trends 
would continue. Streambank erosion and deposition would also continue. Landowners would 
continue to protect their land from streambank erosion. Development and agriculture have the 
potential to cause soil erosion, but landowners can participate in programs that are already in 
place to prevent soil loss. 

Conclusion. Due to river flows, agriculture, mineral extraction, and private development, there 
could be some soil erosion. 
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Vegetation 

Analysis. Based on aerial photographs and historical data, grassland and riparian forests are 
declining. Because of the introduction of nonnative plants, and conversion for agriculture and 
development, the number of native vegetation communities would continue to decline. Fire 
suppression has contributed to the increase of red cedar. Lack of early season flooding and ice 
scouring have increased sandbar vegetation. Some landowners participate in vegetation 
conservation and revegetation programs. 

Conclusion. Due to agriculture, mineral extraction, and residential and other private 
development, the overall amount of native vegetation would continue to decline. 

Wildlife 

Analysis. Public land would continue to be managed for wildlife. However, protection of habitat 
depends on protection of the entire riverine system. Some private landowners participate in 
habitat enhancement programs. Habitat loss could occur due to conversion to agriculture, 
development, and alteration of river flows. 

Conclusion. Some wildlife habitat could be protected or restored by others. Due to river flows, 
agriculture, mineral extraction, and private development, the overall amount of wildlife habitat 
could continue to decline. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Analysis. The impacts on threatened and endangered species were based on the likelihood of 
each species and its habitat type occurring in the recreational river boundary and any potential 
actions proposed by this plan that could affect the species or habitat. Listed species would 
continue to be protected on public land. Recovery plans for the threatened and endangered 
species are in place and would continue to be implemented. However, increases in visitation and 
undirected recreational use, without subsequent increases in law enforcement, interpretation, 
or added protection programs could result in adverse impacts to terns and plovers. Predation 
and disturbance by humans, pets, and flooding could continue to adversely affect the birds. The 
interior least tern and the piping plover nesting habitat could continue to decrease due to 
vegetation encroachment and reduced island formation caused by altered river flows. Bald eagle 
habitat could be affected by the continued loss of cottonwood forest. Overfishing, pollution, and 
hybridization could continue to contribute to the decline of pallid sturgeon. Species habitat loss 
could continue due to development, but could be mitigated by conservation programs already 
in place. 

Conclusion. Through current efforts and recovery plans some species and habitat would be 
protected and restored. Due to river flows, agriculture, mineral extraction, and development, the 
overall amount of habitat for threatened and endangered species could continue to decline, and 
without mitigation increased visitation would adversely impact terns and plovers. 

145 



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Wetlands and Floodplains 

Analysis. Wetlands could be affected by agriculture and private development; some agricultural 
and development activities would be regulated by the Clean Water Act, section 404 permitting 
process. On the lower segment, wetlands are increasing, particularly near the confluence with 
the Niobrara River due to sediment deposition. Wetlands could be affected by agriculture and 
private development; some agricultural and development activities would be regulated by the 
Clean Water Act, section 404, permitting process. 

Based on existing trends, additional aggradation and degradation of the riverbed can be 
expected. Habitat for fish and wildlife would continue to change. There would be increased 
wetland environment in the open water, and marshes would be dominated by cattails, reed 
canarygrass, giant reed, bulrush and purple loosestrife (an exotic weed). Sandbar habitat in the 
lower sections of the Niobrara River and Verdigre Creek would increase and would likely 
benefit the least tern and piping plover. These habitats would not support agriculture nor be 
suitable for vacation home development but would benefit wetland-dependent waterfowl and 
migrating birds, mammals, amphibians, and fish. 

Conclusion. Some wetlands and floodplains would be protected or restored. 

Water Quality 

Analysis. Increased uses and shoreline development along the river segment could increase the 
potential for impacts to water quality. Pollution from motorboats, vehicles, residences, and 
careless visitor use could increase. 

Conclusion. Due to agriculture, mineral extraction, development, and motorboats there could 
be some localized decrease in water quality. 

Air Quality 

Analysis. Air quality in the area is good and is not expected to change in the foreseeable future. 
There could be short-term localized impacts from construction and possibly more vehicle 
exhaust if visitation increases. 

Conclusion. Due to agriculture, mineral extraction, development, and vehicles there could be 
some localized decrease in air quality. 

Noise 

Analysis. Noise is seasonal and localized. Use of jet skis, airboats, and other motorcraft could 
increase over time and impact noise levels in the area, as could mineral extraction. 

Conclusion. Due to mineral extraction, private development, and visitor use there could be some 
localized increase in noise. 
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IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES 

General 

Analysis. Cultural resources on public land would generally benefit from continued agency 
management, but lack of a coordinated, comprehensive management effort would contribute to 
fragmented preservation efforts. Lack of funding and lower priorities for cultural resources due 
to mandated COE programs (recreation, river management, natural resources), could result in 
occasional negative effects. 

Conclusion. Lack of coordinated management and funding could result in limited negative 
effects. Because the extent and nature of future development and visitor use along the rivers is 
unknown, impacts on cultural resources cannot be accurately predicted. 

Historic Resources 

Analysis. Most property owners would continue current stewardship practices. Demographic 
changes and occasional inappropriate uses would continue to diminish the number and quality 
of historic structures. 

Because visitation in this area has been relatively low when compared to riverway areas near 
major population centers and because much of the land is privately owned, looting and 
vandalism are not major concerns. However, future increases in visitation and undirected 
recreational use without subsequent increases in law enforcement, interpretive measures, or 
protection programs could result in adverse impacts. The absence of a strong educational 
program could contribute to some resource degradation. 

If traditional farming and ranching activities are continued, the cultural landscape would benefit. 
However, in those areas lacking zoning or other protective measures, inappropriate 
development or visitor use could compromise the integrity of this landscape. 

Conclusion. Most historic resources would benefit from continued public and private 
stewardship and limited technical assistance. Some adverse effects on historic resources would 
continue from changes in demographics and inappropriate uses. 

Prehistoric Resources 

Analysis. Under the no-action alternative, many land managing agencies would continue to 
suffer a lack of personnel and funding needed to fully identify, evaluate, and protect resources. 
Private stewardship would continue to protect most archeological resources on private land. The 
present level of resource impacts does not appear to be significant, but impacts could increase 
in the future with unmanaged visitor use and development. 

Conclusion. There could be negative impacts from inappropriate uses, undirected recreational 
activities, development, and continued lack of agency personnel and funding. 
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Ethnographic Resources 

Analysis. Ethnographic resources are often associated with archeological sites or natural 
features. Such resources on tribal land would continue to be managed by the tribes. In other 
areas, if archeological sites or natural features important to tribes were destroyed or damaged 
the ethnographic resources could lose their spiritual significance. If sensitive areas are not 
identified through consultation, there is potential for inadvertent damage to ethnographic 
resources due to minimal law enforcement and lack of coordination among public agencies. 

Conclusion. There would be some potential for inadvertent damage to ethnographic resources. 

IMPACTS ON VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

Visitor Activities 

Analysis. Under this alternative most recreational uses are not expected to change over present 
conditions. The levels of use on the rivers are expected to increase, but not significantly over 
present conditions. Current use of the rivers is primarily local; however, at Lewis and Clark 
Lake, and perhaps along the rivers as well, a significant portion of visitors are from Minnesota 
and Iowa, and there are some visitors from other countries. 

Conclusion. Facilities and opportunities would be adequate to meet visitor needs. 

Visitor Use Management 

Analysis. The Corps of Engineers, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Nebraska Game 
and Parks Commission would continue to emphasize recreational use of the rivers in a manner 
similar to their present emphasis. The Corps currently emphasizes recreational use near its Fort 
Randall Dam. In contrast, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service does not provide for public use at 
its Karl Mundt National Wildlife Refuge. In Nebraska, Niobrara State Park currently gives 
considerable emphasis to recreational use, establishing a new guided raft tour of the Missouri 
River in 1996. 

Conclusion. The quantity and quality of river experiences provided by existing managing 
agencies would be expected to continue in the direction that they are currently moving. 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

Analysis. Identification, orientation, and information about the recreational rivers would be 
minimal. In-depth interpretive programming throughout the recreational rivers would continue 
to be scarce. 

Conclusion. Visitors would have minimal access to orientation and information about available 
activities and interpretive programs. Visitors would have minimal access to interpretation about 
the recreational rivers and their values. Visitors would have access to few programs that 
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encourage visiting historic and cultural sites outside the recreational river. Scenic roads would 
not be designated or signed. 

Future Demand for Recreation 

Analysis. Visitation cannot be accurately or precisely projected because the level and type of 
future private and public development is unknown. It is expected that some of the existing 
visitor use facilities would be improved and some new facilities would be added. This would 
result from actions by other agencies and governments. These actions are primarily intended to 
better serve current users. Some of these actions would result in redistribution of use; some 
would result in increased capacity for visitor use or would make the area more attractive for new 
users. 

Current use of this section of the river is not strongly constrained by insufficient visitor facilities. 
Even the highest level of development being considered would probably only result in a 
moderate growth in visitor use. Use of the river would increase, but remain significantly below 
the level of use that occurs on Lewis and Clark Lake. The majority of visitors would continue to 
be local residents living within 150 miles. Although the population in the counties along this 
stretch of the Missouri River has been declining for decades, a recent trend in Nebraska counties 
along the Missouri River has been toward stabilization or slight increases in population 

In all alternatives (including no action), a moderate increase in the demand for visitation is 
expected. This would result largely from an increased demand for river-related recreation. River 
use would also increase as a result of actions by other agencies and governments. For example, 
gambling began several years ago on the Yankton Sioux Reservation near Pickstown, South 
Dakota, and last year gambling began on a smaller scale on the Santee Sioux Reservation in 
Santee, Nebraska. Casinos have the potential to attract more nonlocal visitors to the area. The 
Yankton Sioux tribe has proposed a Fort Randall / Lake Francis Case Marina project with a 
marina, rustic lodge, cabins, and cultural facilities. The proposed bridge at Running Water, South 
Dakota, would increase access and opportunities for scenic drives. It would also provide 
increased opportunities for South Dakota residents to use Niobrara State Park. In 1996 Niobrara 
State Park began a seasonal guided raft tour for park visitors between Verdel Landing and the 
town of Niobrara. Canoeing is becoming more popular throughout Nebraska, and there may be 
opportunities for outfitters in Pickstown, South Dakota, to serve the 39-mile Missouri River 
stretch. Access to the rivers could increase through such commercial outfitting, which could 
provide rafts, boats, and canoes for river rafting and boat trips. The Santee and Yankton tribes 
might develop tourism businesses. Other federal agencies (primarily the Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Corps of Engineers) as well as local, state, and tribal governments, would 
probably improve some facilities and could provide new facilities. Some of these actions, such 
as the bridge opening, could have a significant effect on increasing visitation to the recreational 
rivers. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably moderate, 
increase in the number of visitors. 
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IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

Visitor Expenditures 

Analysis. The majority of visitors to the recreational rivers would likely continue to come from 
within a 150-mile radius. The activities that they participate in would probably remain the same. 
If a moderate increase in the number of visitors occurs as expected, a similar increase in visitor 
expenditures would occur. An increase in visitor expenditures can be seen by examining the 
increase in lodging tax revenues in Knox County, Nebraska, for the past few years. Lodging tax 
revenues in Knox County increased from $1,995 in 1990 to $3,700 in 1995, with the largest jumps 
occurring in 1994 and 1995 (personal communication from Cathy Stark, Knox County Treasurer, 
March 1997). 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, visitor expenditures would have a moderate beneficial 
impact on the regional economy. 

Recreational River Staff Payroll and Other Expenditures 

Analysis. The regional economy would benefit to the extent that outside monies are used to fund 
payroll, operations, and construction associated with the national river. One employee would 
spend 1 / 3 of his or her time on the three rivers. This would inject some personal income into the 
regional economy. This person would be based at an undetermined location. The amount of 
salary spent locally would vary with the individual employee, but at least a portion of personal 
expenditures for housing, food, fuels, and other necessities would probably be made within the 
region. An unknown percentage of recreational river supplies (including materials, 
transportation, and equipment purchases) would be purchased within the region. There would 
be no NPS funded construction or resulting economic benefits. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably extremely slight, 
beneficial impact to the regional economy. 

Land Use, Property Owners, and Regional Population 

Analysis. Land use could be affected by county zoning. Typically, the limitations imposed by 
zoning would allow current land uses to continue. This means that land values and property 
taxes would not be significantly affected. 

Market conditions could result in land being converted to feedlots, residential, extensive new 
cabin development, developed campgrounds, or other land use. The National Park Service 
would not offer incentives (payment for conservation easements) or buy or condemn land to 
prevent such conversions. The decision would rest with property owners and with county 
governments. Limiting land use results in at least a perceived loss of freedom and a reduced 
potential for economic gain. When this is accomplished through zoning, the property owner is 
not paid for the resulting decrease in the value of the land. 

Growth of the Niobrara delta and the subsequent increased river stages and reduced channel 
capacities have caused some developed and undeveloped river access and recreation sites to fill 
with sediment and become unusable. Land in Nebraska and South Dakota is now flooded at a 
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discharge of 35,000 cubic feet per second, compared to a pre-dam discharge of 100,000 to 150,000 
cubic feet per second. The groundwater table has risen in response to higher river stages and has 
caused subsurface flooding of crops and field access problems. As aggradation continues, 
additional land in Nebraska and South Dakota between Niobrara and Verdel may be subject to 
surface flooding and rising groundwater. Habitat around the deltas would continue to become 
more aquatic and marsh-like. These habitats would not support agriculture nor be suitable for 
vacation home development. 

The frequency of flooding is expected to increase with future reductions in channel capacity. 
More boat access and recreation sites are expected to become unusable, which would cause the 
remaining sites to be used more. Shifts in recreation access would be to Sunshine Bottom and 
Verdel Landing, and there would probably be more boats on Lewis and Clark Lake as well. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown but potentially significant 
adverse impact on land use because such uses as feedlots and extensive new developments 
could occur. A few property owners could receive substantial economic benefits from such 
conversions; however, other property owners might perceive such land use changes as reducing 
their quality of life. 

County Expenses and Revenue 

Analysis. Under this alternative a moderate increase in visitation could lead to the construction 
of additional recreational and tourism facilities to meet the demand. If new recreational and 
tourism development was privately owned, both property tax revenues and demand for services 
would increase. 

In Nebraska lodging taxes can be used by counties for visitor promotion but not for general 
county expenses. However, the property taxes of private, tourism-related businesses would 
bring additional revenue to the county. While Boyd County does not have a lodging tax, Knox 
County, which includes the communities of Verdigre, Niobrara, and Verdel, began using a 
lodging tax in 1989. In Knox County lodging tax revenues that are returned to the county have 
increased steadily from $1,995 in 1990 to $3,700 in 1995, with the largest jumps occurring in 1994 
and 1995. There was a slight decrease in lodging tax revenues in 1996. Lodging taxes and the 
tourism expenditures on which they are based would likely continue to rise in the future. It 
should be noted that the increase in lodging tax revenue not only results from increases in the 
number of rooms sold, but from increases in the price of lodging. 

In South Dakota estimated visitor expenditures have averaged around $1.2 million annually in 
the years from 1989 to 1996. In fiscal year 1996 Gregory County collected $7,088 from a 1% 
tourism tax that was instituted statewide in 1995. In Bon Homme County estimated visitor 
expenditures fluctuated up and down from 1989 to 1996, averaging around $1.5 million 
annually. In Charles Mix County estimated visitor expenditures rose dramatically in 1992 to $6.3 
million and since that time have increased more slowly. The tourism tax collected in Gregory 
County was $11,354 in fiscal year 1996. 

Residential and other private development could increase as the market demands and without 
zoning controls. A few areas of infill residential development would probably bring in more 
property tax revenue than they would cost the county in services. However, dispersed 
residential development, which would probably be more common, would likely cost the county 
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much more in services than it would bring in property taxes. Among the additional county 
services would be increased maintenance cost for roads and more demand for law enforcement 
and other emergency services. 

This unit would not be staffed with employees trained and equipped to respond to fire, rescue, 
and law enforcement emergencies. Outside funds would not be used to contract with county 
governments or others to provide such services. Since no federal or state funds would be used 
to provide such services, there would be no mitigation of the increasing demands placed on the 
county governments. 

The county tax base would increase as agricultural land is converted to residential and other 
private development. The resulting increase in tax revenue would at least partially offset the 
increased services required to support these land uses. 

No conservation easements or fee land would be purchased by the National Park Service. Since 
no land would be purchased by the National Park Service, none would be removed from the 
county tax base. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably minor, adverse 
impact on county expenses and revenues. 

Employment 

Analysis. Employment options would increase with increased development and with increased 
demand for services. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably minor, beneficial 
impact on employment opportunities. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts are the impacts on the environment that result from incremental actions 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of who 
undertakes those other actions. Current conditions, trends, and actions by others would continue 
to impact the three recreational rivers. 

The ecological health of the Missouri River and adjacent resources has been significantly altered 
by damming and imposition of unnatural water flows. There is potential for implementation of 
a more natural water flow regime. The recovery and health of threatened and endangered 
species would be primarily related to the actions taken by the Corps of Engineers and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The amount of wildlife, native plants, wetlands, soils, and prime and unique farmlands has 
decreased due to agriculture, mineral extraction, and development. There is potential for 
increased impact to wildlife habitat, wetlands, soils, farmlands, vegetation, cultural resource sites 
and the visual quality of the river from these activities. 
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Visitors, landowners, and threatened and endangered species have been negatively impacted 
by increasing visitor use. A moderate increase in visitation would result from the expected 
increased demand for river-related recreation. Increased visitor use and demand for second 
homes might result from construction of the Niobrara/Running Water bridge, construction of 
the Lake Francis Case marina, gambling on the Santee Sioux reservation, or a new a recreational 
boat/raft tour business. Other federal agencies and local, state, and tribal governments could 
improve some visitor use facilities and provide new facilities, which could further increase use. 
Unmitigated increased visitor use could result in unacceptable impacts to threatened and 
endangered species or in unacceptable visitor experiences. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

Continued trends could result in a net loss of agricultural land and natural resources. 

Increased use and continued conversion of agricultural land to residential and other private 
development might have a net negative impact on the county government. Whether this would 
actually take place cannot be predicted. 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND 
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The primary short- and long-term use of the project area would be agricultural. Long-term 
productivity would be affected if agricultural land was converted to private developments. The 
long-term ability of the area to maintain natural resources, the current quality of life, and the 
visitor experience should not be significantly decreased. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

Irreversible commitments of resources are those that cannot be reversed, except perhaps in the 
extreme long-term. Irretrievable commitments of resources are those that are lost for a period 
of time — a resource is devoted to a use that simultaneously precludes other uses. The extraction 
of mineral resources under this alternative would be considered irreversible. 
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IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mineral Resources 

Analysis. New mining operations would be considered an incompatible use within the 
boundary of the recreational rivers. However, existing mineral extraction operations within the 
boundary could continue. The intent of this alternative is to maintain the rural landscape. 
Mineral extraction could affect the scenic values of the area, and noise associated with mining 
could affect the peaceful atmosphere. If mining were to adversely affect the rural landscape 
integrity, the National Park Service would encourage landowners to mitigate or avoid the effects 
of mineral extractions on the significant resources. There are several such operations, but most 
are outside the 0.25-mile planning boundary. Mitigation and permitting for mining operations 
would be the same as for alternative 1. 

Conclusion. The National Park Service would encourage existing mining operations to mitigate 
any impacts they might have on the recreational rivers. New mining operations would be 
considered an incompatible use within the boundary of the recreational rivers. 

Prime and Unique Farmland 

Analysis. According to county soil surveys there are approximately 2,138 acres of prime 
farmland (34% of the total acreage) inside the boundary included in this alternative. Current 
agricultural practices would be sustained and allowed to evolve, and streambank protection to 
protect agricultural land would be permitted. Since only existing developed sites would be used 
for visitors, there would be no conversion of the land for recreational development, such as 
reduced tax assessment for agricultural land, would be encouraged. 

Conclusion. To the extent that this alternative was successful in maintaining agricultural use of 
prime and unique farmland, it would have a positive impact. 

Soils 

Analysis. This alternative would allow limited private residential development to occur; 
however, no new recreational development is proposed. Removal of vegetation during limited 
private development could cause some temporary localized increase in erosion and 
sedimentation; however, technical assistance would be available to landowners to minimize 
impacts. The practice of agriculture would continue, causing some streambank erosion and 
deposition. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would affect soil resources. 
Limited private development has the potential for impact; however, such impacts could probably 
be mitigated. 
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Vegetation 

Analysis. The National Park Service would encourage landowners to participate in vegetation 
conservation and revegetation programs to maintain the rural landscape. 

Conclusion. Some native plant communities could be protected or restored; possibly more than 
in alternative one. Limited private residential development could slightly reduce the overall 
amount of native vegetation, but probably at a rate less than alternative 1. 

Wildlife 

Analysis. Maintenance of the rural landscape would protect some wildlife habitat. Public land 
would continue to be managed for wildlife. Some landowners participate in wildlife 
conservation programs. Development or conversion to agriculture could reduce wildlife habitat. 
Increased visitor use would not be encouraged, which would reduce disturbance from 
recreational activities. 

Conclusion. Some wildlife habitat could be protected or restored; possibly more than in 
alternative one. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact 
wildlife resources. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Analysis. The impacts on threatened and endangered species are based on the likelihood of each 
species and its habitat type occurring inside the recreational river boundary as well as any 
actions proposed in this plan that could affect species or habitat. No new recreational 
development is proposed in this alternative, and only a limited degree of private residential 
development could occur. 

Increases in visitation could have adverse impacts on terns and plovers. To mitigate these 
impacts, terns and plovers would be monitored, and visitors would be redistributed to avoid 
disturbance to nests. It is not possible to precisely predict the response of displaced users. Some 
would return at a later time, some would switch to other parts of the river, some would go 
elsewhere. This slight reduction in use might approximate the slight increase that could result 
from improved facilities. 

Cooperation and coordination between the National Park Service, other agencies, and private 
property owners would discourage certain development and incompatible uses in order to 
protect species and habitat. This would benefit the listed species. NPS participation in activities 
to conserve species and restore habitat would also benefit the listed species. Increased 
monitoring of species and redistribution of visitors would mitigate potential impacts. 

Conclusion. Through recovery plans and cooperative agency efforts, some habitat for threatened 
and endangered species would be restored; possibly more than in alternative one. There would 
be no adverse impacts on threatened and endangered species as a result of this alternative. This 
alternative would result in increased efforts to protect and conserve species, which would have 
beneficial impacts on listed species. 
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Wetlands and Floodplains 

Analysis. Maintenance of current land uses would help to preserve wetlands. Incentives would 
be offered to property owners to protect wetlands. Building in the floodplain would be 
discouraged, which would help to protect floodplains. 

Conclusion. Some wetlands and floodplains would be protected or restored; possibly more than 
in alternative 1. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact 
wetlands. 

Water Quality 

Analysis. No additional recreational development is proposed in this alternative. Limited 
private residential development within existing developed areas would be unlikely to have any 
impact on water quality. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact water 
quality. 

Air Quality 

Analysis. The air quality in the area is good and is not expected to change in the foreseeable 
future. No new recreational facilities are proposed in this alternative, and only limited private 
residential development could occur. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact air 
quality. 

Noise 

Analysis. A localized increase in noise resulting from increased use of jet skis and other 
motorcraft could occur; however, noise from airboat use would be reduced since this use is not 
permitted within an NPS designated area. . 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact natural 
quiet. Any reduction in noise level due to restrictions in airboat use would probably be offset by 
an increase in noise from additional motorized use. 

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES 

General 

Analysis. NPS coordination of inventory, evaluation, and protection efforts among federal and 
state agencies would have positive effects on resources. Close coordination and cooperative 
agreements among state and federal agencies would help resolve conflicting management goals 

156 



Impacts of Alternative 2 

for preservation of biological and cultural resources and avoid adverse impacts. For example, 
archeological investigations would help ensure that restoration of habitat did not impact 
archeological resources. 

Conclusion. Cultural resources would benefit from NPS management and coordinated 
identification, evaluation, and protection. Coordinated efforts would help correlate biological 
and cultural resources management goals. 

Historic Resources 

Analysis. Agencies would continue preservation efforts. On private land, protection of historic 
resources would rely on property owners and the development and implementation of resource 
sensitive guidelines in county zoning and other local plans. Limited technical assistance and 
incentives would provide some beneficial effects by aiding property owners in maintaining 
historic sites and structures. There would continue to be some loss of resources from 
deterioration, inappropriate use, and razing of structures. 

Because of the limitations on residential and recreational development in this alternative, there 
would be few, if any, impacts from construction activities. 

Looting, vandalism, and inappropriate uses could accompany increased recreational use in the 
future. Continuation of traditional farming and ranching activities would benefit the cultural 
landscape. 

Conclusion. Most historic resources would benefit from continued public and private 
stewardship and limited technical assistance and incentives. There would be occasional adverse 
effects on historic resources from changes in demographics and inappropriate uses. There would 
be few, if any, impacts from residential construction. 

Prehistoric Resources 

Analysis. Landowner stewardship is expected to continue. Cultivation and livestock trampling 
could continue to disturb some archeological resources. Because of the low-key nature of 
management in this alternative, there is still potential for damage to sites from undirected 
recreational use, looting, and vandalism. Because no recreational development is proposed in 
this alternative and only limited private residential development could occur, no adverse 
impacts on prehistoric resources would be anticipated from construction. Any potential impacts 
from construction on private land could be mitigated through agreements and incentives. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would adversely affect 
prehistoric resources. There would be occasional adverse impacts from inappropriate uses, but 
generally prehistoric resources would benefit. 
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Ethnographic Resources 

Analysis. There is some potential for inadvertent damage to ethnographic resources due to the 
low-key nature of management and undirected recreational activities. 

Conclusion. There is some potential for inadvertent damage to ethnographic resources. 

IMPACTS ON VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

Visitor Activities 

Analysis. Types of recreational use of the rivers would not change significantly over present 
conditions. Levels of use would not increase significantly over present conditions. There would 
be no new development of visitor use facilities, and increases in visitor use would not be 
promoted by the National Park Service. If the amount of orientation and interpretive programs 
were increased, people visiting the recreational rivers would be able to find their way more 
easily, identify river resources, and participate in more land- and water-based activities. 

Conclusion. Existing facilities and opportunities would be adequate to meet visitor needs. 

Visitor Use Management 

Analysis. Local users of the recreational rivers would continue to use and enjoy river-based 
recreational activities, and use roads and trails as under present conditions. Emphasis would be 
placed on visitor safety and respect for private property. The carrying capacity for all 
recreational facilities open to the public would be determined, types of use on the rivers would 
be strictly controlled, and an interpretive program emphasizing respect for private property 
owner rights and responsible behavior would be developed. 

Conclusion. The quality of river experiences, including isolation and solitude, would not change 
significantly for visitors or residents. 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

Analysis. Visitor services and facilities would be limited and would not be expanded beyond 
what is available presently. Even minimal efforts to increase identification, orientation, and 
interpretation of the recreational rivers would benefit visitors in terms of finding their way and 
planning their visits. Interpretive activities, offered by local people with life-long experiences in 
the region, and emphasizing education and land protection, would be available for children and 
adult visitors. Visitors with interests in land management, land stewardship, and the history of 
ranching and farming would benefit from the interpretive emphasis of this alternative. 

Conclusion. Visitors would have adequate access to orientation and information about available 
activities and interpretive programs. Visitors with interests in the preservation of the rivers' 
values and landscapes would benefit from the interpretive emphasis of this alternative. Visitors 

158 



Impacts of Alternative 2 

would have access to more programs that encourage visiting historic and cultural sites outside 
the recreational river. Scenic roads would not be designated or signed. 

Future Demand for Recreation 

Analysis. In all alternatives (including no action), a moderate increase in the demand for river-
related recreation is expected. This would be stimulated in part by actions outside the control 
of the National Park Service, such as gambling or a marina on Lake Francis Case. If carrying 
capacity concerns developed, visitor use could be redistributed, redirected, or otherwise limited. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, a moderate increase in the number of visitors would 
probably occur, though not as a result of actions proposed in the plan. The increase would 
probably be less than that which would take place under the no-action alternative. 

IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

Visitor Expenditures 

Analysis. Actions recommended in this alternative would not have a significant impact on 
visitor expenditures. However, in combination with the actions of others (for example, bridge 
construction), a moderate increase in visitor expenditures could occur. 

Conclusion. Actions recommended in this alternative would not likely have any significant 
impact on the regional economy. 

Recreational River Staff Payroll and Other Expenditures 

Analysis. Under this alternative, the regional economy would benefit to the extent that outside 
monies would be used to fund payroll and operations associated with the national river. A 
description of the level and types of staffing and other expenses estimated for this alternative 
is described in appendix D. Recreational river staff positions would create new jobs in the area 
and inject new personal income into the regional economy. The amount of salary spent locally 
would vary with the individual employee, but at least a portion of personal expenditures for 
housing, food, fuels, and other necessities would probably be made within the region. An 
unknown percentage of recreational river supplies (including materials, transportation, and 
equipment purchases) would be purchased within the region. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative there would be an unknown, but probably no more than 
modest, beneficial impact on the regional economy. 

Land Use, Property Owners, and Regional Population 

Analysis. Under this alternative land use could be affected by county zoning or by voluntary 
conservation agreements. Land use and property ownership could also be affected through 
purchase or donation of conservation easement or fee interest. The relative and actual amount 
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of land to be protected through any of these means can only be estimated. Although the National 
Park Service would actively support providing incentives for donation of voluntary conservation 
agreements, the form or value of such incentives cannot be projected. 

Developed land in the vicinity of the river is generally assessed based on current use. All other 
land uses are generally assessed based on agricultural rates. Currently Nebraska offers reduced 
tax valuation for agricultural land in counties that are zoned. The National Park Service has 
supported legislation in the Nebraska Unicameral for reduced tax valuation for agricultural land 
along any scenic or recreational river in the state, irrespective of whether the county is zoned or 
not. If assessment rates on agricultural land along the recreational rivers are reduced, property 
owners would receive an economic benefit, possibly a substantial one. In addition, this 
differential assessment would help ensure that agricultural land is retained in agriculture. The 
federal purchase of easement land from willing sellers would also help to conserve resources and 
retain land in agricultural use. 

Typically, the limitations imposed by voluntary conservation agreements, conservation 
easements and zoning would allow current land uses to continue. This means that land values 
and property taxes would not be significantly affected. Donation of revocable voluntary 
conservation agreements would probably not qualify as a tax deductible gift. 

Under this alternative, the National Park Service would purchase very little land and only from 
willing sellers. This would provide an economic benefit to the property owners who sold their 
land or an easement. No new recreational development is proposed under this alternative, so 
no landowners would be displaced for this purpose. Any landowners that do leave the vicinity 
of the rivers would likely be offset by other people moving into the area. 

Conclusion. If assessment rates for agricultural land along the recreational rivers were reduced 
and conservation easements were purchased, this alternative would have a significant beneficial 
economic benefit for property owners along the recreational rivers. This reduced assessment rate 
would also help ensure that agricultural land was retained in agriculture. The federal purchase 
of conservation easements would help ensure that significant resource land was protected. 

County Expenses and Revenue 

Analysis. Under this alternative there would be no increase in recreational facilities; however, 
a moderate increase in visitation is still projected. Lodging taxes in Nebraska and city tourism 
taxes in South Dakota would grow with increasing visitation. The funds collected from lodging 
taxes in Nebraska are returned to the county for use in promoting tourism. In South Dakota city 
taxes on tourism are returned to the cities that have them, minus an administrative fee taken by 
the state (personal communications from Tanna Zabel, S.D. Dept. of Revenue, and Cathy Stark, 
Knox County Treasurer, March 1997). Increased recreation visits in both states results in 
increased county and city revenue for the local governments that have adopted these taxes. 

Under this alternative only a limited amount of residential development would occur within 
existing developed areas. The increase in county revenues resulting from this slight increase in 
private development would likely be greater than the cost of increased county services. 
Dispersed residential development would not occur in this alternative. 
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This unit might be staffed with NPS employees trained and equipped to respond to fire, rescue, 
and law enforcement emergencies. The cost of such staff might come from federal, state, or 
county government. NPS or state funds might also be used to contract with county governments 
or others to provide such services. To the extent that federal or state funds are used to provide 
such services, this would mitigate the increasing demands placed on the county governments. 

If the state of Nebraska adopts a law allowing reduced tax assessments on agricultural land 
along national recreational rivers, a decrease in county revenues for Knox and Boyd Counties 
could occur. However, it is believed that the county revenue reduction would be small because 
only a relatively small amount of a county's total tax revenue would come from agricultural land 
along the three recreational rivers, and this land would still be taxed, but at a lower rate. 

Under this alternative there is not expected to be any fee acquisition of land by the National Park 
Service. The purchase of conservation easements would occur on a willing seller basis and would 
have an estimated cost of $500,000 spread over five years. Because title to conservation easement 
land would remain with the private landowner, there would be no decrease in the taxation of 
this land. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown but likely beneficial impact on 
county revenues. 

Employment 

Analysis. Under this alternative no new recreational facilities are recommended. However, an 
increase in tourism employment would likely parallel an increase in visitation to the recreational 
rivers. Approximately five National Park Service employees would spend a portion of their time 
managing these rivers, probably from an office in O'Neill. The beneficial impact of these 
positions would be very small, compared to total employment in the region. Because no facility 
development is recommended in this alternative, there would be no impact on the construction 
industry. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative there would be an unknown but probably minor beneficial 
impact on employment opportunities. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The cumulative impacts on natural resources would be approximately the same as in alternative 
1. Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency or person undertakes the other actions. Such existing conditions, 
trends, and actions by others would continue to impact the three recreational rivers. Actions by 
the National Park Service and its partners would result in minimal negative impacts to any of 
the resources. For example: 

The ecological health of the Missouri River and adjacent resources has been significantly altered 
by damming and imposition of unnatural water flows. There is potential for implementation of 
a more natural water flow regime. Actions by the National Park Service and its partners could 
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contribute to a more natural situation. Due to river flows, agriculture, and limited private 
development, species habitat would continue to decline. NPS actions would have minimal effect 
on threatened and endangered species. The health of such species would be primarily related 
to actions taken by the Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The amount of wildlife, native plants, wetlands, soils, and prime and unique farmlands has 
decreased due to agriculture, mineral extraction, and private development. There is potential for 
increased impacts from these activities. Water quality could also decrease by these activities. 
Section 404 permits, issued by the Corps of Engineers, would minimize impacts to wetlands and 
water quality. The National Park Service would review section 404 permits for consistency with 
the General Management Plan. The National Park Service and its partners could implement 
zoning, land use management plans, property owner associations, watershed districts, voluntary 
conservation agreements (with or without incentives), conservation easements, restrictive 
covenants, conditions and restrictions, tax incentives, and land trusts. Such actions could reduce 
new impacts. 

A moderate increase in visitation would result from the expected increased demand for river-
related recreation. Increased visitor use and demand for second homes might also result from 
construction of the Niobrara / Running Water bridge, construction of the Lake Francis Case 
marina, gambling on the Santee Sioux reservation, or inauguration of a recreational boat / raft 
tour business. Other federal agencies as well as local, state, and tribal governments would 
probably improve some visitor use facilities and could provide new ones, which would further 
increase use. In no alternative would the National Park Service or its partners take any action 
that would significantly increase visitor use. The National Park Service and its partners would 
not provide for or allow increased visitor use if such use might result in unacceptable impacts 
to threatened or endangered species or result in unacceptable visitor experience or resource 
conditions. 

Impacts of NPS actions coupled with impacts of actions by others would have minimal negative 
impacts to any of the resources. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

If Nebraska passes a law permitting a reduced assessment for agricultural land adjacent to 
national recreational rivers, a corresponding decrease in county tax revenue would occur. 
However, it is believed that any decreases in county tax revenues would be offset by increases 
in county tax revenues from other sources, as described in the "County Expenses and Revenues" 
section. Only a limited amount of land within existing residential areas could be developed, 
possibly resulting in a minor adverse impact on the environment; this impact could likely be 
mitigated. 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND 
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The primary short- and long-term use of the project area would be agricultural. Long-term 
productivity would be affected if agricultural land is converted to residential and other private 
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developments. The long-term ability of the area to maintain both the current quality of lifestyle 
and to support the current visitor experience should not be significantly decreased. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

Irreversible commitments of resources are those that cannot be reversed, except perhaps in the 
extreme long-term. Irretrievable commitments of resources are those that are lost for a period 
of time — a resource is devoted to a use that simultaneously precludes other uses. In this 
alternative, the continued extraction of mineral resources from existing mining operations would 
be considered irreversible. 
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IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mineral Resources 

Analysis. New mining operations would be considered an incompatible use within the 
boundary of the recreational rivers. However, existing mineral extraction operations within the 
boundary could continue. The intent of this alternative would be to protect and restore the 
ecosystem. Extraction of minerals could impact water quality, soils, wildlife habitat, air quality, 
scenic values, and natural quiet. Landowners would be encouraged to voluntarily ensure the 
integrity of the significant resources. There are several such operations, but most are outside the 
0.25-mile planning boundary. Mitigation and permitting for mining operations would be the 
same as in alternative 1. 

Conclusion. The National Park Service would encourage existing mineral operations to mitigate 
any impacts they might have on the recreational rivers. New mining operations would be 
considered an incompatible use within the boundary of the recreational rivers. 

Prime and Unique Farmland 

Analysis. According to county soil surveys there are approximately 3,432 acres of prime 
farmland (21% of the total acreage) within the boundary. Natural river function causes flooding, 
erosion, expansion of banks, and opening of backwater areas. Any inundation would come from 
regulated COE flows and aggradation effects. Some prime farmland could be flooded. Since only 
developed sites would be used for visitors, there would be no conversion of the land for 
recreational development, such as reduced tax assessment for agricultural land, would be 
encouraged. 

Conclusion. To the extent that this alternative was successful in maintaining agricultural use of 
prime and unique farmland, it would have a positive impact. 

Soils 

Analysis. This alternative favors natural riverine processes. Streambank erosion and deposition 
would continue. Agriculture would continue. This alternative would allow limited private 
residential development to occur; however, no new recreational development is proposed. 
Removal of vegetation during limited private development could cause some temporary 
localized increase in erosion and sedimentation. Technical assistance would be available to 
landowners to reduce some of the impacts. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would significantly affect soil 
resources. 
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Vegetation 

Analysis. The National Park Service would encourage landowners to participate in vegetation 
conservation and revegetation programs. This alternative includes important biological 
bottomland so that more vegetation could be protected. Emphasis would be on natural river 
functioning, erosion and expansion of banks, and opening of backwater areas. Active restoration, 
protection, and enhancement of vegetation would include incentives for property owners to 
improve habitat. Development would be discouraged, and increased visitor use would not be 
encouraged, in order to avoid habitat disturbance. 

Conclusion. Some native plant communities could be protected or restored; possibly more than 
in alternatives one, two, and four. Limited private residential development could slightly reduce 
the overall amount of native vegetation, but at a rate less than alternative 1. 

Wildlife 

Analysis. Management for natural river processes would help to restore wetlands and riparian 
areas. The boundary proposed for this alternative includes important biological bottomland, so 
more riparian habitat could be protected. There would be active restoration of wildlife habitat, 
including wetlands and riparian areas, on public land and on private land with the landowner's 
permission. No new recreational development is proposed in this alternative. Only a limited 
amount of private residential development could occur within existing developed areas, so there 
would be little or no loss of wildlife habitat from that source. 

Conclusion. Some wildlife habitat would be protected or restored; possibly more than in 
alternatives one, two, and four. This alternative does not propose any actions that would 
negatively impact wildlife resources. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Analysis. Impacts and mitigation measures would be the same as in alternative 2, except that 
this alternative would place a greater emphasis on habitat protection and restoration. Re-creation 
of former habitats would be encouraged. River flows would be expected to mimic the natural 
regime. Development and incompatible recreation would be discouraged. It is not possible to 
precisely predict the response of displaced users. Some would return at a later time, some would 
switch to other parts of the river, some would go elsewhere. This slight reduction in use might 
approximate the slight increase that could result from improved facilities. 

Conclusion. The impacts would be the same as in alternative 2 except that there would be a 
potential to protect and restore more habitat than in alternatives 1, 2, and 4. There would be no 
adverse impacts to listed species. 
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Wetlands and Floodplains 

Analysis. Wetlands and floodplains would be improved through enhancement, restoration, and 
re-creation of natural riverine ecosystems. The amount and the quality of wetlands would be 
increased. 

Conclusion. Some wetlands and floodplains would be protected or restored, possibly more than 
in alternatives 1, 2, and 4. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively 
impact wetlands. 

Water Quality 

Analysis. No additional recreational development is proposed in this alternative. Limited 
private residential development within existing developed areas would unlikely have any 
impact on water quality. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact water 
quality. 

Air Quality 

Analysis. The air quality in the area is good and is not expected to change in the foreseeable 
future. No new recreational facilities are proposed in this alternative, and only limited private 
residential development would occur. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact air 
quality. 

Noise 

Analysis. The impacts for this alternative would be the same as those described under 
alternative 2. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact natural 
quiet. Any reduction in noise level due to restrictions in airboat use would probably be offset by 
an increase in noise from other motorized recreational use. 

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES 

General 

Analysis. NPS coordination of inventory, evaluation, and protection efforts among federal and 
state agencies would have positive effects on resources. Close coordination and cooperative 
agreements among state and federal agencies would help resolve conflicting management goals 
for preservation of biological and cultural resources and avoid adverse impacts. For example, 
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archeological investigations would help ensure that restoration of habitat did not impact 
archeological resources. 

Conclusion. Cultural resources would benefit from NPS management and coordinated 
identification, evaluation, and protection. Coordinated efforts would help correlate biological 
and cultural resources management goals. 

Historic Resources 

Analysis. Law enforcement, monitoring of visitor use and resource condition, and directing 
visitors to nonsensitive areas would help prevent or minimize negative impacts to historic sites 
and structures. (See the description of potential impacts in the no action alternative and in 
alternative 2). Because of the limitations on residential and recreational development in this 
alternative, there would be few, if any, impacts from construction activities. Because of the 
resource preservation emphasis in this alternative, sites and historic structures would benefit 
more from incentives and technical assistance for private property owners than in alternative 2. 
Cultural resources would also benefit from purchase or donation of conservation easements or 
voluntary conservation agreements. Preservation of the character of the river landscape would 
result in a more natural scene, in keeping with the landscape viewed from the river by the Lewis 
and Clark expedition. Because traditional farming practices are expected to continue above 1991 
ordinary high water, no adverse impacts on agrarian cultural landscapes would be expected. 

Conclusion. Historic resources would benefit from continued public and private stewardship, 
technical assistance, and incentives. Occasional adverse effects on historic resources would occur 
from changes in demographics and inappropriate uses. There would be few, if any, impacts from 
residential construction. 

Prehistoric Resources 

Analysis. Much of the discussion of historic resources (above) is also relevant to prehistoric 
resources, and these archeological resources would also tend to be better protected under this 
alternative than in alternative 2. Because alternative 3 focuses on habitat preservation, the 
amount of area near the shoreline that is under active cultivation could be reduced. This change 
would benefit buried archeological resources by reducing erosion and other changes to the site 
(damage to artifacts and mixing of soil strata) caused by cultivation. Measures to restore habitat 
could inadvertently damage some archeological resources. Some looting and vandalism could 
still occur but it would be expected to be less intensive than in alternatives 2 or 4 due to 
interpretation and directing visitors to nonsensitive areas. 

Because no recreational development is proposed in this alternative and only limited private 
residential development could occur, no adverse impacts on prehistoric resources are anticipated 
from construction. Any potential impacts from construction on private land could be mitigated 
through agreements and incentives. 
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Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would adversely affect 
prehistoric resources. There would be occasional adverse impacts from inappropriate uses, but 
generally prehistoric resources would benefit. 

Ethnographic Resources 

Analysis. Protection of archeological sites and natural resources would benefit ethnographic 
values. The effects of habitat restoration on ethnographic resources are unknown, but would not 
be expected to have major effects. The emphasis on government-to-government consultation 
would help ensure that sites are not inadvertently desecrated. 

Conclusion. Ethnographic resources would generally benefit. 

IMPACTS ON VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

Visitor Activities 

Analysis. Even though types and levels of recreational use would not change significantly over 
present conditions, some visitor activities currently taking place on the recreational rivers (such 
as use of jet skiing or loud motorboating) could be regulated, or controlled, to ensure that 
negative impacts to the rivers' natural resources are not occurring. Management emphasis would 
be placed on promoting river-based activities consistent with recreational river values. There 
would be no new development of visitor use facilities, and increases in visitor use would not be 
promoted by the National Park Service. 

Conclusion. Facilities and opportunities would be adequate to meet visitor needs. 

Visitor Use Management 

Analysis. Careful planning for managing visitor use at developed recreational areas would 
result in visitation levels that would not adversely affect the integrity or quality of the 
recreational rivers' resources. The majority of local users would continue to enjoy river-based 
recreational activities as under present conditions, and would not be negatively impacted by 
significant increases in visitation or changes in types of use. 

Conclusion. The quality of river experiences, including isolation and solitude, would not change 
significantly for visitors or residents. 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

Analysis. Visitors with interests in river science and natural history would benefit from the 
interpretive emphasis of this alternative. Low key, hands-on interpretive activities for children 
and adults focusing on the protection and management of natural resources would be provided. 
Even minimal efforts to increase identification, orientation, and interpretation of the recreational 
rivers would benefit visitors in terms of finding their way and planning their visits. 
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Conclusion. Visitors would have adequate access to orientation and information about available 
activities and interpretive programs. Visitors with interests in river science and natural history 
would benefit from the interpretive emphasis of this alternative. Visitors would have access to 
more programs that encourage visiting historic and cultural sites outside the recreational river. 
Scenic roads would not be designated or signed. 

Future Demand for Recreation 

Analysis. This alternative would have the same type of effects as were described for alternative 
2. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, a moderate increase in the number of visitors would 
probably occur, though not as a result of actions proposed by this plan. The increase would 
probably be less than that which would take place under the no-action alternative. 

IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

Visitor Expenditures 

Analysis. Actions recommended in this alternative would not have a significant impact on 
visitor expenditures. However, in combination with the actions of others, (for example, bridge 
construction), a moderate increase in visitor expenditures could occur. 

Conclusion. Actions recommended in this alternative would not likely have any significant 
impact on the regional economy. 

Recreational River Staff Payroll and Other Expenditures 

Analysis. As detailed in appendix D, the National Park Service staff payroll and other 
expenditures are estimated to be $210,000, which is more than alternative 2 but less than 
alternative 4. Several seasonal park rangers and biological technicians would be employed to 
work solely on these recreational rivers. The impact of these employees on the regional economy 
would be modest at most, when compared with the total area economy. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown but probably no more than 
modest beneficial impact to the regional economy. 

Land Use, Property Owners, and Regional Population 

Analysis. In this alternative some land would be acquired by the National Park Service in fee 
and easement because of its resource values. This would preclude its possible conversion into 
agricultural land and would provide an economic benefit to the property owners who sold their 
land or an easement. Other aspects of the analysis of land use, property owners, and the regional 
population would be the same as described in alternative 2. 
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Conclusion. If assessment rates for agricultural land along the recreational rivers are reduced 
and conservation easements are purchased, this alternative would have a significant beneficial 
economic benefit for property owners along the recreational rivers. This reduced assessment rate 
would also help ensure that agricultural land is retained in agriculture. The federal purchase of 
conservation easements and fee land would help ensure that significant river-related resources 
were protected. 

County Expenses and Revenue 

Analysis. In this alternative some land would be acquired by the National Park Service in fee 
and easement because of its resource values. Any federal land that is acquired in fee would be 
taken off the county tax rolls. This adverse effect on county revenue would be substantially 
mitigated by the Payment in Lieu of Taxes Act. Other aspects of the analysis for this alternative 
would be the same as that described for alternative 2. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative there would be an unknown but likely minor adverse or 
beneficial impact on county revenues. 

Employment 

Analysis. This alternative would hire several additional seasonal park rangers and biological 
technicians that are not projected in alternative 2, having a beneficial impact on employment 
opportunities, if local residents were hired. Other aspects of the employment analysis for this 
alternative would be the same as for alternative 2. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown but probably minor beneficial 
impact in employment opportunities. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The cumulative impacts would be similar to alternative 2. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

Resource land that is acquired in fee by the National Park Service would be taken off the county 
tax rolls. However, the amount of land to be acquired in fee is not expected to be great, and any 
adverse impact on county revenue would be largely mitigated by the Payment in Lieu of Taxes 
Act. Other unavoidable adverse impacts would be the same as described for alternative 2. 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES 
AND MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The primary short- and long-term use of the project area would be agricultural. Long-term 
productivity would be affected if agricultural land is converted to residential and other private 
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developments. The long-term ability of the area to maintain both the current quality of lifestyle 
and to support the current visitor experience should not be significantly decreased. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

Irreversible commitments of resources are those that cannot be reversed, except perhaps in the 
extreme long-term. Irretrievable commitments of resources are those that are lost for a period 
of time — a resource is devoted to a use that simultaneously precludes other uses. In this 
alternative, the continued extraction of mineral resources from existing mining operations would 
be considered irreversible. 
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IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mineral Resources 

Analysis. New mining operations would be considered an incompatible use within the 
boundary of the recreational rivers. However, existing mineral extraction operations within the 
boundary could continue. Mineral extraction could affect recreation in the area, and visitor 
enjoyment could be impacted by noise or effects on the scenic values. If mining were to adversely 
affect visitor experience the National Park Service would encourage landowners to mitigate or 
avoid the effects of mineral extractions. There are several such operations, but most are outside 
the 0.25-mile planning boundary. Mitigation and permitting for mining operations would be the 
same as in alternative 1. 

Conclusion. The National Park Service would encourage existing mineral operations to mitigate 
any impacts they might have on the recreational rivers. New mining operations would be 
considered an incompatible use within the boundary of the recreational rivers. 

Prime and Unique Farmland 

Analysis. This alternative includes approximately 2,432 acres of prime farmland (31% of the 
total) inside the boundary. It recommends a limited amount of development on both public and 
private land for expanded visitor facilities. According to federal guidelines, prime farmland 
would not be used for development of public facilities, but private landowners could develop 
their land. The National Park Service would not convert any prime and unique farmland into 
developed recreational use land. 

Conclusion. To the extent that this alternative was successful in maintaining agricultural use of 
prime and unique farmland, it would have a positive impact. No prime and unique farmland 
would be converted into federal recreational use areas. 

Soils 

Analysis. Expanded visitor facilities could include trails, restrooms, boat ramps, and parking 
lots, which could require soil disturbance through minimal cutting and filling. Removal of 
vegetation during development could cause some temporary localized increase in erosion and 
sedimentation. This could be minimized by avoiding construction in highly erodible areas and 
by using sediment and erosion control structures. Agricultural practices would continue. Private 
residential development could also cause some erosion. The practice of agriculture would 
continue, causing some streambank erosion and deposition. The amount of erosion potential in 
this alternative would be greater than in alternatives 2, 3, and 5. However, technical assistance 
would be available from the National Park Service to assist landowners in reducing erosion. 
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Conclusion. This alternative recommends additional recreational and residential development, 
which would have the potential to cause soil erosion. The potential for impact to soils would be 
greater in this alternative than in alternatives 2, 3, and 5. 

Vegetation 

Analysis. The National Park Service would encourage landowners to participate in vegetation 
conservation and revegetation programs to maintain the rural landscape. Expanded visitor 
facilities and increased development would require removal of some vegetation. Some of the 
impact to vegetation might be mitigated by technical assistance. 

Conclusion. This alternative recommends additional recreational and residential development, 
which would result in an unknown amount of vegetation removal. The potential for impact to 
vegetation would be somewhat greater in this alternative than in alternatives 2, 3, and 5. 

Wildlife 

Analysis. Expansion of visitor facilities and visitor opportunities would be encouraged on both 
public and private land. There would also be some development, so there is some potential to 
decrease wildlife habitat. 

Conclusion. Some wildlife habitat could be protected or restored; possibly more than in 
alternative one. Increased recreational and residential development has the potential to reduce 
wildlife habitat by an unknown amount. The amount of wildlife habitat available in this 
alternative would be less than in alternatives 2, 3, and 5. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Analysis. The impacts would be the same as in alternative 2. However, expanded visitor 
facilities have the potential to impact listed species. Visitor facilities and activities would be 
located in areas away from listed species to mitigate any potential impacts. It is not possible to 
precisely predict the response of displaced users. Some would return at a later time, some would 
switch to other parts of the river, some would go elsewhere. This slight reduction in use might 
approximate the slight increase that could result from improved facilities. 

Conclusion. There would be no adverse impacts on threatened and endangered species as a 
result of this alternative. This alternative would result in increased efforts to protect and 
conserve species, which would have beneficial impacts on listed species. 

Wetlands and Floodplains 

Analysis. Some wetlands and floodplains would be protected or restored, possibly more than 
in alternative 1. Expansion of visitor facilities and opportunities and increased developments 
would have the potential to impact wetlands and floodplains. Development requiring a 404 
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permit would require avoidance of wetlands to the extent practicable and mitigation for 
unavoidable impacts. 

Conclusion. Increased recreational and residential development has the potential to reduce the 
size of wetlands. It is not known whether the increase in wetlands under this alternative would 
be greater than the decrease in wetlands. 

Water Quality 

Analysis. Increased uses and shoreline development along the river segment could increase the 
potential for impacts to water quality. Pollution from motorboats, vehicles, residences, and 
careless visitor use could increase. Increases in visitor use and facility development could 
increase the potential for water quality impacts. Emphasis on education and interpretation has 
the potential to reduce negative effects of visitor use. 

Conclusion. Increased recreational and residential development has the potential to reduce 
water quality by an unknown amount. 

Air Quality 

Analysis. There could be short-term localized adverse impacts from recreational and residential 
construction. There could also be more vehicle and boat exhaust as a result of increased 
visitation. It is doubtful that these impacts would significantly affect overall air quality. 

Conclusion. This alternative could result in short-term localized adverse impacts, as well as a 
potential decrease in air quality as a result of more vehicle and boat exhaust. 

Noise 

Analysis. There could be a short-term localized increase in noise as a result of recreational and 
residential construction. There could also be increased noise as a result of increased visitation. 

Conclusion. This alternative could result in short-term localized adverse impacts, as well as a 
potential decrease in natural quiet as a result of increased visitation. 

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES 

General 

Analysis. Cultural resources would benefit from coordinated resources management and 
identification, evaluation, and protection. Resources would require more intensive management 
than in other alternatives to avoid potential negative effects of development and increased visitor 
access. 
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Conclusion. Cultural resources would benefit from coordinated management but would require 
intensive mitigation. 

Historic Resources 

Analysis. Enlargement of public use areas and construction of new river access points, picnic 
areas, camping, and trails has the potential to disturb historic resources. However, much of the 
area near public use facilities is already disturbed, and it is likely that any remaining resources 
could be avoided through sensitive design. 

Two bridges and several historic sites and farmsteads situated along the abandoned historic rail 
line between Verdigre and Niobrara are unlikely to be directly affected by trail construction. 
Construction of a trail on the railroad bed and interpretation of the railroad's history would be 
beneficial to this historic resource. The new trail would make it easier for hikers to access the 
historic farmsteads and sites in the general vicinity, which could result in trespassing, vandalism 
and looting. Construction of facilities along the Mormon Canal would not affect the Newell 
Knight memorial. Making the memorial more accessible to visitors would encourage protection 
and understanding of historic resources. The exact location of Mormon burials associated with 
the area has not been identified and the possibility exists that these or other remains of their 
winter encampment could be encountered during facility construction. Mitigation, including 
identification and avoidance of sites, site stabilization, data retrieval, law enforcement, and 
protective measures such as fencing, would help to prevent adverse impacts on these resources. 
Increased interpretation would also help to avoid impacts from visitor use through sensitizing 
visitors to resource importance. The partnership approach of this alternative would make 
coordinated efforts to identify and protect resources easier and more effective that in alternative 
2. Changing demographics would result in loss of some historic resources. 

Because development of contemporary structures along the three recreational rivers could alter 
and impact the visual character of the landscape, agreements regarding design and placement 
would be important to avoid adverse impacts. 

Conclusion. Historic resources would benefit from continued public and private stewardship, 
technical assistance, and incentives. There would be some adverse effects on historic resources 
from changes in demographics and increased visitor access. 

Prehistoric Resources 

Analysis. Several prehistoric archeological sites are near the proposed developments. However, 
it is expected that these could be avoided, and careful planning and mitigation would help 
prevent damage to any of the sites. Increased access could allow visitors into some sites, which 
could result in illegal artifact collecting, trampling of sites (causing erosion and damage to fragile 
artifacts like bone or shell), and looting and vandalism. However, these impacts would largely 
be averted by directing visitors to nonsensitive areas and by fencing, law enforcement, and 
public education. 

Conclusion. There could be occasional negative impacts from inappropriate uses, but generally 
prehistoric resources would benefit. 
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Ethnographic Resources 

Analysis. Impacts on these resources would be as described for prehistoric resources and in 
alternative 3. There is the possibility that increased visitation could cause some disruption for 
farmers and ranchers. 

Conclusion. Ethnographic resources would generally benefit, but there is some potential for 
disruption for farmers and ranchers. 

IMPACTS ON VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

Visitor Activities 

Analysis. The visitor experience within the recreational rivers would be significantly broadened 
with more river- and land-based interpretive activities being made available by the National 
Park Service. 

Conclusion. Visitors would have access to increased and improved facilities and opportunities. 

Visitor Use Management 

Analysis. Both local residents and visitors living outside the immediate area would have 
increased access to all three recreational rivers. The carrying capacity for all recreational facilities 
open to the public would be determined, types of use on the rivers would be strictly controlled, 
and an interpretive program emphasizing respect for private property owner rights and 
responsible behavior would be developed. 

Conclusion. The quantity and variety of recreational facilities and experiences along the three 
rivers would increase under this alternative. 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

Analysis. Cooperative efforts would expand the amount of interpretive programming and 
activities provided throughout the recreational rivers, and local people would help protect and 
interpret the recreational rivers' resources and themes. Visitors would have more opportunities 
to visit public facilities and, possibly, signed scenic roads for river viewing. 

Conclusion. Visitors would have good access to orientation and information about available 
activities and interpretive programs. More visitors would be able to learn about the recreational 
rivers' interpretive themes through a variety of media and personal services. Visitors would have 
access to many programs that encourage visiting historic and cultural sites outside the 
recreational river. Visitors would be more likely to have access to signed scenic roads. Local 
involvement with interpretation could result in increased awareness and protection of the 
recreational rivers' values, as well as increased pride and celebration of local cultural and natural 
heritage. 
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Future Demand for Recreation 

Analysis. This alternative recommends additional recreational and residential development. This 
increased development would likely attract an increase in visitation beyond that which would 
occur under alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5. Because the increase in recreational development 
recommended in this alternative would be minimal, the overall increase in visitation might not 
be much greater than in the other alternatives. 

Conclusion. This alternative would likely stimulate an increase in visitation beyond that of the 
other alternatives. 

IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

Visitor Expenditures 

Analysis. This alternative would have the same type of effects as were described for alternative 
1. The recreational facilities recommended in alternative 4 would likely cause only a modest 
increase in visitor expenditures in the vicinity of the recreational rivers. This, combined with the 
actions of others (for example, bridge construction), would probably result in a moderate 
increase in visitor expenditures. 

Conclusion. Actions recommended in this alternative would likely have a modest beneficial 
impact on the area's economy, more than in alternatives 2, 3, and 5. 

Recreational River Staff Payroll and Other Expenditures 

Analysis. The recreational river staff recommended in this alternative would have a slightly 
higher payroll than alternatives 2,3, and 5; however, the beneficial impact of these National Park 
Service employees on the regional economy would be modest at most. Because this alternative 
recommends construction or improvement of boat ramps, parking lots, picnic areas, primitive 
campgrounds, restrooms, trails, and access roads, a significant beneficial impact on the economy 
of the local area could occur. However, the beneficial impacts of construction would be short-
term and would be reduced if construction was undertaken by companies from outside the local 
area or if the construction occurred over a period of several years. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there could be a short-term significant beneficial impact that 
would result from construction activities of recreation-related facilities. 

Land Use, Property Owners, and Regional Population 

Analysis. This alternative would convert the use of up to 100 acres of land into recreation land. 
Acquisition of land for recreation would be from willing sellers only, and those sellers would 
obtain an economic benefit from National Park Service. By constructing or improving boat 
ramps, parking lots, picnic areas, primitive campgrounds, restrooms, trails, and access roads, 
local property owners and other residents would have significantly greater local recreational 
opportunities than they currently have available to them. It is possible that these additional 

177 



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

recreational opportunities would also attract more individuals and families into the area. The 
University of Nebraska Bureau of Business Research believes that the Missouri River, and the 
recreational opportunities it provides, is responsible for initiating a reversal in the several-decade 
decline in population prior to 1990. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be a potentially significant beneficial impact on 
land use, property owners, and regional population. 

County Expenses and Revenue 

Analysis. This alternative would convert up to 100 acres of private, nonfederal land into federal 
and state recreation land. This land would be taken off the county tax rolls, which would be a 
negative impact on county revenue. To lessen the impact of land being taken off the tax rolls, the 
federal Payment in Lieu of Taxes Act allows for payments to be made to local jurisdictions for 
several years after the land is purchased. The negative impact to county revenues of removing 
land from the tax rolls would be very small because the acreage (less than 100 acres) is only a 
small portion of the total acreage in Knox and Boyd Counties, Nebraska. 

It is unlikely that county expenses would increase as a result of the conversion of less than 100 
acres of private land into public recreation land, since either the National Park Service or the 
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission would be responsible for maintaining and patrolling the 
land. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown but probably minor adverse 
impact on county expenses and revenues. 

Employment 

Analysis. Under this alternative a staff of five permanent positions and two to four seasonal 
positions is projected. Of these, two full-time park ranger positions and two to four seasonal 
park ranger positions would work solely on these recreational rivers. It is possible that some of 
these positions would be filled from the local labor market. The impact of these positions on local 
employment opportunities would be greater than that of any of the other alternatives. 
Nevertheless, this beneficial impact on employment would likely be small when compared with 
the full employment market of the local area. 

This alternative recommends the construction of recreational facilities, such as primitive 
campgrounds, trails, and restrooms. The construction of these recreational facilities could 
provide a beneficial impact to the local labor market for a relatively short time period. 

Conclusion. The impact of this alternative on employment opportunities would be greater than 
any of the other alternatives; nevertheless, it would likely have only a minor beneficial impact. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The cumulative impacts would be similar to alternative 2. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

Under this alternative, up to 100 acres of private land could be acquired in fee by the National 
Park Service for the purpose.of developing recreational facilities. This land would be taken off 
the county tax rolls. However, the amount of land to be acquired in fee is relatively small, and 
any adverse impact on county revenue would be largely mitigated by the Payment in Lieu of 
Taxes Act. Other unavoidable adverse impacts would be the same as described for alternative 
2. 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND 
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The primary short- and long-term use of the project area would be agricultural. Long-term 
productivity would be affected if agricultural land is converted to residential and other 
developments. The long-term ability of the area to maintain both the current quality of lifestyle 
and to support the current visitor experience should not be significantly decreased. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

Irreversible commitments of resources are those that cannot be reversed, except perhaps in the 
extreme long-term. Irretrievable commitments of resources are those that are lost for a period 
of time — a resource is devoted to a use that simultaneously precludes other uses. Under this 
alternative, the continued extraction of mineral resources from existing mining operations would 
be considered irreversible. Construction activities involving long-term impacts to wetlands (such 
as boat ramps and parking) are generally irreversible. Any construction impacts would be 
mitigated to the extent possible. 

179 



IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 5 

IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mineral Resources 

Analysis. New mining operations would be considered an incompatible use within the 
boundary of the recreational rivers, and their establishment would be discouraged. However, 
existing mineral extraction operations within the boundary could continue with the proper 
permits and approvals. Extraction of minerals could impact water quality, soils, wildlife habitat, 
air quality, scenic values, and natural quiet. Landowners would be encouraged to voluntarily 
ensure that significant resources were not affected. 

Conclusion. The National Park Service would encourage existing mineral operations to mitigate 
any impacts they might have on the recreational rivers. New mining operations would be 
considered an incompatible use within the boundary of the recreational rivers. 

Prime and Unique Farmland 

Analysis. According to county soil surveys approximately 3,432 acres of prime farmland (21% 
of the total acreage) are within the boundary. Natural river function causes flooding, erosion, 
expansion of banks, and opening of backwater areas. Any inundation would come from 
regulated COE flows and aggradation effects. Prime farmland could be flooded. Since only 
existing developed sites would be used for visitors, there would be no conversion of the land for 
recreational development. Incentives, such as reduced tax assessment for agriculture land, would 
be encouraged. 

Conclusion. To the extent that this alternative was successful in maintaining agricultural use of 
prime and unique farmland, it would have a positive impact. 

Soils 

Analysis. This alternative favors natural riverine processes. Streambank erosion and deposition 
would continue. Agriculture would continue. This alternative would allow limited private 
residential development to occur; however, no new recreational development is proposed. 
Removal of vegetation during development could cause some temporary localized increase in 
erosion and sedimentation. This could be minimized by avoiding construction in highly erodible 
areas and by using sediment and erosion control structures. Technical assistance could be 
provided, which could reduce adverse impacts to soils caused by development. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would affect soil resources. 
Limited private development has the potential for impact; however, such impacts could probably 
be mitigated. 
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Vegetation 

Analysis. The National Park Service would encourage landowners to participate in vegetation 
conservation and revegetation programs to maintain the rural landscape and to protect and 
restore the Missouri River ecosystem. The boundary for this alternative includes important 
biological bottomland so that more vegetation can be protected. Active restoration, protection, 
and enhancement of vegetation would include incentives for property owners to improve 
habitat. Only limited residential development would occur, and no new recreational 
development is proposed by the National Park Service. 

Conclusion. Native plant communities could be protected or restored; possibly more than in 
alternatives one, two, and four. Limited private residential development could slightly reduce 
the overall amount of native vegetation, but at a rate less than alternative 1. 

Wildlife 

Analysis. Management for natural river processes would help to restore wetlands and riparian 
areas and would maintain the rural landscape. The boundary proposed for this alternative 
includes important bottomland. Emphasis would be on the rural landscape and natural river 
functions. There would be active restoration of wildlife habitat, including wetlands and riparian 
areas, on public land, and on private land with landowner permission. No new recreational 
development is proposed in this alternative. Only a limited amount of private residential 
development could occur within existing developed areas, so there would be little or no loss of 
wildlife habitat from that source. 

Conclusion. Wildlife habitat would be protected or restored; possibly more than in alternatives 
one, two, and four. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact 
wildlife resources. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Analysis. The impacts and mitigation measures would be the same as alternative 2. However, 
this alternative would place an emphasis on habitat protection and restoration. Re-creation of 
former habitats would be encouraged. No new recreational development is proposed in this 
alternative, and only a limited amount of private residential development would occur. It would 
be unlikely that this infill residential development would have any impact on sensitive species; 
if any sensitive species were located on development sites, any impacts to them would be 
mitigated. 

Conclusion. The impacts would be the same as in alternative 2 except that there would be a 
potential to protect and restore more habitat than in alternatives 1, 2, and 4. There would be no 
adverse impacts to listed species as a result of implementing this plan. 
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Wetlands and Floodplains 

Analysis. On public land, and on private land with landowner permission, wetlands and 
floodplains would be improved through enhancement, restoration, and re-creation of natural 
riverine ecosystems. The amount and quality of wetlands would be increased. 

Conclusion. Wetlands and floodplains would be protected or restored, possibly more than in 
alternatives 1, 2, and 4. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively 
impact wetlands. 

Water Quality 

Analysis. No additional recreational development is proposed in this alternative. Limited 
private residential development within existing developed areas would unlikely have any 
impact on water quality. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact water 
quality. 

Air Quality 

Analysis. The air quality in the area is good and is not expected to change in the foreseeable 
future. No new recreational facilities are proposed in this alternative, and only limited private 
residential development would occur. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact air 
quality. 

Noise 

Analysis. The impacts in this alternative would be the same as those described for alternative 
2. 

Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would negatively impact natural 
quiet. Any reduction in noise level due to restrictions in airboat use would probably be offset by 
an increase in noise from other motorized recreational use. 

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES 

General 

Analysis. Close coordination and cooperation among local and state governments and the 
National Park Service would help to ensure consistent and effective resource inventory, 
evaluation, monitoring, and protection, which would help to prevent adverse impacts on cultural 
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resources. Development of plans to care for resources would be beneficial. Potential conflicts 
between biological goals and preservation of cultural resources would be resolved cooperatively 
and are not expected to affect cultural resources adversely. The proactive approach of this 
alternative should result in benefits to cultural resources. 

Conclusion. Cultural resources would benefit from coordinated resources management, 
identification, evaluation, and protection. Coordinated efforts would help to resolve conflicting 
biological and cultural resources management goals. 

Historic Resources 

Analysis. Continued stewardship by property owners would benefit historic resources. 
Abandonment and deterioration of historic properties such as schools and farmsteads is likely 
to continue, but property owner incentives could be used to rehabilitate significant sites and 
structures. There could be occasional adverse effects from vandalism, inappropriate use, and 
natural forces (flooding, erosion, and vegetation), but these would largely be mitigated through 
directed public use, agency efforts, local stewardship, agreements, and incentives. Public 
education and volunteer programs would encourage resource preservation. Retention of 
traditional farms would help to maintain rural cultural. Because of the limitations on residential 
and recreational development in this alternative, there would be few, if any, impacts from 
construction activities. 

Conclusion. Historic resources, including cultural landscapes, would benefit from public and 
private stewardship and incentives. There could be occasional adverse effects on historic 
resources from inappropriate uses. There would be few, if any, impacts from residential 
construction. 

Prehistoric Resources 

Analysis. Potential impacts on prehistoric archeological resources (such as relic hunting, 
vandalism, inappropriate use, and agricultural activities) were described in the impact analyses 
for historic and prehistoric resources in alternatives 1 and 2. A variety of mitigating measures 
(such as private and public stewardship, volunteer programs, education, law enforcement, 
resource protection measures, incentives, and agreements) would be used to help to ensure that 
no adverse effects occur. 

Because no recreational development is proposed in this alternative and only limited private 
residential development could occur, no adverse impacts on prehistoric resources are anticipated 
from construction. Any potential impacts from construction on private land could be mitigated 
through agreements and incentives. 

Destruction of cultural sites through natural forces such as flooding and erosion is possible, but 
the majority of cultural sites along the rivers would be protected through federal or state agency 
actions. Through the permitting process, the Corps of Engineers and/or the National Park 
Service would help to ensure that significant resources are protected during bank stabilization. 
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Conclusion. This alternative does not propose any actions that would adversely affect 
prehistoric resources. There would be occasional adverse impacts from inappropriate uses, but 
generally prehistoric resources would benefit. 

Ethnographic Resources 

Analysis. Because of the cooperative and proactive nature of management, protection afforded 
to sites by tribes and local landowners, and the government-to-government consultation with 
tribes proposed in this alternative, Native American ethnographic resources would benefit. This 
alternative provides for a number of mitigating measures to reduce or eliminate potential 
impacts on local communities from visitor use such as trespassing, littering, crime, and noise. 

Conclusion. No adverse effects on ethnographic resources would be expected. 

IMPACTS ON VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION 

Visitor Activities 

Analysis. Even though types and levels of recreational use on the rivers would not be expected 
to change significantly over present conditions, some visitor activities could be regulated to 
ensure they are consistent with the values of the recreational rivers. There would be no new 
development of visitor use facilities, and increases in visitor use on the rivers would not be 
promoted by the National Park Service. If an existing boat ramp was lost to siltation, this 
alternative would allow for a replacement at another location, if feasible and environmentally 
suitable. Environmental compliance for such replacement would occur at the time that a 
replacement is proposed. 

Conclusion. Facilities and opportunities would be adequate to meet visitor needs. 

Visitor Use Management 

Analysis. Even though a significant increase in the levels of visitor use is not expected, visitation 
would be monitored, determinations of carrying capacity would be made, and appropriate 
management actions would be implemented if necessary. 

Conclusion. The quality of river experiences, including isolation and solitude, would not change 
significantly for visitors or residents. 

Interpretation and Visitor Services 

Analysis. The amount and variety of interpretive programs and activities outside the 
recreational rivers could increase through cooperative efforts and contribute to an expanded 
visitor experience. Local involvement with interpretation could result in increased awareness 
and protection of the recreational rivers' values, as well as increased pride and celebration of 
local cultural and natural heritage. 
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Conclusion. Visitors would have adequate access to orientation and information about available 
activities and interpretive programs. Visitors with interests in natural and cultural history would 
benefit from the interpretive emphasis of this alternative. Visitors would have access to many 
programs that encourage visiting historic and cultural sites outside the recreational river. The 
National Park Service would not designate or sign scenic roads; however, if requested, the 
National Park Service could provide advice or technical assistance regarding the potential for 
scenic roads in the area. 

Future Demand for Recreation 

Analysis. The impact analysis for this alternative is the same as described under alternative 2. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, a moderate increase in the number of visitors would 
probably occur, though not as a result of actions proposed by this plan. The increase would 
probably be less than that which would take place under the no-action alternative. 

IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

Visitor Expenditures 

Analysis. Actions recommended in this alternative would not have a significant impact on 
visitor expenditures. However, in combination with the actions of others (for example, bridge 
construction), a moderate increase in visitor expenditures could occur. 

Conclusion. Actions recommended in this alternative are not likely to have any significant 
impact on the regional economy. 

Recreational River Staff Payroll and Other Expenditures 

Analysis. As detailed in appendix D, the National Park Service staff payroll under this 
alternative is estimated to be $210,000, which is more than alternative 2, the same as alternative 
3, and less than alternative 4. Five employees, including the park manager, would devote 
approximately 50% of their time on these recreational rivers and 50% of their time on the 
Niobrara National Scenic River east of Valentine. Several seasonal park rangers and biological 
technicians would devote all of their time working on the three recreational rivers. These staff 
positions would represent new jobs in the area that would inject new personal income into the 
regional economy. However, the impact of these employees on the regional economy would be 
modest at most, when compared with the total regional economy. In alternative 5 the National 
Park Service does not propose any construction of recreational facilities, so there would be no 
local economic stimulus from that source. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown but probably no more than 
modest beneficial impact on the regional economy. 
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Land Use, Property Owners, and Regional Population 

Analysis. The analysis for land use, property owners, and regional population for this 
alternative is the same as that described under the alternative 2 analysis. 

Conclusion. No new recreational development is proposed under this alternative, so no 
landowners would be displaced for this reason. The federal purchase of some conservation 
easements from willing sellers would help ensure that significant resource land was protected. 
If assessment rates for agricultural land along the recreational rivers were reduced and 
conservation easements purchased, this alternative would have a significant economic benefit 
for property owners along the recreational rivers. This reduced assessment rate would also help 
ensure that agricultural land was retained in agriculture. 

County Expenses and Revenue 

Analysis. The impact analysis for this alternative is the same as described in alternative 2. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown but likely beneficial impact on 
county revenues. 

Employment 

Analysis. This alternative would hire several additional seasonal park rangers and biological 
technicians that are not projected in alternative 2, having a beneficial impact on employment 
opportunities, if local residents are hired. Other aspects of the employment analysis for this 
alternative are the same as for alternative 2. 

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown but probably minor beneficial 
impact on employment opportunities. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The cumulative impacts would be similar to alternative 2. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

The analysis for unavoidable adverse effects for this alternative is the same as that described 
under alternative 2. 
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND 
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The primary short- and long-term use of the project area would be agricultural. Long-term 
productivity would be affected if agricultural land is converted to residential and other private 
developments. The long-term ability of the area to maintain both the current quality of lifestyle 
and to support the current visitor experience should not be significantly decreased. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

Irreversible commitments of resources are those that cannot be reversed, except perhaps in the 
extreme long term. Irretrievable commitments of resources are those that are lost for a period of 
time — a resource is devoted to a use that simultaneously precludes other uses. Under this 
alternative, the continued extraction of mineral resources from existing mining operations would 
be considered irreversible. 
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NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 declared a federal policy to preserve important 
historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage and required federal agencies to 
use a systematic, interdisciplinary approach that will ensure the integrated use of the natural and 
social sciences in planning and decision making that may have an impact on man's environment. 
This Draft General Management Plan /Environmental Impact Statement was prepared pursuant to 
the act and its implementing regulations and guidelines. A notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement was published in the Federal Register in July 1992. A Federal 
Register notice was published announcing the availability of this document, and public meetings 
were held during the public comment period. Following public review of this draft, the National 
Park Service addressed comments and prepared this final environmental impact statement. The 
agency will also prepare a record of decision. 

THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act protects certain rivers and their immediate environments for the 
benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations. To qualify for this protection rivers 
must be free-flowing, relatively undeveloped, and possess one or more outstandingly 
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, cultural, or similar values. Congress 
intended to complement a long-standing policy of dam and other construction on key streams 
with a policy that will preserve other rivers in their free-flowing condition. 

The act established the national wild and scenic rivers system and outlined criteria and 
procedures whereby free-flowing streams, or portions thereof, could be added to the system. The 
system includes wild, scenic, and recreational rivers. Where designated rivers are administered 
by the National Park Service, the rivers become part of the national park system, and the laws 
and regulations applicable to national park system units become applicable to the rivers. When 
there is a conflict between this act and other legislation, the more restrictive provisions apply. 
The act also prohibits the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission from licensing any project on 
or affecting designated rivers and prohibits any federal assistance for water resource projects 
that will have a direct and adverse effect on the values for which the river was designated. The 
act also directs the appropriate federal parties to cooperate with state pollution control agencies 
to eliminate or diminish pollution in designated rivers. 

THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

The Endangered Species Act requires all federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency does 
not jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or critical habitat. 

Because the project area includes listed species, the National Park Service has been informally 
consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Lists of species were obtained from the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Nebraska Game and Park Commission, and the South Dakota 
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Department of Game, Fish, and Parks. Species locations were entered in the GIS database. The 
data was used in the analysis of alternatives. A U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service representative 
served as a planning team member for planning processes, threatened and endangered species 
information, and document revisions. The Draft General Management Plan /Environmental Impact 
Statement further facilitated informal consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service. If it is later 
determined that actions under this plan could have significant adverse effects on a federally 
listed species, formal consultation will be initiated. As part of the consultation process, the 
National Park Service will seek concurrence regarding the environmental impact statement's 
determination of effect on endangered, threatened, and candidate species. 

It is NPS policy to provide protection for federal candidate species and any state-listed species. 
Consultation with the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission and the South Dakota Department 
of Game, Fish, and Parks concerning these species has occurred. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988, "FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT" 
EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990, "PROTECTION OF WETLANDS" 

The three recreational rivers include extensive floodplains and wetlands, and NPS activities are 
subject to executive orders protecting these areas. Wetland information was collected from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory and entered into the GIS database. 
Ordinary high water was interpreted from 1:24000 scale color aerial photography taken in 
October 1991. 

Some sites for new public facilities in alternative 4 are located in the 100-year floodplain. 
However, federal roads, foot trails and associated daytime parking areas, boat ramps, and picnic 
areas are excepted from compliance with the executive order under NPS final implementation 
procedures as outlined in Special Directive 93-4, "Floodplain Management Guideline." Warning 
signs and an emergency flood response plan will be developed for dealing with all floodprone 
areas under the proposed action. No other construction is proposed by the National Park Service 
that might adversely affect floodplain or wetland values. Policies were developed to protect 
floodplains and wetlands and the data were used in the analysis of alternatives. Any proposed 
future actions will include recommendations that will not adversely impact 
floodplains/wetlands or a Statement of Findings will be prepared for implementing the 
executive orders. A goal of the management plan is to retain these lands in agricultural use. 

The Storm Water Rule (Clean Water Act) requires a National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit on certain categories of stormwater discharge. Road reconstruction that 
involves clearing and grading activities on more than five acres will require an NPDES permit. 

Section 33 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1988 and an amendment in 1990 modified 
the Flood Control Act of 1944. This law permits the Corps of Engineers to stabilize streambanks 
on private land on the Missouri River. The Corps of Engineers can buy interest in land from 
willing sellers as an alternative to stabilization. 
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EXECUTIVE ORDER 12898, "ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE" 

This executive order requires all federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs and policies on minorities 
and low-income populations and communities. Actions proposed in this general management 
plan were assessed during the planning process relative to the order. It was determined that 
none of the alternatives will result in any direct or indirect negative effects on any minority 
(including Native Americans) or low-income populations. This determination was based on the 
following: the population of the five county region has relatively low incomes, but there are no 
concentrations of low-income population within that region. Representatives from the Santee 
Sioux, Yankton Sioux, and Northern Ponca tribes participated in the planning process and 
helped to identify tribal concerns. Alternatives proposed in the general management plan will 
generally increase public appreciation for Native American culture, resulting in benefits rather 
than negative impacts. 

PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLAND 

Federal agencies are required to analyze the impacts of federal actions on agricultural land. This 
policy was developed to minimize the effect of federal programs in converting prime, unique, 
or locally important farmland to nonagricultural use. According to the Soil Conservation Service 
(1971), prime and unique farmlands are located all along the three recreational rivers. A goal of 
the general management plan is to retain these lands in agricultural use. 

CLEAN AIR ACT 

Section 118 of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 USC 7401 et seq.), requires all federal facilities 
to comply with federal, state, and local air pollution control laws and regulations. 

Under the Clean Air Act conformity requirements, federal actions must conform to all applicable 
state implementation plan requirements and purposes, and these actions must not cause or 
contribute to any violation. Conformity regulations published in late 1993 addressed only those 
areas that are not in attainment. 

FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT (CLEAN WATER ACT OF 1972) 

The act establishes federal regulation of the nation's waters and contains provisions designed 
to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation's waters. 
The act requires that the states set and enforce water quality standards to meet EPA minimum 
guidelines. It establishes effluent limitations for point source pollution, requires permits for point 
source discharge of pollutants and discharge of dredged or fill material, and emphasizes onsite 
biological monitoring. The Corps of Engineers issues permits for work affecting waters and 
wetlands of the United States and (with the states) issues joint permits for work affecting the 
waters of the states. 

The Clean Water Act delegates water quality management to states with federal oversight by the 
Environmental Protection Agency. The Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality 
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administers surface water quality standards and stream classifications under title 117, standards 
for new septic systems under title 124, and regulations pertaining to feedlots and animal waste 
control under title 130. In general the Niobrara River is rated as a class A river in which the water 
quality must be maintained and protected. Permits for new septic disposal systems require that 
they be located at least 50 feet from class A streams, are under review for 200 feet from class A 
streams, be at least 4 feet above the seasonal high water elevation of ground water, and be 
installed on slopes not exceeding a 12% grade. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT 

This act requires federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and with 
parallel state agencies whenever water resource development plans result in alteration of a body 
of water. The secretary of the interior is authorized to assist and cooperate with federal agencies 
to provide that wildlife conservation receives equal consideration and is coordinated with other 
features of water-resource development programs. 

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended (16 USC 470) requires 
that federal agencies having direct or indirect jurisdiction over undertakings consider the effect 
of those undertakings on national register properties and allow the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation and the state historic preservation officer an opportunity to comment. Because of 
the broad conceptual nature of the alternatives in this general management plan, it is not 
possible to list site-specific proposals and required future compliance actions. The National Park 
Service will work with the other partners to identify, evaluate, and protect significant resources. 
The National Park Service will comply with section 106 when undertaking projects that could 
impact cultural resources. Section 110 of this act requires federal agencies to survey and evaluate 
all cultural resources on land under their jurisdiction. Cultural resources are evaluated by 
applying the eligibility criteria for the National Register of Historic Places. Section 110 also 
provides for consultation with Indian groups in planning and management activities that affect 
them. 

Federal funding for technical assistance will be linked to development of resource-sensitive plans 
and agreements. Federally funded, assisted, or licensed projects must comply with the 
provisions of section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The National Park Service 
will consult with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the state historic 
preservation officers to ensure the best preservation strategies. Where impacts could not be 
avoided, appropriate investigations and documentation will be conducted to recover scientific 
data and mitigate effects. 

The 1993 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act provide means whereby 
information about the character, location, or ownership of archeological sites, historic properties, 
and ethnographic sites including shrines and other religious places might be withheld from 
public disclosure. This provision is especially important in cases where disclosure could risk 
harm to the resource or impede the use of a traditional religious site by practitioners. 
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The National Historic Preservation Act also recognizes the importance of traditional human 
(ethnographic) resources and recommends that ways be found to preserve and encourage 
continuation of traditions that are a living expression of our American heritage. 

THE ANTIQUITIES ACT OF 1906 

This act (PL 59-209, 34 STAT 335) provides for protection of historic, prehistoric, and scientific 
features on federal land and requires penalties for unauthorized destruction or appropriation 
of antiquities. Scientific investigation of antiquities on federal land is subject to permit and 
regulations. 

ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT OF 1979 

The Archeological Resources Protection Act (PL 96-95, 93 STAT 712) provided definitions for 
archeological resources, required federal permits for their excavation or removal, and set 
penalties for violators. It provided for preservation and custody of excavated materials, records, 
and data and for confidentiality of archeological site locations. It encouraged cooperation with 
other parties to improve protection of archeological resources. The 1988 amendments require 
development of plans for surveying public land for archeological resources and systems for 
reporting incidents of suspected violations. 

AMERICAN INDIAN RELIGIOUS FREEDOM ACT 

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (PL 95-341; 92 STAT 469) declared the 
policy of the United States to protect and preserve for American Indians their inherent right of 
freedom to believe, express, and exercise the traditional religions, including but not limited to 
access to sites, use and possession of sacred objects, and the freedom to worship through 
ceremonial and traditional rites. 

NATIVE AMERICAN GRAVES PROTECTION AND REPATRIATION ACT OF 1990 

This act (PL 101-60; 104 STAT 3049) assigns ownership or control of Native American human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony that are excavated 
or discovered on federal land or tribal land after passage of the act to lineal descendants or 
culturally affiliated Native American groups; establishes criminal penalties for trafficking in 
remains or objects obtained in violation of the act; provides that federal agencies and museums 
that receive federal funding must inventory Native American human remains and associated 
funerary objects in their possession or control and identify their cultural and geographical 
affiliations. 
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PRESIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM, APRIL 29,1994 

This memorandum outlines principles to be followed by federal agencies when dealing with 
tribal governments on a government-to-government basis. The memorandum requires that 
agencies assess the impact of federal government plans on tribal trust resources and ensure that 
tribal government rights and concerns are considered during the development of these plans, 
programs, and activities. Consultation between the managers and recognized tribal officials and 
religious leaders will be used to address issues of access on public land for religious purposes, 
inadvertent discoveries of cultural materials, and traditional use of resources. Managing agencies 
will establish a prompt and effective notification system to contact and consult with concerned 
tribes and state officials should American Indian burials be discovered. Ethnographically 
sensitive areas identified through agency consultation with affiliated Indian groups or other 
traditional groups will be protected as described for archeological resources in the alternatives 
section of this document. 
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PLANNING FOR THE NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVERS 

PROJECT HISTORY 

The National Park Service established an office in O'Neill, Nebraska, in October 1991. Its role 
was to establish local relationships with the individuals, organizations, and governments of the 
14-county, two-state area involved in the studies mandated by the Niobrara Scenic River 
Designation Act. National Park Service responsibilities were shared by the local O'Neill office, 
the Denver Service Center, and the Midwest Regional Office in Omaha. 

Local knowledge of the Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers 
designation was limited. Most of the preauthorization debate had been focused 120 miles to the 
west on the proposed middle Niobrara Scenic River designation. There were few references to 
these rivers in the preauthorization legislative history. 

Counties expressed an interest in participating in the planning process and had zoning and other 
powers that the National Park Service does not have, so federal, state, and local government 
representatives were invited to join the planning team. Their knowledge of and sensitivity to 
local concerns were critical in the deliberations. They also provided a role for local land use 
regulation in protection of the river resources. The planning team included representatives of 
the affected counties, the state park and historic preservation offices of South Dakota and 
Nebraska, three Indian tribes with land in the area, the Corps of Engineers, the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the Missouri National Recreational River Advisory Group. 

SCOPING PROCESS AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Scoping meetings in the study area were held in Niobrara, Newcastle, Omaha, and Lincoln in 
Nebraska and Wagner, Yankton and Vermillion in South Dakota in the spring of 1992. They 
showed there was substantial local concern about the condemnation powers of the National Park 
Service and the impact of boundaries. Some early meetings of the National Park Service with 
local property owners added confusion and did not always reduce these concerns. Some people 
mistakenly believed that all land within the eventual boundaries will be acquired by the 
government. It was apparent from the scoping meetings that these issues will have to be 
addressed in the planning process. A chronological summary of scoping meetings resulting from 
all five planning projects in northern Nebraska and South Dakota follows. 

A series of public scoping meetings was held in early 1992. These meetings brought to light a 
number of important issues and concerns. These were summarized in a public newsletter in 
August 1992 and are identified under issues. 

In January 1993 the advisory group charter was approved, membership was determined and the 
group was established according to the law designating the river. This group has a ten-year life 
and individuals are appointed for two-year terms by the secretary of the interior. The 13 
advisory group members are broadly based in the community and among affected agencies. 
They met several times during this period, reviewing the planning steps and listening to local 
concerns. The advisory group has kept up to date with the planning project and listened to local 
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concerns. They have taken an active role in reviewing the team products. The NPS staff 
continued to meet with local groups, county commissions, and other state and federal officials. 

Another newsletter in November 1993 reviewed the legislative mandates, stated the purposes 
of the river, considered what was significant along the rivers, listed "desired futures" and asked 
for public comment. A third newsletter in September 1994 gave the public an early look at the 
proposed alternatives and again asked for comments. The Draft General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement was a reshaping of the alternatives as a result of the public 
response and comments by the planning team and advisory group. 

A series of four meetings were held with property owners, two in Nebraska and two in South 
Dakota, in September 1994 to discuss the alternative boundaries and their implications. Two land 
protection workshops were held in December 1994 to further address property owner concerns. 
The workshops were conducted by the River Federation (a private conservation organization) 
and reviewed a number of protection methods that have been used to protect rivers and 
property owners' rights. 

COOPERATING AGENCIES 

Any federal, state, or local agency that has jurisdiction by law or that has special expertise may 
be asked to participate as a cooperating agency. The following agencies agreed to be cooperating 
agencies or have projects in the area that affect this draft general management plan. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

The Corps of Engineers manages the flow of the Missouri River through a series of dams and 
reservoirs to accomplish purposes authorized by Congress, including the Endangered Species 
Act as amended. The Corps of Engineers is the permitting agency for bank stabilization through 
section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which regulates discharge or fill into the waters of the United 
States. In conjunction with the construction of the dams and reservoirs in this area, the Corps of 
Engineers has acquired and manages land for both dam and recreational purposes immediately 
below Ft. Randall dam and in the headwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake. This land overlaps about 
four miles of the 39 miles of the Missouri National Recreational River. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has responsibilities for resources such as migratory birds and 
wetlands and for administering the Endangered Species Act. The Fish and Wildlife Service 
administers land in South Dakota and Nebraska on the west shore of the Missouri River as the 
Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge and provides habitat for the bald eagle. 
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Ponca Tribe of Nebraska 

The Ponca Tribe of Nebraska was terminated by federal legislation in 1962. Through another 
legislative process, the tribe was reinstated to tribal status October 31,1990. 

Four service areas were designated in place of a reservation: 1) Knox and Boyd Counties, 
Nebraska and Charles Mix County, South Dakota; 2) Lancaster County, Nebraska; 3) Madison 
County, Nebraska; and 4) Douglas County, Nebraska. The Ponca aboriginal homeland was in 
the area of northeastern Nebraska and part of South Dakota that lies within and adjacent to 
proposed boundaries of the recreational rivers. The Ponca tribal headquarters is in Niobrara, 
Nebraska with satellite offices in the other service areas. 

The Ponca agency building has been a ceremonial and social gathering center for the Poncas 
since it was built in the 1930s. It was recognized by the Nebraska State Historical Society and is 
being renovated by the tribe for cultural use. 

Representatives from the Ponca tribe have been active in planning for the recreational rivers and 
were consulted during development of the ethnographic study (NPS 1995a). 

Santee Sioux Tribe 

The Santee Sioux tribe has its headquarters in Santee, Nebraska. The Santee Sioux reservation 
adjoins Lewis and Clark Lake along its south shore for more than twelve miles. The Santee Sioux 
tribe is interested in being involved in economic development projects, particularly tourism 
industry opportunities but generally opposes any increased federal presence within the 
reservation that could affect their resources or jurisdiction. Santee Sioux tribal representatives 
have been active in developing the general management plan and were consulted during 
development of the ethnographic study (NPS 1995a). 

Yankton Sioux Tribe 

The Yankton Sioux reservation is adjacent to the Missouri River in South Dakota. No specific 
authority was included by Congress in the designation act to include trust land within the 
boundaries of the Missouri National Recreational River. The Yankton Indian land comprises 
about 13.3 miles of the northeast shore of the Missouri River corridor in South Dakota. The 
Yankton Sioux business and claims committee on October 24,1994, resolved "that the Yankton 
Sioux Tribe opposes and does not consent to any trust land to be placed within the 
Niobrara/Missouri River National Scenic Riverways" (sic). Yankton Sioux tribal representatives 
were included as members of the general management planning team and were consulted 
during development of the ethnographic study (NPS 1995a). 

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission 

The Nebraska Game and Parks Commission manages Niobrara State Park and leases and 
manages other recreation land and facilities from the Corps of Engineers and private individuals 
within the three recreational rivers boundaries. State parks, by law, have "significant scenic, 

199 



CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

scientific, or historic statewide values and development potential and sufficient land that a 
representative portion can be retained in a natural or relatively undisturbed state." 

South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks 

South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks has prepared the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Plan, which is described in the "Relationship to Other Projects" section of this plan. The agency 
manages several wildlife areas adjacent to the Missouri River, plus the South Dakota Lewis and 
Clark State Recreation Area on Lewis and Clark lake. 

Nebraska State Historic Preservation Office 

The Nebraska state historic preservation officer has contributed as a member to the planning 
team and has provided information on the cultural resources of the region. As required by 
section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the office was formally consulted regarding 
this general management plan. As shown in appendix G, the Nebraska State Historic 
Preservation Office determined that this plan adequately conveyed the various alternatives and 
their consequences. 

South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office 

The South Dakota state historic preservation officer has served a member of the planning team 
and has provided information on the cultural resources of the region. As required by section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act, the office was formally consulted regarding this 
general management plan. The South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office reviewed the 
draft plan and found that alternatives 3 and 5 would be beneficial to South Dakota's cultural 
resources. 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

To ensure that general management plan proposals that might affect properties eligible for the 
national register comply with provisions of section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 
a copy of the task directive was sent to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for their 
review and comment. Newsletters describing alternative proposals for the plan were also 
forwarded to the council. The advisory council found the draft general management plan and 
environmental impact statement to be quite thorough regarding the nature of and anticipated 
effects on cultural resources. The council also found that the National Park Service did a good 
job of detailing possible options for identifying and protecting historic properties that may be 
affected by the various alternatives. 
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Planning for the National Recreational Rivers 

County Governments 

Zoning is a power of state and local governments. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act encourages 
federal agencies to work with local land use management and planning agencies by issuing 
guidelines for local and state governments for consideration in protecting recreational rivers 
corridors. These guidelines are not binding on local governments nor can the federal government 
force the local governments to adopt them. Charles Mix County recently tried to implement a 
permanent zoning ordinance; however, in November 1996, voters failed to approve the proposed 
ordinance. Knox County, Nebraska, adopted a zoning ordinance in the past, but it has since been 
repealed. Other Nebraska and South Dakota counties along these recreational rivers have 
discussed zoning, but none have enacted it. 

Bon Homme and Charles Mix Counties, South Dakota and Boyd County, Nebraska have 
appointed property owners to represent them on the planning team. Gregory County, South 
Dakota has been represented on the planning team by staff from Planning District III. Knox 
County, Nebraska, has appointed a county commissioner as their planning team 
representative. 

Missouri National Recreational River Advisory Group 

The Missouri National Recreational River Advisory Group was authorized by Congress by the 
Niobrara Scenic River Designation Act in 1991. The membership of the group was left to agency 
discretion and was established by charter in January 1993. The group will continue to meet and 
advise the secretary regarding this plan and beyond the planning period until May 24, 2001. 

LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS WHO 
WILL RECEIVE COPIES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Federal Agencies 

Advisory Council on Historical Preservation 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Department of Transportation Maritime 

Administration 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Farmers Home Administration 
Federal Highway Administration 
Natural Resource Conservation Service 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Forest Service 
U.S. Geological Survey 

Nebraska Agencies 

Board of Education, Lands, & Funds 
Commission of Indian Affairs 
Department of Roads 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Division of Communications 
Governor of Nebraska 
Lewis & Clark Natural Resource District 
Lower Niobrara Natural Resource District 
Nebraska Department of Water Resources 
Nebraska Department of Natural Resources 
Nebraska Department of Economic Develop 
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission 
Nebraska Natural Resources Commission 
Rural Development Commission 
State Recreation Trails Commission 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

State Historical Society 
State Office of Policy Research 

South Dakota Agencies 

Department of Transportation 
Department of Environmental & Natural 

Resources 
Governor of South Dakota 
Department of Game, Fish & Parks 
State Historical Society 

Nebraska U.S. Congressional Delegation 

Senator Charles Hagle 
Senator Robert Kerrey 
Representative Douglas Bereuter 
Representative William Barrett 

South Dakota 
U.S. Congressional Delegation 

Senator Thomas A. Daschle 
Senator Tim Johnson 
Representative John Thune 

Nebraska State Legislative Delegation 

Senator Merton L. Dierks 
Senator Gene Tyson 

South Dakota State Legislative Delegation 

Senator Frank J. Kloucek 
Senator James K. Hutmacher 
Representative Bill L. Van Gerpen 
Representative Jim Putnam 
Representative Bill Cerny 
Representative Kenneth E. Kredit 

Tribal 

Cheyenne River Sioux 
MNI Sose Tribal Water Rights Coalition 

Nebraska Indian Intertribal Development 
Corporation 

Ogalla Sioux Tribal Council 
Omaha Tribal Council 
Pawnee Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
Ponca of Nebraska 
Rosebud Sioux 
Santee Sioux 
Standing Rock Sioux 
Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska 
Yankton Sioux 

County and Local Agencies 

Andes Central High School 
Bon Homme County Commissioners 
Boyd County Superintendent of Schools 
Boyd Historical Society 
Boyd County Commissioners 
Burke Public Schools 
City of Burke 
City of Crofton 
City of Lake Andes 
City of Pickstown 
City of Springfield 
City of Verdigre 
City of Wagner 
Charles Mix County Conservation District 
Charles Mix County Commissioners 
Gregory County Commissioners 
Gregory County Conservation District 
Knox County Commissioners 
Planning & Development District III 
Springfield Finance and Community Center 
Village of Niobrara 

Organizations and Businesses 

American Rivers 
Crofton Area Chamber of Commerce 
Highway 12 Association 
Lewis & Clark Trail Heritage Foundation 
Loess Hills Audubon Society 
Missouri River Anglers Association 
Missouri River Bank Stabilization Association 
Missouri River Basin Association 
National Highway 20 Association 
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National Parks & Conservation Association 
Nebraska Audubon Society 
Nebraska Highway 14 Association 
Nebraska Recreation & Park Association 
Nebraska Wildlife Society 
Nebraska Wildlife Federation 
North Central Nebraska Resource 

Conservation & Development 
Northeast Nebraska Resource Conservation 

& Development 
Randall Resource Conservation 

& Development 
Sierra Club - Nebraska Chapter 
South Dakota State University Cooperative 

F&W Research Unit 
The Nature Conservancy - Nebraska 
University of Minnesota CPSU 
University of Nebraska State Museum 
Wachiska Audubon Society 
Yankton Chamber of Commerce 

Planning for the National Recreational Rivers 

Lynch Public Library 
Mount Marty College Library 
Niobrara Public Library 
Norfolk Public Library 
Northeast Community College Library 
Rock County Nebraska Public Library 
South Dakota State University Library 
Spencer Township Library 
Stuart Township Nebraska Library 
Tyndall Library & Community Center 
University of Nebraska Library 
University of South Dakota Library 
Valentine Nebraska Public Library 
Verdigre Public Library 
Wagner Public Library 
Wayne State College Library 
Yankton Community Library 

Magazines and Newspapers 

Libraries 

Ainsworth Public Library 
Atkinson Township Library 
Brunswick Public Library 
Creighton Public Library 
Eastern Township Library 
Grattan Township Library 
Gregory Public Library 

Norfolk Daily News 
Omaha World Herald 
Yankton Press and Dakotan 

Individuals 

The list of individuals is available from the 
O'Neill office of the National Park Service. 
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PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC MEETINGS 

The National Park Service held nine public meetings in two states regarding the 
Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. 
Meetings in South Dakota were in Yankton (8/13/96), Pickstown (8/19/96), Springfield 
(8/19/96), and Wagner (8/19/96). Meetings in Nebraska were held in Norfolk (8/14/96), 
Niobrara (8/15/96), Verdigre (8/17/96), Verdel (8/17/96), and Spencer (8/21/96). 

A total of 83 people attended the meetings. Many landowners along the rivers wanted to know 
how the plan will affect them, and they were told that the plan will have little or no affect on 
their residences and their pursuit of agriculture. Other individuals objected to the plan and 
stated that the rivers ought to be deauthorized. Others expressed concerns regarding the 
placement of the boundaries and what it meant to own land within the boundaries. In addition, 
some individuals noted their concerns about the sedimentation problem at the mouth of the 
Niobrara River and others commented on what types of recreation were appropriate along the 
rivers. Written comments were accepted at the meetings and the National Park Service gave the 
attendees blank forms, with a mailing address for written comments. 

SUMMARY OF THE WRITTEN COMMENTS 

During the public comment period, which lasted from July 19 until September 14, 1996, the 
National Park Service received letters and written comments from 75 individuals, organizations, 
and agencies. Sixteen of these letters were from agencies and organizations and 59 were from 
individuals. Thirty-three letters were received from individuals which gave a viewpoint or 
selected an alternative, but asked no questions or made no comments requiring a response under 
the National Environmental Policy Act. Of the 33, two favored alternative 2 and two favored 
alternative 4. One writer favored the quarter-mile boundary and adequate environmental 
safeguards proposed under alternative 1. 

The balance of the letters received suggested the river designation: was not needed, was too 
expensive to the federal government, was too intrusive to local landowners, was illegal, does not 
fulfill the purposes of the designation, or encouraged trespass. Most of these also suggested the 
designation should be altered or removed and that the National Park Service, as another 
government layer, was not needed. 

Six additional letters were received after the end of the public comment period, including letters 
from the Environmental Protection Agency, Niobrara State Park, and the Missouri River 
National Recreational River advisory group. These letters are also included in the "Comments 
and Responses" section of the plan. 

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS 

The National Park Service is required to implement the law, and thus many of the 
recommendations from individuals and organizations cannot occur. The Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act established a national policy that certain select rivers of the nation which, with their 
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Public Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

immediate environments, possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish 
and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values, shall be preserved and protected for the 
benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations. Congress has designated these 
recreational rivers to be managed in accordance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Please refer 
to the purpose and significance statements on page 10 of the plan and to appendix A, the 
enabling legislation. 

Congress has authorized the secretary of the interior, through the National Park Service, to 
administer the rivers, and the National Park Service has the delegated authority for overseeing 
the recreational rivers and for ensuring that local, state, and federal actions remain consistent 
with the legislation and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The National Park Service must prepare 
a general management plan, establish boundaries, and manage the river according to the law. 

The National Park Service cannot legally propose an alternative that is based on no NPS 
management at all. Congress did not instruct the National Park Service, nor is it the purpose of 
this plan, to evaluate the legislative action to designate the rivers. 

WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Of the 81 written letters and comments received during and after the public comment period, 
a total of 44 letters and comments contain substantive comments requiring a response under the 
National Environmental Policy Act. In addition, all letters from agencies and organizations are 
included in this section of the document. The following government agencies, organizations, and 
individuals commented on the draft document, which are reprinted, along with the responses, 
on the following pages. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency V.S. Hinds 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Mary E. Hurd 
U.S. Department of the Interior Lois Hyde 

Fish and Wildlife Service Jan Jorgensen 
Western Area Power Administration David W. Jundt 
Nebraska Governor Gregory G. Krupicka 
Niobrara State Park Keith and Eva McGill 
Missouri National Recreational Robert P. Monfore 

River Advisory Group Mrs. Robert P. Monfore 
National Parks and Conservation Association Patrick F. Murphy 
National Audubon Society Dennis and Maxine Namminga 
The Sierra Club Kelly Namminga 
South Dakota B.A.S.S. State Federation Maxine Namminga 
South Dakota Cattlemen's Association Mr. and Mrs. Norman Peters 
Randall Resource Conservation Mr. and Mrs. Don Pittack 

and Development Donald L. Randa 
Southern Missouri Water Virginia Reigle 

Development District David L. Reinschmidt 
Bon Homme B.A.S.S. Association Dale Riesberg 
Spring-Bull Creek Watershed District Philip Schreier 
Jim Farnik Stephen J. Schreier 
Dale Ferwerda Rayder Swanson 
Robert and Gwen Ganz Georgia Talsma 
Richard Hermanek Sandy Weaver 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

1. On page 46 of the draft plan, one of the interpretive themes that is 
identified for the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers and Verdigre Creek is 
that "The designated rivers provide a wide variety of habitats that form 
an ecosystem for the benefit of fish, wildlife, and plants. Most of these 
habitats have not been lost to development, due in part to local man
agement." 

Regarding the statement that the draft plan lacks concise information 
on the loss or degradation of wetlands, floodplain, and other habitats, 
pages 116 and 117 describe existing wetlands and floodplains. For 
example, on page 116, the Draft GMP states that "The river has down-
cut (degradation) immediately downstream'of the dam to the extent 
that the tailwater surface elevations for typical discharges have 
declined about 6 feet from the time of dam closure to the mid-1980s. 
This effect gradually declines downstream to slightly below 
Greenwood, where the reverse effect (aggradation) occurs downstream 
to the mouth of the Niobrara. The manifestation of this effect is 
reduced flooding frequency above Greenwood and increased flooding 
frequency downstream." In response to public comments from Mr. Jim 
Farnik, we have added two additional pages on aggradation and degra
dation in the final plan. 

Regarding options to improve wetlands and floodplain habitats in the 
various alternatives, descriptions such as "opening up side channels" 
are made, without giving specific locations, because this is a general 
management plan/environmental impact statement. The specific details 
of wetland restoration will be discussed in a future resource manage
ment plan for the designated rivers. 

2. Boundary descriptions have been revised at several locations in the 
draft plan. The boundary description for the preferred alternative has 
been rewritten for the final plan, in response to a letter submitted dur
ing the public comment period by the Southern Missouri Water 
Development District. The new boundary description states: "The 
National Park Service recognizes the importance of the wetlands and 
fish and wildlife habitat next to the river. Because of this importance, 
the boundary for the preferred alternative includes not only the rivers 
and an adjacent strip of land but other lands that may be periodically 
flooded by the COE releases from Ft. Randall Dam." 

Wans H. Hi 
Superintendent 
rTiobrara/Miaaouri Nation*] Scenic Riverwayt 
P O. Box 591 
CNeiU, Nebraska 68763-0591 

RE: Draft General Management Plan, Envinnanental Impact Statement, 
Miiacairi/rficontra/Veimgn: Creek, National Recreational Rivera 

In acccTTjar.ee with Section 309 of the Clean Ah Act and the National Enviroraraxatal 
Policy Act, we have reviewed the above referenced Draft EnvhxxrmentaJ Impact Statement 
(DEIS) Baaed on thia review, we have rated the ifoantrii EC-2 (Erwironmental Concern*, 
Insufficient Information). Thia rating Banana that we have hatanjflad trmnnnnrtml nravarrl that 
should be avoided in order to fully protect the errvirotrrnent. In prrnaxular, we are cotKemed that 
not all potential actions have been discloned or will be taken to preserve biological renourcea as 
part of the prefert'tal eheroative, including wetlands. 

The DEIS references the loss of wetland and floodplain habitats as well as "habitats lost to 
development" (page 46) and the proposal under AJtrrrartivea 1 through 5 to protect or ratore 
wetlands and floodplains in the recreational river ares. However, the DEIS lacks concise 
information regarding what loss or degradation of wetlands, floodplain and other habitats hat 
occurred Ahhough mention is made of certain options, e.g., "opening up side channels and 
other inuiroveroenta" (page 67), no real explanation is provided. 

The document also needs to fully document the tciettthSc basis for selecting a "ininimum 
setback of200 feet trom tin riverbanx" as the boundary for the project (page 85) In the case of 
the Missouri River, which has traditionally had a floodplain extending for miles on either aide of 
the riverbank, a 200 foot boundary may not be sufficient to accommodate the proposed type or 
amount of restotmtion of wetland and floodplain areas The final E1S should be expanded to 
provitk a fuh exiaanation of impacts to wetland attd flooc^ 
the preferred alternative and a more detailed description/analyaui of what would be involved in 
the proposed protection, restoration and "ra-creation" options 

We believe two additional steps could be taken which will enhance and preserve the 
aquatic ecosystem within the National Park The following resource protection approaches 
should be mcluded in the final EIS. First, the Corps of lutgmeers has the authority to suspend or 
revoke NsUonw.de Permits and Regional General Permits (i.e., perms authorising cotmiuction 
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activities with minimal impacts) within a geographic area if the iquific/wctUnd resources warrant 
such protection. This means simply that all 404 activities would require an Individual Permit 
which includes a public notice and 30 day comment period, and more structured impact 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation requirementa. This could result in increased protection of 
wetlands within the National Park boundary. 

Further, the Corps could initiate a Special Area Management Plan which is a 
comprehensive pfenning process that is defined in the 1980 ametsdrnents to the Coastal Zone 
Management Act. The EPA has authority (40 CFK 23U 8(J) to impale wetlands Advance 
Identification which is also a planning process that enables EPA to focus our efforts on wetlands 
where resource values and scarcity converge with development and conversion pressure. Both 
planning processes attempt to protect water resources that are threatened by development and 
conversion activities The planning processes basically include identification of all wetlands 
resources within a geographic area, evaluation of wetland functions tnd values, and follow up 
planning activities to effectively protect these resources. 

Moreover, these planning processes could result in the identification of wetland 
restoration opportunities where wetlands have been lost due to cottversion to upland and/or loss 
of hydrology We bdieve identifying valuable wetland resources and potential wetland restoration 
sites through plarining efforts will better achieve the goals and objectives of the rnanagement plan 

We would also like to identify a number of areas in your DEIS requiring further 
clarification. In your Purpose Statements on page 10 of the document, the words "preserve" and 
"protect" need to be reconsidered as they are used given that many natural resources (forested 
floodplain, wetlands, side channels and chutes) associated with the rivers have been degraded to 
some degree and could be managed in ways beyond ample psreservation or protection. For 
example, in the alternatives discussion, words such as restore, "enhancing" (page 81) and re
create were used The Purpose Statements do not chsarty suggest that improving natural 
resources could occur through restoration or enhancement measures. Also, we sre unfamiliar 
with the term "re-creation " We recommend that the final EIS provide definitions of the terms 
that will be used in the document and be very clear about which approaches will be considered as 
part of the recreational river management. 

In terms of strearnbank erosion (pages 39-40), we support the approach to limiting 
erosion control to those stream reaches where protection of structures is essential. However, that 
approach should be clarified to distinguish between essential and non-esaentia! structures 
particularity if the river management philosophy is moving toward one of favoring "a natural 
hydrograph ahemative" (i.e., under the Missouri River Master Water Control Manual) and 
encouraging river restoration. Further clarification alao would be helpful regarding what 
constitutes a "significant biological" resource unless it should be inferred from the glossary a! 
"Bgru'ficant resources.". It seems reasonable that a change in the protection and management of 
the recreational rivers (e.g., more out of bank flooding and channel meandering) may require a 
change in the protection of other biologicaj resources. 

The minimum boundary of 200 feet was selected for several reasons: 1) 
such a width would include most of the significant bottomland cotton-
wood forest; 2) this width generally provides a visual buffer for recre-
ationists on the rivers; and 3) this width allows for the incorporation 
within the boundary of expanded significant remaining cottonwood 
stands, periodically flooded wetland, and the Karl Mundt National 
Wildlife Refuge. Some of these resources can be found up to a mile 
from the river, and they can be placed within the boundary without 
exceeding the maximum acreage permitted by the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act. 

We do not see that any negative impacts to wetlands and floodplains 
would result from implementing the preferred alternative. No wetlands 
are proposed for visitor use or development. As stated on page 177 of 
the draft plan, "Wetlands and floodplains would be improved through 
enhancement, restoration, and re-creation of natural riverine ecosys
tems." Because this is a programmatic GMP/EIS, the specific locations 
and details of wetland restoration are not included. Such details will be 
provided in project statements within a future resource management 
plan for the rivers. 

3. We have referred your comments to the Corps of Engineers. 

4. We have referred your comments to the Corps of Engineers. The Corps 
has told us that their special area management plan would be similar to 
the NFS general management plan. A resource management plan is the 
NFS document that would specifically identify wetlands for restoration. 

5. The purpose statements were developed with public input in 1993, and 
it is our belief that they are a part of the GMF that should not be tam
pered with. 

6. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, section 6 (c), provides for the protec
tion of riverbanks. The Niobrara Scenic River Designation Act of 1991 
(Public Law 102-50) states in section 6 (c) that "Within the Missouri 
River segment. . . the Secretary shall permit the use of erosion control 
techniques, including the use of rocks from the area for streambank sta
bilization purposes, subject to such conditions as the Secretary may pre
scribe . . . to protect the resource values for which such river segment 
was designated." 
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On page 40 of the draft plan, after the end of the 4th line, the following 
sentence should be added: "Significant biological features include old 
growth cottonwood forest and habitat that is or has recently been uti
lized by threatened and endangered species." 

7. The Missouri River Master Water Control Manual is slated to be com
pleted in 2000. We have referred your comments to the Corps of 
Engineers. 

8. We do not believe it is appropriate to include 404 permitting by the 
Corps in the section on page 47 which describes local means of manage
ment. We have included the Corps of Engineers in the section on natur
al resources management on page 52 of the draft plan. 

9. We have added the following at the end of this paragraph: "The 
National Park Service would consult with the states of Nebraska and 
South Dakota to stay abreast of point source and nonpoint source pollu
tion, not only within the river boundaries, but on tributary streams, to 
the extent that they affect water quality within the recreational river 
segments. Restoration of biological communities would occur only in 
those areas that have a good chance for success." This statement also 
has been added to the preferred alternative in the first full paragraph 
on page 87 of the draft plan. 

10. We have repeated the paragraph above in alternative 5 (the preferred 
alternative) on page 87, between the second and third full paragraphs. 
The paragraph is not included in alternative 4 because this alternative 
emphasizes recreation and public use and not resource management. 

We do not see any reference to "floodways and retention basins" in 
table 8. The table is intended only to provide a brief summary of the 
alternatives. 

11. The description of interpretation and visitor services found in alterna
tive 3 (biological emphasis) on page 67 emphasizes the interpretation of 
natural resources. The interpretive emphasis in alternatives 4 and 5 is 
different. Alternative 5 (the preferred alternative) states that interpreta
tion "would emphasize protection of natural and cultural resources," 
and thus does not exclude any interpretation that is described in alter
native 3. 
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On page 41, there is reference to the Missouri River Muter Water Control Manual and a 
suggestion of the benefits derived from rt for the preferred alternative. It would be very helpful 
for the public to understand the aherruttfves for management of the recreational rivers as they 
relate to the scenarios proposed under the Missouri River Master Water Control Manual. We 
recommend that the final E1S expand the treatment of this relsxiooahip, especially as it rotates to 
the implementation o f t more natural bydrograph. 

Listed below for your consiecratioa are some additional ccanrncnts specific to afternalrves 
other than the preferred ahenuitive. 

1 Management (page 47) - We reccanroeod that general penrats issued by the Corps of 
Engineers under the Clean Water Act Section 404 program be added as tools that would be 
available to local officials for manuring, for example, srrearnbank itemization ictmbes. 

AAiiTfflrive 3: Rrvcarne Biological ManaoxflB«i 

1. Msjsuang for Biological Diversity (page 62) - See Introduction comment I above 
regarding oetnriiom. We suggest that "coruaxvicur̂  ta 
will be retained in the docunseat. 

1 Page 62, paragraph S - The text referencing "activities in the broader watershed" needs to 
be clarified. What activities would have a bearing upon the reeccntion and protection cc*the 
recrtatkaial riven? 

3. Page 62, paragraph 6 — The reference to protecting *ncodways and retention basins" is 
presented also in summary form for Alternatives 3-5 (Table 8), but is not noted in the narrative 
under Ahemarives 4 and 5. Was this oaamca by design or linrntfrriooal? 

4. Iriterpretation and Vunux Service*, paragraph 2 (page 67) - The focus of the services, as 
presented here, were not idenrified in the narrative under AJteraatfves 4 and 5, except poaaftry in 
Table 8 fix Alternative 4. Was this omission by design or unintentional? 

1. Wetlands and BoodpUins, Analysis (page 144) - I recouMiieud that the last scenenoe rend, 
"Wetlands .. but are regulated by the U.S. AJTO^ 
The Clean Water Act was not written to ensure protecnoo. 
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1. Cumulative Impacts, example paragraph 1 (page 159) - We recommend that the final EIS 

clarify ( eg , possibly under a "Historic Perspective" section, see ccsnment 3 above under Features 
CdTinai>on_ICtĉ  what is meant by "more maural water flow regime" and 
"more natural situation." The scenario fix "natural" probably tics in the eye of the beholder. 

ImPaslSaTic-HerTativt 4 

14 

1. Wetlands and Floodplaina, Anarysia (page 169) —Airy lefcieiice in the nkxarmenl to a 
"404 permit" should be clarified. We suggest the following: "... a Clean Wafer Action Section 
404 permit for the placement of fill into waters of the United States, including wetlands would 
requite " The other option would be to define "permit" or "404 permit" in the Glossary. 
Also, we recommend that "to the extent possible" be dxansjad 10 "to the extent practicable" as 
defined in the Section 404(bXl) Guidelines fix Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or FBI 
Material (40 CFRPsrt 230.10(aXr) 

12. We have made the requested change. 

13. The reference to "natural situation" refers to the situation that existed 
before Missouri River dam construction. We have added "simulating 
pre-dam conditions" after "natural hydrograph" to the first full para
graph on page 41 of the draft plan. 

14. We have changed "possible" to "practicable." We have added the fol
lowing definition for "404 permit" to the glossary: "refers to a permit 
issued by the Corps of Engineers, as described in section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, for any public or private action that proposes to dis
charge any dredged or fill material in waters of the United States, 
including rivers and wetlands." 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment and your persistence in asking for our 
reaponae. We would be happy to meet with you to answer any questions you have regarding 
these commtftts. Please call me at 913/551-7435 if you have any questions or would tike to 
sn-snge a nyseting. 

M«. Cd-tfaryn E. Tortorici 
Project Minager 



COMMENTS R E S P O N S E S 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS Of ENGINEERS. OMAHA DISTRICT 

215 NORTH 17TH STREET 
OMAHA, NEBRASKA 6BI02A978 

September 6, 1996 

Warren Hill, Superintendent 
KiobrarVNliBSOuri National Scenic Rrverwaya 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763-059! 

Dear Mr. HUT. 

Enclosed are Corps' comments on the Draft General Management Plan/Envirormwntal 
Impact Statement for the MissouriTViobrara/Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. Please call Becky Latka (402) 221-4602 if you have any 
questions regarding our comments. 

Sincerely, 

CandaccM. Thomas 
Chief. Environmental Analysis Branch 
Planning Division 
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CORPS' COMMENTS ON DRAFT 
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

MISSOURI / NIOBRARA / VERDIGRE CREEK NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RJVERS 

~ Page 16, Tint fun paragraph, tut line. Delete "•ltd cuemalt llnd" sin« that is not 
leased to state agencies, but held by the landowner 

2. Pages 96-97, Table 9. The conclusions in the table aren't always supported by the 
trudjerial in the Environmental Cotucquewrt section. For example, under "threatened and 
endangered species" in the table, beneficial effects are claimed due to "increased efforts" to 
conserve species, yet that rationale is not included in the discussions in the Environmental 
Consequences section. Increased efforts by whom? We don't expect substantially more 
endangered species efforts sa a result of this plan unless the National Parle Service or the U S. 
Fish tnd Wildlife Service have some plana that we are not aware of 

3. Page 112, third paragraph. Either inference where this information is coming ftom or 
delete h. Add a section on Corps' tern and plover efforts in the Fort Randall - to - Lewis and 
Clark Lake section of the Missouri River. We have sent you information on these efforts before, 
but you can contact Casey Kruse or Greg Pavelka for an updated version (402) 667-7873, ew. 
3333 

4. Page 113, first fun paragraph. The second sentence ttates that "organised tours are not 
perceived to be a problem." Who does not perceive them as a problem? The USFWS? Who il 
being referenced here? Either reference or delete 

5. Page 142, prime and uniqne farmland. Reference where the 24% figure came from in 
the first sentence, then move h into the "Affected Environment" section, along with a map 
showing where the prime and unique farmland occurs within the boundary, so future plans and 
development could avoid those areas. 

6 Page 146, future demand for recreation. There should be visitation data available 
which could be analyzed to determine a visitation trend for the area. 

1. We have revised the last sentence of the first full paragraph to: "Some 
COE fee land is leased to state agencies for wildlife and recreation. The 
Corps has purchased the right to flood some lands (flood easement), 
but the underlying fee ownership is retained by the landowner." 

2. We recognize the current COE work. In addition, through partnerships 
and cooperative agreements with landowners and others, the Park 
Service could protect and possibly create more habitat than is currently 
available. This is seen as an increased effort in conserving species 
which may benefit species. The plan has been revised to state that 
"This plan could result in increased efforts to conserve species." 

3. The information has been referenced. Casey Kruse, a COE biologist at 
Gavins Point Dam, has reviewed pages 112 and 113 of the draft plan, 
and his revisions have been incorporated into the final plan. The text 
also references his endangered species work with terns and plovers 
along the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers. 

4. The Park Service does not believe the existing organized tours would 
negatively affect threatened and endangered species. Tour operators 
and guides would be informed as to where threatened and endan
gered species, such as the terns and plovers, were nesting and what 
precautions should be taken to avoid disturbing them. For example, 
tour operators could stay away from islands where the terns and 
plovers were known to nest. 

This paragraph was reviewed by Casey Kruse, COE endangered 
species biologist. He asked that the word "substantial" be deleted from 
the last sentence. The text will reflect this deletion. 

5. The NPS Denver Service Center prepared the calculations for prime 
and unique farmland. They first identified and outlined in red the 
prime and unique farmland soils within each individually published 
South Dakota and Nebraska county soil survey in the project area. The 
prime and unique soils within the project area were then digitized indi
vidually. Through the use of geographic information system (GIS) 
analysis, they were overlaid on each boundary alternative to determine 
the prime and unique acreage totals for each boundary alternative. The 
prime and unique soil acreage for each boundary alternative was then 
divided by the total acreage for each alternative to determine the per
cent of prime and unique farmland in each alternative. 
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The effort to create one or more prime and unique farmland maps 
would be substantial and expensive, and the scale of map needed 
would create numerous smaller area maps. The soil type areas would 
be too small to visually show on our large-scale alternative maps. The 
reader may, however, consult the individual soil surveys for each coun
ty to determine where the prime and unique soils lie adjacent to the 
Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers. 

Page 108 of the draft plan has been revised to state how the percentage 
of prime and unique farmland in each alternative was determined. 

6. In the past seven years, estimates of park visitors at Niobrara State Park 
have fluctuated from 113,445 in 1993 to 132,595 in 1996. The Corps of 
Engineers uses counters to determine the number of visitors on its 
lands around Lewis and Clark Lake (including lands that are a part of 
Lewis and Clark State Recreation Areas in Nebraska and South Dakota). 
On the Corps lands around Lewis and Clark Lake, total visits in the 
past four years have steadily increased from 1,566,073 in fiscal year 1993 
(October 1992 through September 1993) to 1,663,259 in fiscal year 1996. 
This represents an average annual visitation increase of 6%. At the 
Lewis and Clark visitor center, visitation has fluctuated over the past 20 
years, varying from 20,000 to 45,000 annually. In 1996 visitation at the 
center was 35,420. 

Visitation numbers along the recreational river segments of the 
Niobrara River and Verdigre Creek have not been kept, but they are 
believed to be very low, because the shallow water limits the use of 
most types of watercraft. 
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RESPONSES 

1. During implementation of this plan, the National Park Service will con
tinue to consult informally with the Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure 
that no adverse effects on listed species occur. 

2. Page 110 of the draft plan has been revised. The determination of "no 
effect" has been added to the conclusion on page 176 of the draft. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Ecoloftcal ServicM 

420 South GwthM Avow. Suite 400 
Piero, South Dakota 57301-S40S 

September 6, 1996 

KENORVWDOW 

To: Warren H. Hill, Superintendent, National Park Service 
Niobrara/M1ssour1 National Scenic Rlverways; O'Neill, Nebraska 

From: Field Supervisor, Ecological Services 
South Dakota Field Office; Pierre, South Dakota 

Subject: Draft General Management Plan and Environmental impact Statement for 
the Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdlgre Creek National Recreational 
Rivers 

This memorandum 1s 1n reference to your July 12, 1996, letter requesting our 
review and comments on the subject donment and is a follow-up to our April 
23, 1996, memorandum. Also, please refer to our previous memorandum of May 2, 
1996, to the Regional Director of the National Park Service, Midwest Region, 
Omaha, Nebraska, concerning Informal consultation for the 1991 Designated 
Mlssourl/Nlobrara/Verdigre Creek National Recreational River Management Plan. 

The final draft of the subject document appears to be well written and well 
organized In Its content. In particular, the sections dealing with 
"Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives" beginning on page 141 
adequately discuss expected Impacts on natural resources, given the 
Uncertainties regarding the degree or extent of Implementation of the 
management plan in future years. Ne concur with your assessment that 
implementation of management plan strategies which would limit development 1n 
areas of known least tern and piping plover use, as this documents recennmends, 
will significantly reduce the potential for adverse effects. He also concur 
with the determination of the National Park Service that no adverse impacts to 
listed species will occur as a result of Implementing Alternatives 2-5 as they 
are presently described. If adverse Impacts to listed species are anticipated 
or should occur in the future as a result of the Implementation of specific 
management plan strategies, formaT consultation with the National Park Service 
and other managing entitles will be required. 

In the first paragraph discussing threatened and endangered species on page 
110 (Affected Environment), It is stated that the Fish and Wildlife Service 
determined (our emphasis) that eight species protected under the Endangered 
Species Act could be affected by the proposed action. This 1s not stated 
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correctly. The F1sh and WHdltfe Service, during Informal consultation, made 
a determination of the presence or likely occurrence of listed species within 
the project area. The lead Federal agency (the National Park Service) Is 
responsible for making either a "may affect" or a "no affect" determination on 
listed species. The Fish and Wildlife Service, after studying the proposed 
actlon(s). will then either "concur" or "not concur" with the lead agency's 
determination. The first sentence 1n this paragraph should be revised 
accordingly. 

It Is the understanding of the Fish and Wildlife Service that the National 
Park Service will automatically review the effectiveness of the management 
plan for the recreational rivers every five to seven years. One of our 
ipec^fic concerns in future years may be the potential cumulative Impact of 
Increased visitor use resulting from a number of activities on least tern and 
piping plover nesting success on the lower Niobrara River and Missouri River. 
We recognize that many details Involving Implementation of specific strategies 
to meet the general management goals discussed In the draft Environmental 
Impact Statement have not been finalized. Accordingly, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service does not envision the need to enter Into formal consultation with the 
National Park Service at this time. However, should the National Park Service 
determine at any time during implementation of management strategies that 
adverse impacts to listed species have occurred or may occur, recommendations 
on reasonable and prudent actions to avoid further conflicts must be developed 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service through the formal consultation process. 

This concludes our comments on the subject document. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide additional comments. If you have further questions or 
need additional technical assistance, please contact Dave Allardyce of this 
office at (605) 224-8693, Extension 29. 

cc: ARD, ND/SO; Denver, CO (60130) 
FS, ES; Grand Island, NE 
RD, MPS, Midwest Region; Omaha, NE 

3. The National Park Service will continually assess the effectiveness of 
the plan. The National Park Service, through cooperative agreements 
and partnerships, will manage the rivers so that there are no effects on 
listed species. Through cooperative efforts, species and habitat will be 
monitored. Visitation will also be monitored to ensure protection of 
listed species. If it is determined that species are being impacted, the 
National Park Service will consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service to 
determine reasonable and prudent measures within the NPS's authori
ty to mitigate impacts. 
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United States Department o f Interior 

National Park Service 
Warren II. Hill. Superintendent 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Neill, NH 68763 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

Western Area Power Administration (Western) submits the following comments on the Draft 
General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the Missouri, Niobrara, and 
Verdigrc Creek National Recreational Rivera. 

In the introduction section (relationship to other projects) pages 15-21. please identify Western as 
having facilities within the affected areas (i.e.. transmission lines, communication site). Western 
currently conducts routine maintenance on the transmission system. Western does not have plans 
for new transmission lines or facilities in the affected area, although in the future facility changes 
or upgrades may be needed. Western will abide by 16 USC 1271-1287 Section 13 (g), granting 
easements and rights-of-way for any new projects. 

The following Western facilities are in the affected Area: 

• Fort Thompson to Grand Island 354 kV transmission line that crosses the 
Missouri River at Section 8, T34N. R63W (SD-NH border) and the Niobrara 
River at Section 1, T32N, R63N, Holt County, Nebraska. 

• Fort Randall to O'Neill 115 kV transmission line crosses the Niobrara River at the 
Boyd/Holl county line in Nebraska at T 33N, R11W, and 

• At the Port Randall dam Western's microwave site is at NH 1/4 section 8, T95N, 
R65W. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, we look forward to working with the National Park 
Service in the future. If you have any questions please contact Theodore R. Anderson at 
(406)247-7385. 

Sincerely, 

Nicholas J. Stas 
Environmental Manager 

1. We will include the information noted on WAPA facilities that are 
found within the area covered by this GMP Department of Energy 

Western A/oa Power Administration 
Upper Grsat Plains Region 

P.O. Box 35900 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA 
EXECUTIVE SUITE 
PO. Bcu.'MftW 
LwKot, N i t » M 645094M8 
Phoo. « o a 471-2244 

August 21, 1996 

Congressman Douglas Bereuter 
2348 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

SUBJECT: Draft GcneraJ Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Missouri. Niobrara, and Verditre Creek National Recreational Rivers 

Dear Congressman Bereuter: 

In the last week, my office has been contacted by several Nebraskans who live in the area of 
this proposed project. I have heard a number of concerns about the proposed plan including 
the fact that there have been only 45 days set aside for public comment. Last year, more the 
1200 interested people signed documents urging that this project be deauthorized. I want to 
be assured that there is adequate time for these people to review the draft plan and how it 
addresses their concerns. 

Would you join with me in seeking an extension to allow all those interested sufficient time 
to review the proposed plan and comment on it. 

It is my understanding that the Advisory Commission for this study is meeting on August 22 
in Wagner, S.D. It is my hope that the Park Service will support an extension. 

Dayle Williamson, the Director of the Nebraska Department of Natural Resources, is available 
to discuss this issue with your staff if you need more information. 

Sincerely. 

cTX 
E. BENJAMIN NELSON 
Governor 

EBN:It 

cc: Senator J. James Exon 
Warren Hill 
Radcr Swanson 

1. As a result of requests such as yours, the public comment period was 
extended until September 14, 1996. The total time for public review was 
58 days. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA 

August 26, 1996 

Mr. Warren Hill, Superintendent 
Nrobrara/Missouri River National Scenic Riverways 
P O. Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763-0591 

Dear Mr. Hill; 

We have reviewed the draft General Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek National Recreational Riven We have no 
concerns regarding the alternatives discussed Because these streams are Class A State Resource 
Waters (Title 117, Chap. 3, NAC), we are obligated to use all of our authorities to maintain and 
protect the existing water quality. The preferred alternative appears to be the most favorable with 
regards to water quality 

Sincerely, 

John F. Bender 
Water Quality Standards Coordinator 
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NIOBRARA STATE PARK 
PO BOX 226 

NIOBRARA, NE 68760 

October 24, 1996 

Kent Schwarzkopf 
National Park Service 
PO Box 591 
O'Neill, NE 68763 

Dear Kent: 

In regards to our telephone conversation about visitation at Niobrara 
State Park and the Missouri and Niobrara River Scenic designations. In 
the National Park Service recent draft (General Management Plan, 
Environmental Impact Statement) alternative Si is acceptable with me in 
general. I have personal reservation about some of the items mentioned 
which I will not submit at this time. 

In regards to visitor activities we discussed, I feel there is room for 
roore activities on the Missouri River and surrounding areas. With the 
sediment of the Niobrara River hampering access to the Missouri River 
below the Niobrara River, should be handled on a year to year basis as 
far as improvements on existing boat ramps, in accordance with water 
levels of the Missouri River. These ramps are vital to the activities 
at Niobrara State Park. 

I also feel the Missouri River bridge between Niobrara, NE and Running 
Water, SD will increase tourism in the area, at Niobrara State Park we 
are looking forward to increasing our visitation with respect to 
activities we offer and day usage. 

At NSP we are making a great effort to promote more interpretation of 
the history, culture and the other resources in the area. 

As a personal observation of the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers over the 
last forty years, I have lived here, there has been great changes, such 
as increased numbers of fisherman, duck and goose hunters and boaterB. 

I also have a few numbers on visitations from Niobrara State Park. Our 
files Bhow that visitation was around the 100,000 mark in the late 
80's. Visitation to the new park has in general increased every year. 
Our best year has been 1996 with approximately 133,000 (verses 3 months 
June, July and August 80,000). The numbers will vary from year to year 
because of weather conditions. By the way, raft tour numbers were 915 
people for four months. 

Sincerely, 

Tort Motacek, Supc. 
Niobrara State Park 

ck 

1. The effect of sedimentation on recreational access is discussed in addi
tional text added to the Draft GMP/EIS. The preferred alternative 
(Alternative 5) now states (on page 88 of the draft plan), "Access to and 
facilities on the recreational rivers could be improved but not expand
ed." The following statement has been added to the preferred alterna
tive description on pages 84 and 88 of the Draft GMP: "If one or more 
boat ramps were lost to siltation, this alternative would allow for ramp 
replacement, if feasible and environmentally suitable." The following 
statement has been added to the "Visitor Activities" section on page 179 
of the Draft GMP/EIS: "If an existing boat ramp was lost to siltation, 
this alternative would allow for a replacement at another location, if 
feasible and environmentally suitable. Environmental compliance for 
such replacement will occur at the time that a replacement is pro
posed." 
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SpfTfl 
DAKOTA STATE 

HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

September 13, 1998 

SUPERINTENDENT 
NIOBRAflA/MISSOURl 
NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAYS 
PO BOX 591 
ONEILL NE 88763 

OoiTU«At HEATTAOt CWTS* 
900 Governed Drtve 
Pierre. SO 57501-2217 
«05) 7T3-3AM F « {606} 773flO«1 

RE: Draft General Management Plan: Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek National 
Recreational Rivers, Nebraska & South Dakota 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

Thank you for past consultation wi th our office and the opportunity to respond 
to the above referenced draft management plan. As you know, our off ice's primary 
concern relates to South Dakota's cultural resources. In this respect, our office 
concurs wrth your "DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS* (as noted on pages 13-14) and 
the plan's statement that a coordinated and comprehensive management effort [a 
feature designated as common to all action plans) would contribute to historic 
preservation efforts. 

Of particular note was the lack of public interest or concern expressed over 
cultural resource issues identified during the scoping process. While many property 
owners were concerned about restrictions and/or various changes to private lands, 
few appeared concerned about cultural resources. While it is acknowledged that 
cultural resources may have taken a "back seat* to property issues, there is an 
implication that cultural resources may not be considered important by the local 
public. Whether this apparent lack of concern is just over-shadowad by other 
issues, or due m pert to a lack of education about cultural resources, it can be 
inferred that Alternate 1 (No Action) would not necessarily benefit historic 
properties on private land. 

Alternates (3-5) which train local volunteers would be a more pro-active 
approach to educating the public on the importance of cultural resources, and would 
provide a greater level of she protection on private and public lend. Limiting 3 
majority of site data [as noted) and some type of screening for volunteers could also 
prevent an adverse effect from this sharing of site location data. The public scoping 
seems to indicate the need for this type of site interpretation and education. 

In conclusion, it is our office's opinion that alternates (3 & 5) which involve a 
coordinated and comprehensive management effort, include provisions for positive 
local involvement, and limit new construction, would be beneficial to South 
Dakota's cultural resources. It is uncertain at this point on the actual effects of 
Alternate 4 without knowing tho resources that may be affected. Interpretive 
efforts through new construction, however, can be useful educational tools. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. I apologize for the late 
response, but another draft copy of the plan was only recently acquired (yesterday), 
the original being misplaced during the office's re-organization. Please feel free to 
contact Dana R. Vaillancourt, Review & Compliance Coordrnetor, at 773-6004 if you 
have any further questions. 

Sincerely. 

Jay D. Vogt 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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MISSOURI RATIONAL RECREATION 

RIVER ADVISORY GROUP 

TO: United State Department of Interior 
National Park Service 
Missouri National Scenic Riverways 

In 1991, Congress added 39 miles of the Missouri River, 20 miles of 
the Niobrara River, and 8 miles of Verdigre Creek to the National 
Wild * Scenic River system. Initially, no studies were done to 
determine that this river section complied with the 1968 Wild t 
Scenic Rivers Act. 

The National Park Service (NPS) was charged with developing a 
general management plan (GMP) that would preserve the river in its 
free-flowing condition and protect its immediate environments. The 
plan must fulfill its purposes in order to be a viable plan. 

Early in the planning process, purpose statements were developed 
"to help focus direction and set priorities" {GMP, page 10) for the 
GMP. Those purposes are as follows: 

• Within the recreation river segments, preserve the free-
flowing condition and protect the immediate environments for 
the enjoyment of present and future generations. 

• Preserve the significant scenic, recreational, biological, 
geological, prehistoric, and historic resources of the 
recreational river corridors. (NOTE: The original statement 
included protection of agricultural activities. However, this 
statement was dropped when the NPS revised the plan without 
landowner input.) 

• Prevent impacts to the rivers' significant natural and 
cultural resources by ensuring appropriate recreational use 
and access. 

Each component of the National Wild & Scenic River system shall be 
administered in such manner as to protect and enhance the values. 
These values are constantly deteriorating. From the date of 
designation the immediate environments are no longer outstanding, 
remarkable resources. There is no chance to restore these values. 

According to the 1994 Corps of Engineers Sedimentation 
Reconnaissance Report, these purposes are unachievable because of 
unpredictable and uncontrollable sedimentation and buildup. The 
study says: "unless the problems are relived, they will continue to 
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RESPONSES 

1. Section 7a of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act clearly states that: "No 
department or agency of the United States shall recommend authoriza
tion of any water resources project that would have a direct and 
adverse effect on the values for which such river was established, as 
determined by the Secretary charged with its administration." 

The National Park Service, on behalf of the secretary of interior, has 
been charged with the administration of the recreational rivers. The 
National Park Service had previously agreed with the advisory group 
and implemented changes to the general management plan (page 121), 
that would not preclude cooperative efforts with the Corps of 
Engineers to mitigate and reverse siltation damage when the technolo
gy becomes available. 

2. Section 7a of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act states that: ". . . shall not 
preclude licensing of, or assistance to, developments (water resource 
projects) below or above a wild, scenic or recreational river area or on 
any stream tributary thereto which will not invade the area or unrea
sonably diminish the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife values 
present in the area on the date of designation." 

Congress has shown by designating these rivers, that the impound
ments above and below are acceptable alterations to the river system 
and does not preclude additional protection provided by this act for the 
remaining segments of these rivers. 

3. Flowage easements are legal documents and will continue unchanged 
under the general management plan. Page 16 of the plan says, ". . . 
easement land acquired by the Corps of Engineers would continue to 
be managed by them directly . . ." There would be no third party in the 
flowage easements and payment in lieu of taxes will continue under the 
easements current program. 

4. The only project that falls under Public Law 566 is the Spring-Bull 
Creek Watershed District. It is recognized as a political subdivision and 
would be treated as such under sec. 6 (a) (1) of the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act, which states: "Lands owned by an Indian tribe or political 
subdivision of a State may not be acquired without the consent of the 
appropriate governing body thereof as long as the Indian tribe or politi
cal subdivision is following a plan for management and protection of 
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worsen." Environmental habitats for threatened and endangered 
species will deteriorate, public recreation will become useless, 
and overbanJc flooding will increase, resulting in further 
destruction of usable land, and negatively impacting the county tax 
base and local economies. 

Ironically, Section 7a of the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act renders it 
impossible to take future measures to correct these situations. 

In addition, the act specifically states in Section 2b that in 
order to be eligible for this designation, a river area is a free-
flowing stream or can be restored zo this condition. Neither of 
these conditions exist in this area, at this time. If proper 
procedures had been followed, a preliminary study would have 
exposed this fact and this river section would not have been 
eligible for inclusion in the Wild & Scenic River system. 

At the beginning of the planning process, the NPS assured 
participating landowners that this plan would be one of consensus 
prior to approval. Even though the planning team was headed in 
that direction, the final draft was not one of agreement. It was 
finalized by the NPS and consequently includes many objectionable 
issues to landowners and local and state governments. Some of 
these issues are as follows: 

1. Flowage easements are legal documents which remain unchanged. 
Any intervention by a third party renders them illegal and 

interferes with taxable real estate which will negatively 
impact local governments and school districts. 

2. Public Law 566, the Watershed Act, makes no provision for 
third party intervention in management responsibilities. 

3. There is no comment on the impact of this designation on 
socio-economic resources. 

4. No comment on the effect of this designation on the 
Springfield water supply. 

5. NPS can override their own no-condemnation policy without 
public review. 

6~! There is a non-management policyconcerning potential 
increased visitor use. 

7. There is reference to limited cattle access to the river. 
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the lands which the Secretary finds protects the land and assures its use 
for purposes consistent with this Act." 

Page 36 of the draft plan states: "Some of the riverfront is also included 
in the Spring-Bull Creek Watershed District, which tends to ensure that 
this land will remain agricultural." The plan identifies agricultural land 
as compatible with the recreational river and the Park Service agrees 
that such land is important in protecting the resources of this designat
ed section of the Missouri River. 

5. As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the plan 
states the socioeconomic impacts of each of the alternatives in the envi
ronmental impact statement. Socioeconomic impacts for the preferred 
alternative are listed on pages 180 and 181 of the draft plan. 

6. The Springfield water supply intake is not inside the boundary. 
Therefore, there is no effect of this plan on the Springfield water sup
ply. 

7. By law, the National Park Service cannot abrogate its responsibility to 
protect the important resources for which the river was designated. The 
GMP states that "the plan would have to be revisited if the objectives of 
the legislation were not being accomplished." Changes in the document 
such as condemnation policy would require another public process, fol
lowing the guidelines laid out by NEPA, before it could be implement
ed. 

8. Visitor management is described on pages 43 and 44 in the "Features 
Common to All Action Alternatives" section and on pages 87 and 88 in 
the preferred alternative. For example, the following statement appears 
on page 43: "The National Park Service and its partners would monitor 
the impacts of visitor use and would redirect or otherwise limit use so 
as to avoid unacceptable visitor experience or resource conditions." 

9. The statement referred to is on page 38 of the draft plan. The National 
Park Service has eliminated that statement from the final plan after con
cerns were stated during the public review period. See also response 4 
to the South Dakota Cattlemen's Association. 
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8. There is no protection for private-, local-, or state-owned 
economic development. 

9. Because the GMP draft is so vague, it is prone to differing 
interpretation that will drift further and further from the 
intent of the planning team. 

10. Screening guidelines for the developed property are too 
restrictive. 

11. Streambank protection funding is the responsibility of the 
landowners, however they have no control over stopping the 
source of erosion. 

12. Several topics were added to the draft after the landowners no 
longer had input. (For example: resource conservation land and 
its comments, and the budget proposals including the monies to 
acquire land and the incorrect real estate values.) 

13. Several statements within the plan are open-ended and leave 
the development of the important specific details only in the 
hands of the NPS. 

14. Too many of the statements concerning land uses and 
recreational uses are too vague to be acceptable and could 
lead to dangerous Interpretation and precedence. 

15. NPS did not comply with the three year time limit of the plan 
completion. 

16. NPS did not complete the boundary lines selection in the time 
frame allowed. 

There are many other issues of concern. However, the preceding 
statements Indicate, without a doubt, that neither the General 
Management Plan nor the designation meet the letter and intent of 
the act. Because of these facts, we recommend do-authorization of 
thia river section until such time as these purposes can be met. 
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10. By law, the Park Service must protect the values for which the river was 
designated. This requires that there be limits placed on certain types of 
development within the recreational river boundaries. 

11. The'Turpose Statements, Significance Statements, Desired Future 
Conditions, General Concept and Philosophy, and Management" sec
tions of the draft plan all set guidelines for management and are not 
vague. 

By nature, a general management plan is not specific, but general. It is 
designed to set clear directions and policy guidelines for present and 
future managers of the river. 

12. The final plan has added the following statement to the guidelines for 
residential and other private development: "Foundation plantings at 
the base of one's residence are an acceptable means of vegetation 
screening." Landscaping diagrams are provided in appendix F. 

13. We agree. 

14. The statement is not true. Landowners had an opportunity for public 
review, which included an official public review period of 58 days. 
Nine public review meetings were held in towns close to the designat
ed area during that time. There were over 1,000 copies of the plan dis
tributed to the public for review. Additionally, there have been four 
Missouri Recreational River Advisory Group meetings (8/22/96 in 
Wagner, S.D.; 9/26/96 in Spencer, NE; 11/20/96 in Springfield, S.D.; and 
1/29/97 at Niobrara, NE). A period for public comments is scheduled 
into all advisory group meetings. 

15. General management plans set management directions, goals, and 
guidelines. Many specific points must be set later in interpretive plans, 
resource management plans, visitor management plans, etc. The GMP 
sets the tone and direction for these more specific plans. 

16. See responses 11 and 15. 

17. Section 9 of the Niobrara Scenic River Designation Act of 1991 contains 
an authorization of appropriations. Funds were not appropriated to 
carry out the act until the 1993 fiscal year beginning October 1992. No 
preauthorization studies were conducted for any of the designated 

o 
o 
y. 
IT. 

a 

% 
H 
O 
y 
> 
a 
o 
o 
o 
•x 
a 2 > 
H 
O 
as 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

tSD 
to 
- J 

rivers, so when funds were finally authorized, several resource studies 
and inventories were needed to complete the plans. 

An NPS newsletter circulated in August 1992 offered this explanation 
for the time needed to develop boundary proposals: "The law requires 
that boundaries be established within one year from passage of the act. 
However, the law presumes that a study was completed before the act 
was passed. There was no such study before the act, and people want 
to know how the boundaries will affect them. We will delay the estab
lishment of boundaries until they can be included in a draft plan." 

More than 1,200 copies of the newsletter were mailed. No one objected 
to the proposed deferral of the boundary decision. 

18. The National Park Service does not agree with the deauthorization rec
ommendation presented to it by the Missouri Recreational River 
Advisory Group. Further, the National Park Service is lawfully obligat
ed to complete and implement this final plan for the recreational rivers. 
The advisory group will continue to function in its role to consult and 
advise the secretary of the interior on implementation of the plan. 
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National Parks 
and Conservation Association 

HEARTLAND REGIONAL OFFICE September 1. 1996 

Superintendent Warren Hill 
National Park Service 
Niobrara/ Missouri National Scenic Riverways 
PO. Box 591 
(Weill, NE 68763-0591 

Dear Superintendent Hill: 

On behalf of the National Parks and Conservation Association (NPCA), I would like to 
thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft ChtnTAEIS for the Missouri/ Niobrara/ 
Verdtgre Creek National Recreational Rivers, and submit the following comments for your 
review. 

The National Parks and Conservation Asaociation has several key coricerns regarding the 
preferred alternative (Alternative 5) that we believe the National Park Service (NPS) must 
address before final approval of the plan. Although the Missouri/ Niobtara/ Verdigre 
Creek Plan ("the plan") does not establish the (creation of a local management council as 
envisioned by the Draft GMP/EIS for the Niobrara National Scenic River, we find some of 
the same concerns we addressed in our May 1996 comments on that particular plan apply 
here as well. 

Although it is entirely appropriate for the National Park Service to take into ivjririderntion 
the perceived needa of the local communities during the planning process for national park 
rnanagement, any proposed partrvering arrangement must protect the resource and 
ultimately must meet the standards established by the park's enabling legislation and the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act The plan's virion for partnering falls short in several respecu. 

First, the plan appears to place an enormous and disproportionate emphasis on prmection 
of the agricultural landscape and preservation of the frtnrung and ranching culture of the 
area Certainly, this was part of what was envisioned in the park's enabling legislation 
However, this should not be the main point of retrrrenoc for rhe plan's structure The NPS 
must consider the protection of the river and the surrounding natural resources, and 
creating appropriate recreational and intetpretive opportunitiea as being the primary 
objectives of the plan. Although state and local governments, individuals, and other federal 
agencies may be and possibly should be actively involved with ensuring resource 

Heartland Regional Office 
P.O Box 25)54, Woodbury. MN 55125 0154 

Tel: (6121 7)5-S011R • Fax: (612) 7)5-8008 

Naiional Office 
1776 Mass An-, NAY'., Washington, D.C 200)6 
Tel: 1202) 221-6722 • Fax: 12021 659-0650 

1. Please see response 2 to the National Audubon Society. 
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protection and recreational use of the river, the HPS must ensure standards" established by 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the perk's enabling legislation, and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) are met and that the purpose for park establishment is 
observed and advanced in the final plan. 

NPCA has identified three main issues that the MPS must address before a final plan is 
approved: 

1) The vision for partnering is vague 

2) The language used in the plan creates the impression that the NPS and its 
partners will establish mandatory guidelines that must be considered for resource 
protection, visitor use and management, protection of cultural resources, and land 
use wfthm park boundaries, but it is discretionary for the park partners to follow 
these guidelines and enforcement mechanistns are unclear, and 

3) The plan appears to create an unwarranted distinction between managernent of 
public lands and private lands within park boundaries. 

Addressing these issues in turn, first, the vision for partnering in the plan is unclear 
Although some of the details could undoubtedry be clarified at later stages through 
cooperative agreements, division of resrjoraabnlrties among partners should be further 
detailed and clarified in the final plan. 

Many references to partnering in the Draft Plan contain language that is very weak 
regarding how partners will work together. For example, the Draft Plan states, on page 
33, that '[sjuch partnership agreements could... describe the specific roles of the agencies 
and government." Later, the plan states "An interagency agreement between the National 
Park Service and the Corps of engineers could be negotiated to facilitate management of 
this land in a manner consistent with the recreational river designation," (page 82). Use of 
these and other phrases indicating how the NPS and its partners "could" work together in 
establishing management guideline* and the use of various management techniques should 
be tightened It is imperative not only that the role* of the various partners be wcli-
defined, but that all partnerships, whether govqignental or private, be so defined. 

Second, and most importantly, the management alternative finally adopted must recognize 
the need for mandatory adoption and enforcement of guidelines to meet the standards of 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The language used in the plan create* the impression that 
the NPS and its partners will establish mandatory guideline* that must be considered for 
resource protection, visitor use and management, protection of cultural resources and land 
use within park boundaries, but that ft is discretionary for the park partners to follow these 
guidelines Enforcement mechanisms are tlso unclear. The following are some examples 
illustrative of this point: 

I 
1 
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2. Please see response 1 to the Southern Missouri Water Development 
District. 

3. Please see responses 1 and 2 to the National Audubon Society. 
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4. Refer to response 1 to the National Audubon Society. It would be diffi
cult to predict what enforcement measures would be established with
in the differing cooperative agreements and partnerships. 
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"Such partnership agreements could ftcihtate management of the land within the 
boundary so that it would be consistent with this plan," (page 33), 

(Relating to land use management) "The National Park Service would try to 
preclude industrial activities, feedJots, and animal confinement facilities, and cabin and 
recreational development...;" (page 35); 

(Relating to land use management classes, and identification of compatible and 
incompatible uses): "The National Park Service and its partners would use these standards 
and guidelines in making decisions, and the standards could be adopted as part of county 
zoning. Property owners could adopt them for buildings and landscaping," (page 36), 

(Relating to management). "Local plans incorporating voluntary practices that 
preserve the landscape and river values could be developed m cooperation with the 
National Park Service. These plans could be consistent with the recreational river 
legislation and the goals of this general management plan;" (page 81); 

(Relating to visitor activities): "The alternatives all recommend actions that could 
influence the numbers of visitors and locations of visitor use areas," (page 43); and 

(Relating to land use management) "...(sjuggestedgeneral design guidelines 
would create standards for mamienance of the visual quality of residences along the river," 
(page 81). 

In order to meet the mandates of NEPA, the Wild and Scenic Riven Act, and the enabling 
legislation, a mechanism must be established to ensure guidelines for resource 
management, visitor use management, and other planning objectives are monitored and 
enforced. Meeting the mandates of these various laws is not discretionary and must not be 
looked upon as discretionary in tht plan. 

Third, the plan appears to create an unwarranted distinction between management of 
public lands and private lands whJrin park boundaries. The following excerpts illustrate 
this point: 

(Relating to cultural resource inventory, evaluation, and monitoring): "National 
Register-eligible sites on public land would have the highest priority for monitoring and 
protection. Resources on private land could be monitored and evaluated at tbe invnauon 
of the property owner ..." (page 42); 

(Relating to natural resources): "Under ah the action alternatives wetlands would 
be protected and enhanced on public land and their protection would be encouraged on 
private land;" (page 40). Note thai this can be seen as conflicting with language in the 
same paragraph where that plan recognizes that "floodplains and adjacent wetlands are 
significant... and are a priority for protection;" and that the distinction between public and 
private lands could potentially inhibit attainment of two of the NPS's stated desired future 
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5. We agree that resources on both public and private land are nationally 
significant and must be managed to be consistent with the legislation 
and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. See also response 1 to the National 
Audubon Society. 
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conditions for natural resources — protecting and enhancing biological diversity and 
protection of wildlife habitat, (page 13), and 

(Relating to land use — residential and other private development) "In addition to 
the guidelines noted previously ('new development should be compatible with objectives 
and goals of this plan ...'). and subject to property cmner agreement, the suggested 
guidelines for ., development are ...,' (page 83). 

The NPS must monitor and ensure compliance with the standards of the Wild and Scenic 
Rises Ad and the park's enabling legislation Since resources on both public and private 
lands withm the park boundaries are nationally significant resources, they must be 
managed in tandem to ensure national park standards arc met On addition, it is sometimes 
necessary to impose restrictions on both compatible and incompatible uses when necessary 
to protect park resources. Although private property rights must be respected, private 
individuals should not and must not have a veto power over NPS decisions within park 
boundaries in order to frustrate protection of park resources and compliance with federal 
laws 

In conclusion, NPCA believes that establishment of a park management structure, 
management standards, and enforcement mechanisms must be strengthened and clarified 
before approval and adoption of a final plan We would prefer to see a management 
alternative similar to Alternative 3, where emphasis is placed upon biological diversity and 
management is conducted through a parttvership approach among federal agencies We 
believe such an approach more fully meets the intent of the Wild and Scenic Rives Act and 
the park's enabling legislation. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please fed free to contact me if you 
have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Lori M, Ndson 
Regional Director 
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September 11, 1996 

Warren Hill 
Niobnira/Missoun National Scenic Rivcrwayr, 
PO Box 591 
O'Neill. NE 68763 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

We have reviewed your draft management plan for the Missouri/Niobrant/Verdigrc 
Creek National Recreational Rivers. Following arc our comments on the plan and some 
suggestions to improve the document. 

Overall we sec the plan as relying too much on cooperative nvcthods, with few 
actual enforcement mechanisms in place that would ensure protection of the river. The 
closest we find to it is the statement on page 34 where the plan states: 

"The plan would have to be revisited if the objectives of the legislation 
were not being accomplished." 

Our concern is based on the length of ume it might take to "revisit" the plan. In the 
case of river thrcalcning development, a few months or a few years can make a big 
difference. If you mean that an entirely new planning process would occur, we feel that 
you have nor maimatned enough authority to manage negatively impacting changes to the 
river in a timely manner. Wc would like to see a statement on how negative changes would 
be managed in the interim while the management plan is being reassessed. 

The National Audubon Society believes that a National Park Service presence in the 
area is important. On page 33 the draft plan states: 

'The National Park Service role would be very active in the day-to-day management 
of the rivers in the initial stages but would decrease with time . . 

This statement implies that the National Park Service (NPS) may withdraw from its 
legal responsibility to protect the recreational river area. River threatening developments 
may be detected after the damage is done if a reduction in NPS staff occurs. We 
recommend the level of NPS presence be directly tied to that needed to protect the values 
for which the river was established. 

The area of the Missouri River at the confluence of the Niobrara River is changing 
dramatically. The changes represent an increase in the biological significance of the area 
for some threatened or endangered species. The increased wetlands and rem and plover 
habital should be inccnlive for an increase in voluntary fee or easement purchases in the 
area. This may be pursued by the Corps of Engineers, but the National Park Service 

AMERICANS COMMITTED TO CONSERVATION 
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1. The National Park Service is the agency charged with administering 
the rivers. The National Park Service cannot and will not abrogate its 
responsibility to protect the recreational rivers as designated under the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. However, due to the majority of land being 
in private ownership, cooperative actions with local landowners are 
essential. It is the intent of this plan to achieve the goals of the legisla
tion and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act through cooperative efforts 
with full consideration of private property rights and issues. 

If partners cannot be found and agreements reached, and threats to the 
important river resources exist, stronger protective measures would be 
needed as you suggest. The river designation under the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act provides for the administering agency to take appro
priate actions to protect recreational river resources. Congress has 
authorized the secretary of the interior, through the Park Service, to 
administer the rivers and to ensure that local, state, and federal actions 
remain consistent with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. If the values for 
which the rivers were designated were being derogated, the Park 
Service would have to take stronger resource protection measures, 
which could include amendments to the GMP and the use of condem
nation as a management tool. 

2. The Park Service would use whatever presence is necessary to protect 
recreational river values, but at this time the Park Service believes the 
river can be effectively managed through cooperative methods. The 
Corps of Engineers and Fish and Wildlife Service already have land, 
easements, bank stabilization projects, and other activities in the area. 
The NPS role of recreational river administrator is complementary to 
their legal roles. Seeking cooperation with existing and new partners for 
the work as described in each alternative will take staff and time. As 
agreements are reached, renewal should be easier and require less staff 
time if present levels of use and development continue. 

3. We recognize the increased importance of the lower Niobrara River as 
tern and plover habitat. For instance, because of high waters in 1996, 
more than 300 pairs of birds were displaced from the Missouri River to 
the Niobrara River (Berry, 1996).' However, the Corps is already 

1. South Dakota Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit, Annual Report, 1996. Dr. 
Charles Berry, Unit Leader. 
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engaged in flood easement purchase in this area, which will accomplish 
the same purposes. The NTS land purchase estimates are in addition to 
this. 

C O M M E N T S 

should also have funds devoted 10 that purpose. On page 84, the Preferred Ahernarive lists 
an estimate of only S!00,CX)0/year for land or casement acquisition. Conservation 
casements can often be designed to be mutually beneficial -- preserving the interests of 
landowners and the public in complimentary ways. However, since easements can cost op 
to 80% or 90% of the fee simple value of the land, we believe this amount is insufficient. 

In summary, we recognize that the Recreational River designation calls for local 
assistance in the development of this plan. We also endorse the high measure of 
importance placed on protecting the rights of private landowners along the nverv We trust 
that they will increasingly recognize thai the objectives of this plan are largely 
complimentary with their interests. However, we believe the National Park Servhce has 
weighted this plan too heavily toward "local interests", at the expense of resource 
protection and public access. The rivers are nationally significant resources with great 
biological, scenic, and recreational values that warrant greater protection. 

We can accept the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 5), but would like to sec mcre 
resource protection and greater public access included. 

Ron Klataske 
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SKKIIASKA CHA1TRR 

October 1. 1996 

Warren H Hill. Superintendent 
Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways 
P.O Box 591 
O'Neill, NF. 6876?. 0591 

Re: Missouri National Recreational River; Niobrara National Recreational 
River; Verdigrec Creek National Recreational Riser - Draft Plan 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

At the fall meeting on September 23, 1996, of the F.xeculivc Committee of 
the Nebraska Chapter of the Sierra Club {ExCom) held at Niobrara State 
Park, the FxCom voted to endorse the intent contained in Alternative ? of 
the NPS proposal for the Missouri National Recreational Rivers. 'Phis 
alternative emphasizes the protection and restoration of the biodiversity of 
the three recreational areas, particularly improving ihe quality of aquatic 
habitat, backwater areas, instream snag habitat, forest areas and the 
meandering and braided flow of the streams However, we do not endorse 
Alternative 2 as necessarily the "exclusive'' alternative that might be 
enacted. We would hope that the goals of Alternative 3 could be made 
compatible with visitor use, the pastoral landscape and current levels of 
agricultural use as outlined in Alternative 5. 

In addition the ExCom believes that ihe National Park Service musl play a 
supervising role tn ensuring thai the implementation of management 
processes conform with the national Wild and Scenic River legislation. 
This perspective does not exclude the role of local government in 
developing management mechanisms and in implementing them, but we 
feel direct monitoring of whatever process is implemented must be 
maintained. It is specifically noted that in yout draft that the "intent" of 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act must be met in the Selling Of Boundaries 
and in the establishment of a management process. One fear we have is the 
"shutting-thc-barn-door-after-the-horses-have-fled" phenomenon - that 
powerful local individuals who have inside pobtical clout and who oppose 
river protection will gain control of management and reverse the intent of 

1. The preferred alternative (alternative 5) incorporates most of the 
resource management provisions and boundary from the riverine bio
logical management alternative (alternative 3). Compare pages 86-87 
from the preferred alternative with pages 62-67 from alternative 3. 

2. We agree that the National Park Service should play a supervising role 
in seeing that the management of the recreational rivers conforms to 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. As stated on page 34, the "National Park 
Service has the ultimate authority for overseeing the recreational rivers 
and for ensuring that local, state, and federal actions remain consistent 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. . . . The National Park Service can
not abrogate its responsibilities to Congress to implement the act. The 
plan would have to be revisited if the objectives of the legislation were 
not being accomplished. The resulting new plan would probably 
involve additional methods to achieve the purposes of the designation 
or a much stronger federal management role." 
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the scenic/recreational designation. Thus we believe our position originally 
taken for the Niobrara Scenic River on November 11, 1994, is one we 
think should be a basis for management of the recreational areas as well. 
In that letter to you I reported the ExCom's position to be the following: 

The F.xccutivc Committee voted to endorse Boundary Alternative 2 and to endorse a 
management plan that clearly specifies that the National Park Service has the authority and 
responsibility to administer or oversee administration of the Niobrara Scenic River. We 
endorse cooperative relationships with local and state agencies, but the Niobrara is a 
"national" river and should be under the appropriate national organization that has been 
designated for this purpose and that has the management skills and resources. This seems 
to be the National Park Service. 

Also, on behalf of the Executive Committee of the Nebraska Chapter of the 
Sierra Club, I wish once again to express my appreciation for a job well 
done. You and your staff are to be commended for developing a proposal 
that addresses the intent of the 1991 legislation establishing the Missouri 
National Recreational Rivers. Clearly working with many of the 
individuals in the area and in Nebraska, especially those angry at or 
suspicious of the federal government, was not always easy. You carefully 
and deliberately addressed their concerns in helping to defuse an explosive 
political situation. 

Sincerely, 

tc 
Co 

NeDrasTca^Sierra Club 
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South Dakota B.A.S.S. State Federation 
AFFILIATE NATIONAL B.A.S.S. FEDERATION 

Warran H Hill 
Superintendent 
Niobrara/Hisaouri National Scenic Riverwaya\ 

Dear Hr. Hill 

It tooK a while but I finally read the full 134 page Draft, 
Management plan you compiled for the Missouri,Niobrara and 
Verdigre National Recreational rivers. 

This project was brought to my attention by some local residents 
of Springfield at a cafe while I was having breakfast. I had come 
to practice for the state championship Bass tournament on August 
23rd. which was held at the Springfield boat ramp and park area. 
This is a 2 or 3 day event for moat of us. ThlB year there were 
83 contestants entered and makes a highly significant impact on 
the local economy. 

The comment was made to me "What are we going to do when the Park 
Service will no longer let us run our boats on the river?" of 
course this led to further discussions and some meetings were 
scheduled and held and a lot of phone calls were made. JuBt from 
the short time I've had to gather this information I've learned 
that people that are normally content to let things go on around 
them will finally get involved if their recreational 
opportunities are about to be taken away or changed significantly 
and this is apparently what's happening now. 

I am Including copys of information I've gathered this week. Some 
of these are news clippings local and national, a report on the 
Social and Economic value of Bass tournaments and letters and 
comments from others. 

When I first read the Introduction I was fully In agreement with 
the Draft Mgnt. plan, but as I read further into common to all 
alternatives section I began to have doubts as to the genuine 
concern that was being placed on the ecosystem. It became 
apparent that the objective is just to restrict the use of the 
river itself and to restrict the way the landowner and homeowners 
along the river decorate or landscape their property. I think the 
Draft would work well on the Niobrara and Verdigre but not on the 
Missouri as it is written. There are too many contradictory 
statements. 

Speaking from the Bass anglers point of view the section from 
down river of Springfield where Lewis and Clark Lake starts to 
Pickstown has some of the best habitat and the best bass fishing 
in both Nebraska and South Dakota. There was a reference made to 
BASS tournaments held on Lewis and Clark Lake out of Yankton 
which was true but didn't explain the fact most all of the 50 or 
so boats went up river 20 or 30 miles to fish the area between 
Springfield and Running Water and beyond. For the last 20 or so 
years that the Bass federation has held tournaments and the local 

1. The draft plan does not state that fishing along the Missouri River 
would be curtailed or reduced. On page 87, the draft plan states that 
fishing and other present recreation uses would continue and could be 
expanded in ways that do not add significant numbers of new visitors 
to the river. The National Park Service does not seek to reduce the num
ber of fishing opportunities along the recreational rivers. To avoid mis
understanding on this issue, and because of a recommendation of the 
advisory group, we will delete from page 43 the sentence that states: 
"Low-impact primitive recreation would be emphasized over new 
development for intensive recreation such as motor boating and jet ski
ing." 

We deleted the sentences in the impacts analysis of the draft plan 
(pages 152, 163, 170, and 177) that state that motorboat use would be 
redistributed. Also, we deleted the following phrase from page 43: 
"Quiet contemplative uses of the river would be emphasized." 

2. The National Park Service does not seek to reduce the use of the river 
but to protect the existing resources in and along the rivers and to pre
vent overcrowding. The following sentence was added to the visitor 
use discussion under the "Features Common to All Action Alternatives" 
section: "All action alternatives seek to stabilize visitor use at a level that 
does not harm the resource or cause overcrowding." Another goal of 
the plan is to improve visual quality along the river by providing guide
lines for residential development. 

We agree that there are some contradictions in the visitor use sections 
of the draft plan and deleted some of the phrases that caused misun
derstanding. The "Visitor Activities" and "Visitor Use Management" sec
tions on pages 43 and 44 of the draft plan have been revised to elimi
nate contradictions and misunderstandings. 

3. The text has been revised on page 137 to indicate that the B.A.S.S. tour
naments have used the 39-mile stretch of the Missouri River. 
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Bass clubs of both states have fished the rlvsr between 
Springfield and Running Water their has been no damage done to 
the river system by the fisherman or their boata. All the changes 

—have—been made by the river itself. We have learned to adapt to 
these changes in the river every year. This is a big part of the 
fishing experience that we all enjoy. As a matter of fact the 
river has changed most of the changes that the Core of Engineers 
have made to it. The sand bar project to try and lure the Plovers 
and Least Terns to neat on that was washed away by the river 
itaelf is a prime example. 

I am also enclosing the copy of the Memorandum of understanding 
that BASS and the Core of Engineers recently signed and the list 
of the 11 others that have signed a similar agreement. Also a 
Hat of 32 partners that participated in the first ever Natural 
Resource Summit of America. From the message that Bruce Babbitt 
U.S. Secretary of the Interior gave us with his speech and the 
strong desire that all of these partners have to work together on 
this common ground, there should be available to you through 
these organizations and especially BASS, enough insight to 
develop a management plan that would be acceptable to most all of 
the 11 million members associated with this partnership.The 
contributions that BASS and o t b*r organisations make to the 
economy and the resource are imslehae/Leir-pis be included in this 
Pl* n* J I ' 

State Conservation Director BASS 
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SUBMITTED TO Superintendent 
Niobrara/Missouri National 
Scenic Riverways 
P O Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763 

SUBMITTED FOR: South Dakota Cattlemen's Association 
POBox 314 
Kennebec, South Dakota 57544-0314 

WRITTEN BY Michael L Schmidt 
SDCA Secretary 
RR 1 Box 18 
Dell Rapids, So Dak 57022 

XXXXXXXXXXX>f>TXXXXXXXXXXX-XXXXXXXXXX 

The South Dakota Cattlemen's Association (SDCA) has accepted your invitation 
to commem on the Missoun/Niobmra/Verdigrc Creek Draft General Management Plan 
F-nvironmental Impact Statement At the direction of our President, John Haverhals, I 
have been asked to consult with some of our mernbershtp that could be affected by the 
proposed plan and write comment consistent with the direction set forth by our 
membership as stated by our inforce resolutions rnanual I would like to stress that this 
comment reflects the position of SDCA and not recessarily the personal position of the 
SDCA Secretary 

Our grassroots mernbership has passed several resolutions that will be the basis for 
the comment and interpretation of the Environmental Impact Statement (F.1S) The first 
and most relevant is: 

Resolution No 95-24 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Bills 

Whereas, National Wild and Scenic Rivers bills are being proposed in several 
stales that will include private as well as federal lands within their areas, 

Whereas, livestock relies in some degree on federal as well as private lands for 
gracing and water for livestock. 

SUBJECT Comments on Management Alternatives 
MissourVNiobrara/v'erdicrre Creek 
Draft General Management Plan 
Endronrnental Impact Statement 

DATE. August 24, 1996 
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C O M M E N T S 

Whereas, ihe bills will contain condemnation provisions for the private lands as 
well as condemnation of scenic access and other casements which provisions may be used 
to jeopardize previously vested water rights and require management of adjacent lands. 

Whereas, the bills have the potential of requiring new water pollution controls 
throughout the watershed including prohibition of the use of pesticide within the National 
Wild and Scenic River System, and 

Whereas, the bills historically contain no specific language to assure that grazing 
and agricultural practices may continue unregulated, therefore, be it 

Resolved, that because such bills carry with them the potential of fatal disruptions 
of ranching units the SDCA will strongly oppose them. 

Upon reviewing a copy of the FIIS Draft I find a number of statements such as one 
found on page iv in the summary, "The National Parle Service has agreed not to condemn 
any land, any acquisition would be from willing sellers only." I am also told by members 
of SDCA that at their first meeting concerning this project they were presented 
condemnation and relocation papers to sign Such actions would destroy any trust in 
further discussions and negotiations from that time forward from the perspective of the 
private landowner 

On pages 9-11 of the EIS Draft concerns of private property owners are listed, 
such as development restrictions, diminishing tax base, irrigation, and livestock watering 
But on pages 12-14 much more attention is given to "visitor use" than to the people most 
affected by the proposed plan - the private landowner/resident Ibis is especially 
inconsistent when one considers the statement on page 137. "Tourism makes a minor 
contribution to the regional economy " and the statements on pages 147, 156, 166, 173, 
and 180 which indicate no expected increase for the regional economy from visitors from 
any of the five proposed alternative plans of action Perhaps the efforts addressing "visitor 
use " should be redirected to the concerns of private property ownership. 

This issue brings us to another SDCA resolution-
Resolution No. 03-19 
Private Property Rights 

Whereas. Private property rights are increasingly being restricted and threatened 
by federal, state, and local regulations, therefore, be ft 

Resolved, That SDCA work to insure the protection of private property rights at 
all levels of government as provided in the Bill of Rights 

The founders of this great country recognised that the ownership of private 
property and the rights thereby incurred must be protected This issue weighed so heavily 
on some signers of the Constitution that they would not sign until the Bill of Rights was 
added including the Fifth Amendment protecting private property rights John Adams 
wrote in his DEFENSE OF THE CONSTITUTION OF GOVERNMENT, "The moment 
the idea is admitted into society that property is not as sacred as the laws of God, and that 
there is not force of law and public justice to protect it, anarchy and tyranny commence " 
It appears that some persons charged with moving this project forward on behalf of 
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1. Both visitor use/tourism and private property ownership are important 
considerations in this general management plan. The "Desired Future 
Conditions" found on pages 12-14 of the draft plan were discussed and 
consented to by the planning team early in the planning process. The 
importance of private property owners to this plan is illustrated by their 
incorporation into the planning and management constraints on page 
14 of the draft plan. The partnership between the managing agency and 
the local landowners is a key component of the preferred alternative. 

While tourism's contribution to the regional economy is relatively small 
when compared with agriculture, it is a growing contribution, and it 
may be a major contribution in such areas as Niobrara. In a survey of 
expenditures of area cabin owners/lessors along the 39-mile segment of 
the Missouri River, the University of Nebraska Bureau of Business 
Research determined that this group spends approximately $571,000 
annually while occupying their Missouri River homes. Of this total, 
approximately $27,000 goes toward property taxes. 
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2. The impacts on prime and unique farmland were addressed in each 
alternative on pages 142, 150, 161, 168, and 175 of the draft plan. 

3. The draft plan will be modified to indicate whether the impact is posi
tive or negative. We will delete the phrase "limiting cattle access" from 
the list of potential resource conservation actions on page 38 of the 
draft plan. 

4. The purpose of a general management plan is to establish long-term 
management objectives, identify issues, and establish courses of action, 
including areas of further study, necessary to address these issues. The 
GMP will guide management of the rivers for the next 10-15 years and 
needs to be flexible to accommodate changing conditions, issues, and a 
variety of partners. A GMP is meant to be general, allowing for flexibili
ty while at the same time providing overall direction for management. 

COMMENTS 
to 
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government have lost sight of this all important principle of the Constitution of the United 
States The Supreme Court also hacks up this principle Justice William Patterson wrote. 
"The right of acquiring and possessing property, and having it protected, is one ofthc 
natural, inherent, and inalienable rights of man " Those in government arc charged with 
protecting private property rights rather than running roughshod over them 

The LIS Draft addresses the issue of "Prime and Unique Farmland" on page 184, 
"Federal agencies are required to analv/e the impacts of federal actions on agricultural 
land This policy was developed to minimize the effect of federal programs in converting 
prime, unique, or locally important farmland to nonagricultural use According to the Soil 
Conservation Service (1 '171), prime and unique farmlands are located all along the three 
recreational risers " Apparently the "federal agencies" have yet to complete this mandate 
On pages 157, 166, 173, and 180 the draft states, "Under this alternative, there would be 
an unknown, but potentially significant, impact on land use. property owners and regional 
population " To even make such a statement the federal agencies must know whether the 
"potentially significant" impact wouid be positive or negative This would suggest that (he 
federal agencies know whether the impact is positive or negative but do not choose to 
make the results available to the public Couple this with the statement on page 78 
stating, "This could include limiting cattle access" and the reader of this draft can only 
conclude that the "Potentially significant impact'' would be negative for the livestock 
sector 

Some proposed actions may even be in violation of (heir rights as citizens of the United 
States and as private property owners 

SDCA Resolution No 93-20 states in pan, "Resolved, That the SDCA also 
believes that the best stewards of natural resources are those with vested interest tn the 
continued productiveness of those resources " With that in mind SDCA strongly urges 
any and all federal agencies to recognize the rights of property owners and their ongoing 
care and concern for the land from which they derive their livelihood. As previously 
stated in Resolution Mo 95-24 SDCA cannot support the proposed LIS Draft and 
consistent with that resolution I have tried to explain much ofthc basis for our opposition 
The apparent disregard by personnel from various federal agencies for the concerns of 
citizens has resulted in a breakdown of trust among those involved It is exactly this type 
of behavior that, in many instances, has made "government" a four letter word among 
landowners 

ITank vou for allowing us to comment on the proposed LIS Draft 

Michael L Schmidt 
SDCA Secretary 

It is the opinion of number of our membership impacted by this project that none 
ofthc five alternatives is palatable or acceptable Many of (he proposals set forth in the 
HIS Draft arc vague at best and not in the best interests ofthc present private landowners. 
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L O W U M O M A M 
HA7UAAL MftOUVtCM DWTWCT 

Wrrtc H Hill. Superintendent 
NiotratWMiMoun fvettonal Scenic Rlver-wey* 
P.O. %cx 5fl1 
r r t i f W 68783-0591 

0«4r Mr. Kill: 

The Low*' Niobrara NRD Board of Directors passed Ihe following motion concerning, me 
Mi»£OurvNioDr*ra/VfrdiQ/i Creek National Retnseiionei Rivers 

that Uhlir u*e hit ducwon regarding the tlttrnattYW to the Recreational 
River OejigntUofli end the INNRD will bac* the Advisory Committee ' 
Ihey M « thai none of the alternative* address (he protye.r.i of the river. 

I jrye the Missouri Netwoei RtcreMrooei Puvet AvoVieo-rv Group io provide « recommertletiofi for 
marvatje merit of the river* end a supporting boxjrxsary propose! l( the Aasvleory Grove et/ee* 
that rvene of the current ••errteshee adeq,uetiry aaeraee the laeues, the ( tog* aheutd rneeeYy •" 
exjetera] a*tfnee).e or ttJeeeaf a aorth eey*rnetrve for maneaerriert of the revere. N i Imperative 
that the etjematfva . h u m 1 1 * 1 1 1 " aft the ttvar beuee tonbeTed by the Group 

The Lawer f*obrwa NAD luapirta Aueen Uhar an* the after* of the Nov eery Oreua. 

Thank you for worxtraj to eonaervt our aCrtt * predoue natural reeourcee. 
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Jvnn A. N*ntmAn 
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IgPandall Resource Conservation and Development 
flPfrt .. ASSOCIATION. INCORPORATED 

BOX 247 • LAKE ANDES. SOUTH DAKOTA 57358 • PHONE (605)487-7077 
S p T W M 7x*jd> Cow* Cowruvom C n M v x c o DaVcd. imgttC" D v l W . TIB* Agorooi. HorPrtAl O g i m j X x x . ind Cormurrtw beXM in 

Bonrt>TYr«. BnAn. BoflAO CTuiV* Ma, Oogniii. tndQn>gorY Cnxmsi 

September 11, 1996 

Kent Schwartzkopf 
National Park service 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Neil, NE 687E3 

Dear Kent: 

The Randall Resource Conservation and Development Council 
has discussed the Missouri National Recreation River 
designation and consequent planning activities frequently. 
They have monitored reaction and input from local land 
owners and others. 

As you are awire the Randall.Resource Conservation and 
Development AssociatiOav Inc.... is a non-profit, non
partisan, organisation,whose. Aifaoers come from various local 
units of government.and nonrprofit organizations located in 
Bon Homme. Brule, Buffalo, CTierles Mix, Douglas, and Gregory 
Countiea in South Dakota. Cur MisBion is "To provide 
leadership and assistance to communities, local units of i 
government, and individuals to conserve the natural 
resources, improve the environment, and develop economic 
opportunities" 

I have made only a quick review of the Draft Generau 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement and only a 
few of the Council members have had time to do more than 
skim through the document. It appears to cover the hatural 
resources very well. 

Riverbank Protection is a concern of the Council. The Corps 
of Engineers and National Park Service apparently have 
determined that it is. more desirable to buy the eroding 
riverhank than to ataKgilize it. Keeping sediment out of 
bewis and' Clark.bake and the long term loss of valuable 
farmlandi-wildlifelapd/ etc., to riverbank eroBion seems to 
be of little cdrtrern to the National Park Service and the US 
AriwyCodTpa efrEngineers.. '• •• 

-This.aediment jsjeoeun?^ f rsm. e44Tei'*4I''C:er° i o n o n t h e 

Niobrara Sivexi riverbank ezpssioo »n ..the Missouri River, 
';*treambank eroaicev ib.isirAŜ êrt .rfbreame and shoreline erosion 
on the. lake. liewia «fia Clark "tiadie ia fast becoming a large 

TM| lu'inMii'Ai an iweliwi t, i—riiiriAAi '—isM *4 jrrir-"1iarthf ^ , | L 

a — 1 n re rMxWmowtm, irwmt Iwmfawwl. avjaeWx KLTVUO. a/femmwef 

1. The Corps of Engineers has determined that it may be more cost-effec
tive to buy land; the National Park Service accepts the Corps' determi
nation. The draft plan has been revised to include more information on 
floodplain management and the issue of sedimentation. See the 
"Affected Environment" and "No Action Alternative, Environmental 
Consequences" sections. 
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2. Please see response 1 to this letter. 

COMMENTS 

swamp. What happens in 20, 30, 40, 50 years when the 
present recreation, flood control, power generation and 
other benefits are greatly reduced by loss of lake capacity 
due to sedimentation? Do we just leave this to future 
generations to deal with? 

Congress and the Executive branch of the federal government 
responded vigorously to public concern about erosion, loss 
of valuable farmlands, and the mia-managetnent of riparian 
areas, wetlands, and flood plains in the 1970s and 1980s 
when several pieces of legislation and Executive Orders were 
put into effect. Most of these federal edicts affected 
privately owned lands but federal agencies strengthened 
their efforts to conserve and protect federally owned lands 
also. We find it ironic that the Matior.al Park Service has 
shown so much concern for control of erosion and pollution 
from privately owned lands adjoining the Hissouri Recreation 
River and yet will allow thousands of tons of riverbank 
erosion to occur on the river itself which is federally 
controlled. 

I am aware of only 2 Riverbank Protection projects that have 
ever been completed on the South Dakota side of this 39 mile 
stretch of the Missouri River. One is the demonstration 
project completed in the 1970s by the Corps of Engineers 
with Charles Mix Conservation District as the local sponsor. 
This project protects the former William "Bud" Hyde 
farmstead. The second project is about l mile west of 
Greenwood and protects the county road. Charles Mix County 
is the local sponsor. 

The Yankton Sioux Tribe made unsuccessful attempts several 
years ago to obtain federal funding for a riverbank 
stabilization project near the Chalk Rock Colony west of 
Marty, SD, to protect valuable farm ground. 

I am aware of at least 5 sites that have major riverbank 
erosion problems in addition to those identified by the 
Yankton Sioux Tribe. One is on land owned by Harold 
Reinschmidt in Sections 8 and 9, Township 93, Range 63. A 
second site is on land owned by Harry Walters in Section 1, 
Township 93, Range 64. A third is about 1/2 mile west of 
Greenwood in Section 27, Township 94, Range 64, on land 
owned by Yankton Sioux Tribe. The fourth site is on land 
owned by Curtis Kaberna and others in Section 6 Township 93, 
Range 63. The fifth site is in Bon Homme County and I only 
became aware of it on September 10 in a conversation with 
Maxine Schurmanna and Richard Hermanek of Running Water, SD. 
There apparently is the remains of a buffalo cooking site 
showing in the riverbank and will aoon be lost due to 
erosion. The site is accessible only by boat. 

Private landowners have a very difficult time justifying 
spending thousands of dollars on Riverbank Protection to 
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protect their land which maybe worth $300-400 per acre. 
Amortizing the high cost of Riverbank Protection over the 
10-30 years they will use the land helps ease the burden. 
It would appear that the public benefits would more than 
justify a federal cost share of at least 80V of the coat of 
installing and maintaining a Riverbank Protection project on 
critical sites. Local boards such as County Commissioners, 
Conservation Districts, Watershed Districts, Water 
Development Districts, etc., should determine what sites are 
critical and what is fair and equitable cost sharing. 

The high releases from Lake Francis Case in 1995 and 1996 
have seriously aggravated the riverbank erosion problem. 
These events will occur again in the future and we will 
continue to lose valuable land unless some strategically 
placed riverbank projection is completed. 

Randall RC&D recommends that the National Park Service and 
Corps of Engineers re-evaluate policy concerning Riverbank 
Protection on the 39 mile section of the Missouri River 
between Pickstown and Springfield, SD. The problem of 
riverbank erosion should be addressed at a public meeting 
with the affected landowners and local government officials. 
Critical sites should be defined and identified with 
affected landowner and local government officials input. 
Plans to properly protect the critical sites should be 
developed and implemented. Prioritizing and time schedule 
for implementing projects would depend on landowner interest 
and funding levels. 

Lea I>abahn, Coordinator 

CC-. Bob Slade, Chairman, Randall RC&D Council, Tyndall, SD 
Lyle Laberee, Manager, Southern Missouri Water 
Development District, Armour, SD 

3. Please refer to pages 34 and 35, Cooperating Agencies/ Partnerships. 
Cost-share agreements would be available, subject to congressional 
appropriations. The National Park Service, through partnerships and 
cooperative agreements, would work with county commissioners, con
servation districts, watershed districts, water development districts, and 
others to determine appropriate actions for managing the rivers. As 
described on page 35 of the draft plan, conservation easements could be 
developed to provide bank stabilization. 

4. Please see response 3 to this letter. 
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Southern Missouri Water Development District 

A u g u s t 1 4 , 1996 

1. The Nebraska and South Dakota elected officials lists for receipt of a 
final plan have been revised to reflect the results of the November 1996 
election. 

2. The partners of the National Park Service referred to on page iv include 
any or all of the government or tribal agencies that are noted in the 
third paragraph on page iii. Other partners of the National Park Service 
could be private organizations or landowners that might develop coop
erative agreements. Because of the broad nature of the GMP, specific 
details regarding partnerships cannot be defined. Page 33 of the draft 
plan generally describes the purposes of partnership agreements: 1) to 
facilitate management of the land within the boundary so that it would 
be consistent with this plan, and 2) to describe the specific roles of 
agencies and governments. Page 34 further describes cooperative agree
ments and partnerships. Partnerships based on cooperative agreements 
would take different forms with different landowners, agencies, or 
organizations. 

3. For clarification, the draft plan will be modified, changing "COE land" 
to "COE fee land" at this location and other locations described in the 
general management plan. 

4. On all alternative maps, the notation "Yankton Sioux Reservation" will 
be moved so that it is adjacent to tribal lands in the vicinity of Marty 
and Greenwood. 

BOARD O f DIRECTOfiS 
UAI rvi nf w . H 
PAT mew cf r*fi 
CAII«R»* WEFVJKE 
w x w w i f n 
GEOAGOt KROtD 
SOB SACK 
WU i SOUtFK 

MANAGER: LYLE LABEREE 
CLERK. THELMA MEYER 

PO BOK43 
DOUGLAS COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
ARMOUR, SOUTH DAKOTA 57313 

(VX) 72* 2*2* 

Warren H. Hill, Supt. 
National Park Service 
P.O.Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763 

Dear Mr. Hill 

Congratulations in finally getting a Draft General 
Management Plan and E1S completed for the Missouri/Niobrara/ 
Verdigre Creek Recreational Rivers. 

I did not take time to review all sections of the plan. 
I did check the summary, preferred alternative and the section 
on Consultation and Coordination. __*____^__^_ 

I found an errror on page 196; senatdT" J'a"M§5 K. Hutmachel , 
HC 69 Box 201A, Chamberlain, SD 57325, replaced Eleanor 
Saukerson and Representative Kenneth Kredit , P.O. Box 175, 
Platte, SD 57369, replaced Albert Kocer. On page 198; I am 
not aware of a Southern Missouri Irrigation District. There 
is the Lake Andes-Wagner Water System Inc., P.O. Box 818 
Wagner, SD 57380. LAWWSI has been authorized for 45,000 acres 
irrigation research project and also 3,000 acres of Yankton 
Sioux land in the Marty area. 

Tn the Introduction you refer1 to Cn6 HSclrjnal VAT.K SfclVlLU— 
and its partners. On iv you refer to partnerships and partners 
and in additional places throughout the plan. I may have missed 
it, but the term "Partners" should be clarified. 
*—' on page Iv, Fifth line I rom the BoCC&fc VflU nav*. LUt UflU. 
I think it should be COE Fee Land. 

On the map ailbV page HB TCT AlLBI natlvl! 5, y u u Bliuv all 
of Charles Mix County, south of SD highway 46, as Yankton Sioux 
Reservation. I thought we had agreed that this would be left 
off. This decision upgrading Indian boundaries is in the hands 
of the court now. In the lower end of Charles Hix County you 
show the boundary going around COE Flowage Easement land; I 
thought the boundary was to be around COE Fee Land. 
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sincerely, 

Lyle Laberee, Manager 

LWL:tjm 

5. The second and third sentences of the second paragraph under the 
"Interpretation and Visitor Services" section on page 88 will be revised 
to state: "The National Park Service and its cooperating partners would 
provide interpretive programs based on the primary interpretive 
themes and resources of the recreational rivers. Interpretive media and 
programs could include brochures, interpretive signs, technical assis
tance to ethnic communities for interpretive activities, and heritage 
education in schools." 

6. Zoning can be a primary county tool used to protect land in coopera
tion with the Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek National Recreational 
Rivers. We are pleased that the zoning ordinance recently prepared for 
Charles Mix County is consistent with recreational river planning. 
Regretfully, the zoning ordinance was turned down by voters in 
Charles Mix County during the November 1996 election. The Park 
Service ultimately has the responsibility under the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act to ensure that the land within the recreational river bound
aries is being protected through zoning or other means. 

7. The frequent use of the word "possibly" results from the circumstance 
that riverflows, amount of land in agriculture, and amount of wildlife 
habitat that can be restored cannot be stated with complete accuracy. 
Also, it should be noted that this is a general management plan used to 
set policy for river management; some specific actions will need to be 
identified in the future. 
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On page 82 you state that an Interagency agreement between 
the National Park Service and the Corp of Engineers could be 
negotiated. I do not like the word "could". I think it 
should be "will be" or "should be". 

On page A5--I do not like the word "promote" in the 
second paragraph under Interpretation and Visitor Service. 
Use of the word "promote' makes me think you will attract 
additional visitors. I thought it was the Planning Team 
and Advisory Board members desire not to encourage additional 
visi tors. 

un cne errata sheet that you sent out you changed Local 
Property Owners and Official to NPS administers through 
cooperative relationships. I think that with Charles Mix zoning 
regulations, management would be up to the Charles Mix 
Zoning Board and County Commissioners. 

" On pages 96, 97 and 98 under "Alternative 5" you use the 
word "possibly" eleven times. Does this mean you are not sure. 

Finally, on page 101, I think you should add one more line 
to show costB of the five alternatives. I think $301,500 per 
year (not counting inflation) is a lot of money, when the 
government Is trying to cut costs. 
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UJurren Ht'l. S efer inifrdeudr 

Dear h\r. ft, ft 

We. -the. /Vnvtbe./'S o4 -the. /ion ffomme. 

£ ASS Assoc/^Trtn Would Ilk*, To L/oice aw 

(dlSpl^QS Ore. OJ/tk -fhe. prr>pas<?-d Arr-Ar-ur*. / 

Missouri mieiaje r*e,<f p/qr\ • 

st-t'/s our- u»J^sf<*«d/«j -rhtt -r>«s p&^ 
has cMuse-S -That Could SOSMsty C«fMl< 
^ W , « * K on one o-r - W A T**«*S «~d AIU~k*\ 

ore.iest -P'skerds . "The. Clous* s Qn « *"«J«« 
Qnd Could U open To JrW~* '**<*•'paM<~s 

once. -The. p/un IS e / i « c f e < / . 

fh*rc 'lS a clause. M The. pk« -ft** Would 

h„T noise, on The /tV e.n <** cl £+«*eJ Th\T-

/ttoterhcxds Would be. /^sfr-died . 

1. Please see response 1 to the South Dakota B.A.S.S. Federation. 
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Our Club has been -dsAiHrn The. CWeuS Sys*^ 

Since. /98* and many erf our ruemheys hare. 
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COMMENTS 

MIBB0HR/NIOBRARA/VERDI0RE CREEK 
DRAPT OE7YERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 
ENVIROWlENTAL IMPACT BTATEMENT 

Comment*. o n Management Alternative*! /fOf ?* 
fls Chairman of the Spring-Bull Creek Watershed District, 
I informed the UPS that no interuention is allowed in our 
district since we comply with PL566 by our management, 
protection, and maintenance. This fact seems to haue 
been completely ignored. (See p.85, Boundaries) 

THANK YOU KOR YODR COMMENTS 

to 
a-
r 

RESPONSES 

1. The watershed district is acknowledged as a protection method on page 
36 of the draft plan. The National Park Service does not intend to inter
vene in the management of the Spring-Bull Creek Watershed District. 
As stated in the draft plan, farming and ranching are considered appro
priate activities in the recreational river boundaries and their continued 
use for these purposes is encouraged. 
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N»me: foW..T 9, ( \w(nrr . | Pn.Uma, 

Addres»:5he:.,,..tv..ll f>wK Whtar tW 
" J «. V.«f. 

J2Hi i_2 Hoi** Aug. 

Ulttnmc- S P S T 3 B Q 

Turn your comments in a this 
time or, mail to: 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Missouri National 
Scenic Rivervays 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska $8763 
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M I S B O r a / H I O B R M m / V C T D I O H I CREEK 
DRAFT GENERAL HANAOEMENT PLA1I 

ENVIRONMENTAL IKFACT STATEMENT 

Springfield, S.D. 57062 

August 30, 1996 

comments on Manaaeaent Alternatives: 

Mr. Warren Hi l l , Supt. 
Nlobrara/Mlssourl National 
Scenic Rlveruays 
P.O. Box 591 ,„ , 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763 

Supt. B i l l s -
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We should l ike to record our opposition to the 

Draft—National Recreational River (Missouri R.) 

The Scenic River l eg i s la t ion was introduced to the 

U.S. Congress In 1985 with very l i t t l e knowledge of the public 

or affected landowners. When presented to residents lu» pesMenfi 

by the Advisory Committee at Springfield and Wagner, S.D. recently 

nearly 100Jf of the people were opposed. 

We are recomsiending that provisions for the South 

Dakota side of the Missouri be removed from the GENERAL HANAGBPUANT 
Respectfully, PlwVH. 

TRAMS: voo Ixaa room ccesmssrTS 

Turn your consents in at this 
time or. s a i l to: 

Super intendent 
Niobrara/Kiesouri National 
Scenic Rivervaye 
P.O. Box S91 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763 

Name, TIL^^t^Y^ 
BON HOKMS CHJUNTY TrARM BUREAU 

A d d r e s s f 
S p r i n g f i e l d , b.UaK. 57062 
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1. The general management plan cannot consider deauthorization of the 
rivers as an alternative. See also "Response to General Comments from 
Individuals." 

2. A newsletter to the public dated August 1992 offered this explanation: 
"The law requires that boundaries be established within one year from 
passage of the act. However, the law presumes that a study was com
pleted before the act was passed. There was no such study before the 
act, and people want to know how the boundaries will affect them. We 
will delay the establishment of boundaries until they can be included in 
a draft plan." More than 1,200 copies of the newsletter were mailed. 
No one objected to the proposed deferral of the boundary decision. 

OP "•Hr: TOWWII, MIO'i ,I\1A VERDIOnE CREEX NATURAL w3CT.EATT3.IAL RIVET 
DESX<Htff?IXI. 

Alternative f !s an alternative to the prefered alternative and 
should not be eliminated but rather be eoually considered. 

"his alternitlve Is offered because nanv of the outstandingly 
remarkable values and their imedlatc envlornments and the rivers free 
flowlnr conditions declared In section 1 (b) of the wild and~scen.ee 
river act, can no longer be protected or preserved for the benlflt 
and en.1ovr.ent of present and future fenerations In S of this designated 
icTicat, of these \> cownshins In Knox County. ^ 

{ rules' 01 CIS ' eTfllfTe LrgflK 5.13 all JJ M I M »1 IflB .UUprdl'd 
^iver and V* 'Illcs of the Tissouri RJver display the devastation of a 
mounting 3lltition problem.'<totii"Rl»s nil's l out of a total of oV alios)* 

Che mouth of the Verdlfrc nr-ek snravls out over r\in'/ acres 
because there are no banks left to hold a channel In place. The silt 
continues to roust and take with It pasture, neadows, fields and many 
snecles of trees, natural sod banks, and the ability to maintain good 
fences. A'cer.turv olus old homestead in Its rra3n. 

"he nouth of the Rlobrara 13 a disgrace. The members of the hev/is 
and "lark expedition would not he nroud today. The old channel is a 
msfl of Islands, "he '*orran Canal is lost. Tost of the natural banks 
no lender exist. Tasv access to the rivers eu~e «n years aro are almost 
non-er.i3tant today, fence lines, food producing bottom ig land, roads, 
brldres, and armroab,he3 to these bridges will need nuch attention in the 
future. 

Larr.e proves of trees will not survive as water levels rise and 
winter flooding 'o:: tne Niobrara did**. . In lee. Jan. and Peb. 
due to channel backup because or all the Islands In the river that do 
not allow tais river to flow freely durinc the winter months. Trees 
trunks and roots ere subnerr.ed in water for weeks. The natural sod hanks 
of the Jiobrara River offered the H u e and v-llow Catfish places to spawn. 
Tnls natural process will no loafer exist because of-eed-baak- inundation 
due to silt. 

The "Ussourl liver has already enconpased several thousands of acres 
in Raymond and Rlobra-a townships.Access to the rivers edre does not 
exist **ron Toobrara to Lazv River acres. The river is a mass of cattails 
and r.farns. nerr.an*nt and recreational hones alonr the river have no 
fu ture.because channel capacity has dwindled to less than half 
caoadtv and will continue to decrease in the years ahead. 

Recreation duality and capacity will decrease as the resiijt of 
existlnr conditions retting worse. 

'Ian" "-ooves and fo rests will be eliminated. The nouth of the .Fonca 
is a Jlsrrace and will prow shut In dry vears, then it will need to 
create a new channel when water flows bsfan to lirc-r̂ e as they have the 
nast '•i season?» 

Section 3 (b) ''lid Scenic River act states within a year : ron the 
date of designation of such component under subsection (a) (accebt.where 
a different date Is orovlded in subsection (a) establishet detailed 
boundaries. 

The- 1 vear tine limit has been exceeded and no explanation offered. 
Section 3(d)(1) state a comprehensive management olan be prepared 

to provide for protection of the river values that allowed it to be 
-llflble to be included into the il.P.S. system. I It further states the 
*>lan RUALL be prepared withinr three fiscal years after the date of 
designation. 

This tine pertod has been exceded and no explanation offered. 
"anv resources of distune value are lust. 75—V *?/&&£• 

1. The Torman Canal \IL** I ' 
2. A centurv old town. 
3. The site and road to the Ferry. 
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7'VJ d?^trjc 11 on o" na.iv natural resources have already been aJares-Sod. 
"-ie iiirpoac ":?.:?nents are riot compatible and Jo net realistically 

deal Kith the true reality of what this sognent Is actually like In 
these r) townships. 

The first purpose statement Sec 1 (b) cannot be connlled with. 

"he Historic, prehistoric .recreational, and nuch of the scenic, 
biological,and geological resources listed In the second purpose 
statement will become an Irreversible commitment of 
resources. ?he preservation of these remaninlng resources have little 
3' Til flea rice or value lef t. 

"he third purpose statement focuses on preventlnr. impacts to the 
rivers significant natural and cultural resources by ensuring 
appropriate recreational use and access. The lower Z't miles of the 
''issourl liver In this serment 13 a prime example why this purpose la 
not achlevihle. Compliance with the Wild and SesnlcRlver act should 
include all of a segment or none o*" It. 

A nrellminarv stud" of this area was not done, had It been done it 
would have exnosed the scrlousne33 that exits In these 5 townships, 
within this segnent. 

Fvervthing is reoulred . of the human resource; In this designation 
and plan, and nothing is written in this plan on how to minimize the 
negative Impact upon the people. 

All other resources are focused on with great significance, the 
only significance the human element has nlaced on it, Is compliance 
ohvsically and financially. 

"nhe bulk of the public doe3 not accept this designation 

All of the alternatives along with the prefered alternative *'j 
that are nrescnteel In this drart General Management nlan of the 
"l.ssouri, 'llobrara, verd.lrre Creek,national Fteceentlonal liver segment 
are net acceptable. 

V?s-» 

3. The National Park Service has been charged with developing a 
GMP/EIS to manage and protect the resources that were designated by 
Congress as part of the wild and scenic rivers system. The CMP has 
been revised to include more information on the issue of sedimentation 
and how it affects local residents and others pursuing recreation. See 
the "Affected Environment" section on sedimentation and the 
"Environmental Consequences" section for alternative 1. 
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4. The damming of the Missouri River has contributed to the sedimenta
tion problem of which you speak. This general management plan has 
been revised to discuss the issue of sedimentation and its impacts. See 
the ''Affected Environment" section on sedimentation and the 
"Environmental Consequences" section for alternative 1. 

5. Economic impacts were broadly addressed in the draft plan. The 
National Park Service has made some revisions to the draft plan to indi
cate whether economic and landowner impacts are positive or negative. 
The National Park Service asked the University of Nebraska to provide 
an economic analysis of the importance of recreation to the economies 
of Knox and Boyd Counties. In a survey undertaken by the university's 
Bureau of Business Research, it was found that Missouri River cabin 
owners and lessors in Knox and Boyd Counties spent approximately 
$571,000 annually while occupying their homes. It should be empha
sized, however, that the potential economic losses you describe are not 
the result of the actions called for in this plan, but rather the result of 
Missouri River dam construction. 

In the 5 tcwr.3hlps that are In Knox county and within this 
serment we have an irreversible commitnent of our resources. The 
mouths of ;i tributaries to the llissour River are almost destroyed. 
They are the mouth of the illobrara, the Verdir.re ,Pcnca, and Da2ll 
Creeks (Basil Is not within the segment). Three niles or the lower 
Verdir.re Creek, 21 "".lies of the lilobrara River, and B'i r.ilcs of the 
'Ussouri River, once a National treasure that are turning slowly into 
a Rational disgrace. 

These 5 townships that are in this segment where these rivers and 
creeks run thru have not been the benlficlaries of this master water 
control project in the "issouri liver ba3in. *ie have been the 
dunrln^ -round for this mountain of silt. ^ _ ^ _ ^ 

:,2 miles of 'lissour, River bordered ''.r.ox County, which Includes 
5 miles of Rluffs. If thin ?7 riles of natural sod bank that were 
nrevelent at the tire of closer of the Rars.onlv 3h DllW of natural 
bank remains. nf that Z'~i r.lles, 1 nlle 1- undeveloped (nasture) the 
other 2h is hemes and Recreational development. 

I predict that in 2*1 vears thi3 remaining area will be overtaken 
V/ this mountain of silt. At present no rood access point is avail
able to the Missouri River from Santee to Lazy River icres. That 

—loss an.i deve3t5t'.nn or tnaae '2 rivers and \ ci'tfi'V.!. in this- seii.ent 
in Knox County alonr with Banff of the rsources will affect Corxuinity 
stability U well as the county as .a whole in the vears ahead. The 
loss cf these Statural resources that have been a be.niflt to our 
corrrunities a* county will create an ecor.onlc loss that will need to be 
retrieved by other means and resources. These negative impacts on 
these five township, are not addressed anywhere in the liana.renent plan. 

"any problems' exist with land u3e 'lanarer.ent and visitor U3e 
proposals written in this plan as well as all of the unknown's 

"he lower G>j niles of this segment remain under public ownership, 
and Federal "Tanarerent. Current problems are-
A, At present no pood access points are available. 

R. "ens of thousands of trees are dead, dving., or threatened. 

r . So natural sod bank exist on the Kebraad:a side and only 1% .miles 
o" that B1} niles on the South Dakota side remains in • relatively 
natural state and vet much of that appears to be threatened. 

~). There is no bank stabilisation. 

". Channel MOftOlt** ranres from "luff to Bluff above sunning Water,S.D. 

Recreational nuality and activity that existed at the time cf 
designation •..•ill erode to the nolnt that the only users within the 
lower B'j riles will be plovers and "ems. 

n. "here is no future ever in these 3', niles for recreational 
-xoanslons other then nossiblv hunting. 

•i. All those private recreational projects and facilities that 
were in nlace for decades In Raymond townshio cannot even be reached 
bv land, and remain unoccupied, all'facilities are below Lazy River Acres. 

I. Lewis and Clark BOUld be hard pressed to find the rpouth cf the 
Donca today. 
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.T. leaource protection for snecies and habitat protection la not 
achievable, because thin lower C*j nllca 13 the worst of t!ie worst In this 
neprent. '.'1th the "elta farming and creatine nroblens far into the 
ruture It will continue to lead nanavenent around bv the nose; Instead 
of management bailiff able to produce results. 

Contnary to all of those nroblens associated with the lower 3*s 
nilas, L-oay River Acres and above Tor 23; miles can dlsslsv their proud 
achievements of land use management and recreational use, 

(Thev consist of) 

1 . .cpv°rcil "ell kant access roads and ran pa. 

">. "he onl,r trees dead, dying, or threatened are ww." be"ond the control 
of their c m takers. 

?. -v idler, of stabilised natural bank retain cut of the total 17 
r.Mes of the river segment in I'nox "ountv. 

••, "-,rpt»!-f"s and nro**art¥ owners maintain, excellent ban!' stabilization 
an.1 erosion control. 

5, Channel capacity at present still remains between the natural banks 
-1th this ?_\ piles Of recreational area. 

f. Recreational quality and quantity still remains consistant with which 
was present at the time of designation. 

7. Taxes and recreational revenue are generated in this 2H miles of 
develonnent. 

•iow-ever future recreation expansion and resource protection is 
In jeopardy as the result of proposed land use plans, and future 
deterioration which will cause an Irreversible commitment of our resources. 

It would be a wiser dccis3lori if congress all agencies Involved 
and the Dept. of Interior really took a better look at the present mess 
and the real future of it, before thev begin proposing land use and visitor 
use management, that will have little impact upon the resources 
Intended Tor protection. 

'M.th all due re sr.ee t to all of the resources ant', to the people 
arrencie3, and renfe3entatlves Involved in this whole process. 

I as a Tax payor in two of the townships involved, and an avid 
recreational envlronmentlltst, and one snail menher of the forgotten 
resource (the human resource) will not take a back 3eat, or play second 
fiddle to an-' scenic, species endangered or not. habitat, historic pre
historic or hones that have or have not yet been found." tneac ware our 

rlvei?3. too and how dare any one take cnem away. 

I at this time cannot comply or associate myself with a manage
ment Dlan and designation that doe3 not address or deal with many of 
tne real problems that will affect us in tnese 5 townahios in the years 
ahead. This is a management plan for a recreational river that has no 
future in Knox County. 
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this manayenent plan Is not land owner friendly and (ioc3 not have 
the support of connr.inltles and particularly the land owners alone this 
31 mile river acjanent.. 

There has been much talk about how the plan Is only a ;;ulde line, 
and that problems and Issues can be discussed and solved later. 

A South Dakota community lO rilltta below Hiobr&ra disnlay a scene 
that will be prevalent In the lower reach of the seynent In the vcars 
to cone. T'.ic - nrohlen-i ' Involved there will be the same *»rool*ta» 
Involved here. There were promises and excuses there and I believe 
there will be rrr-omi393 and excuses here. This designation and this 
nlan takes, and r*lvn nothinr in writ In-* back to the eoartunitica, thfl 
nrone^tv owners, and the county. 

T as!-: that the advisory board, nlannlnr co-n. , and administrating 
agency take a pood look at the two rivers and 1 creei: plus the Ponca 
creel- -r.d Paxil creek In this sepnent. (The bazil la not In this seyrent 
thcO and ask yourselves will all of this f-et better with a daslrnatlon 
and r.ana(-;enent r-Jan end boundnrl es. or will it yet worse despite the 
best r.amr-er.ent rlan that can be written for this area! 

virtually everything these rivers ever offered In our 5 townships 
In :<n ox county will be taken awav from us, as well as adjacent resources. 

Nothing but talk has been given in return, 71 th all due respect, 
and anyone who knows me knows I mean that if all we yet Is talk and 
the nrefered alternative 85 of this management plan then frankly, we 
don't need anyone here. 

I make the sane request that 1 made at the advisory board 
meeting in Sorinrfield on July 12,1935. 

I renuest the advisory board recommend to the administrating 
agency that this designation be de-authorlzed, and request the mana-lny 
agency take the aDproprlate procedure necessary and recommend that 
Congress rescind the designation of the 'iissourl, hiobrara, Verdiyrc 
Creek national Pecreatlonil Pivers. 

fV-s 

R E S P O N S E S 

Mr. Farnik submitted approximately 60 pages of additional comments and 
material to the National Park Service. These comments provided greater 
detail to those written in the comment letter printed in this document. 
Much of the material that Mr. Farnik submitted discussed the issue of sedi
mentation and the impacts that have resulted and which may not in the 
future result from this problem. As previously noted, the sedimentation 
problem is not a result of actions recommended in this plan, but is due in 
part to the damming of the Missouri River several decades ago. The 
National Park Service will cooperate with the Corps of Engineers to seek 
solutions to the problem of sedimentation. 
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1 

Address:! 

Turn your comments in at this 
time fir. mail to: 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Kissouri National 
Scenic Riverways 
P.O. Box 591 
O ' N e i l l , Nebraska 68763 

TauUnT. TOO TOC TOOK COKMCTI 

1. The use of the word minimum was intended to mean "never less than." 
The maximum size of the boundaries is described in the text and shown 
on the maps in all cases. The acreages of land within the boundaries are 
also provided. 

2. The National Park Service would have the authority to undertake road 
improvements and erect fences on its own land. However, little, if any, 
land acquisition is anticipated under the preferred alternative in this 
plan. In addition, the preferred alternative does not recommend new 
access points to the rivers. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
NO 

MISSOUR/NIOERXKA/VERDIORI CRIER 
DRXTT GENERAL HANAOEKENT PLXR 
ENVIROHXIETAL IMPACT STATE 

Turn your conuaents in at this 
tine or. nail to: 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Miseouri National 
Scenic Rivervaya 
P.O. Bos 591 
O'Neill, Nebraafca 68763 

TRARE 10V FOR TOUR COHXRRTS 

1. See response 2 to Ferwerda above. We agree on the goals to protect the 
existing serenity of the area while providing for existing recreational 
opportunities. We do not intend to limit the use of powerboats and per
sonal watercraft along the recreational rivers unless their use causes sig
nificant resource damage or causes visitor conflict and overcrowding to 
occur. The preferred alternative in this general management plan 
allows existing recreation improvements to remain; however, it encour
ages the sharing of boat docks and ramps. 

2. Replacement of residential structures, including mobile homes, is per
mitted in the preferred alternative. Please see the recommendations on 
page 83 of the draft plan. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

1. The bank-to-bank boundary was considered, evaluated, and ultimately 
rejected. The decision was not arbitrary. A bank-to-bank boundary 
would protect none of the outstandingly remarkable values listed in the 
draft plan. There is a full explanation of the decision in the draft. 

2. See response 1 to Dale Ferwerda. 

3. Indian trust lands are not included in the boundary. The Yankton Sioux 
lands are clearly shown on maps in the plan. According to our legal 
counsel, there are no specific delegations of authority in either the 
Niobrara Act (105) Stat. 254,16 U.S.C., S1274) or the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. S1271 et. seq.) that authorize the National Park 
Service to include tribal lands within the recreational river boundary. 
Without such a delegation of authority, the recreational river boundary 
cannot be placed over tribal lands. However, federal laws and a presi
dential executive order on government-to-government relations do per
mit us to work cooperatively with Indian tribes, and such cooperation is 
included in the plan. We recognize there is current litigation regarding 
the Yankton Sioux Reservation boundary. The National Park Service 
will comply as needed with any court decision that results. 

4. Including flowage easements within the boundaries of the recreational 
rivers is legal and does not disturb or amend the private landowner's 
agreement with the Corps of Engineers. Including such lands makes 
sense biologically, because these lands have a great capacity to con
tribute plant and animal materials (biomass) to the rivers. It is also pos
sible that during dry years, some economic productivity can be made of 
these lands by ranchers. 
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C O M M E N T S R E S P O N S E S 

September 10. 1900 

V. C. binds 

1. The preferred alternative provides for recreational activities to the 
extent that they currently exist and do not damage the rivers' natural 
and historic resources. This alternative also provides for increased inter
pretation and public education to inform the visiting public about the 
rivers' natural and historic resources, among other purposes. For exam
ple, the National Park Service is cooperating with the South Dakota 
Department of Transportation to provide interpretive exhibits near the 
north end of the Niobrara-Running Water bridge. 
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Cuper i ntenaent 
Niabrara/Missouri Natl. Scenic Riverways 
P.O. Cox so: 
O'Neill. HE. 60763 0591 

Sear Sirs 

Thank yog fcr supplying me with a draft COP/ of the 
General Management Plan for the Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre 
Creek National Recreation River Project. 

The ideas listed in Alter native Plan 5 wou Id seem to 
offer the most satisfactory management with a minimum of 
direct, gov or omental i ntervent ion . The ui Id arid Scenic River 
approach is certainly a necessity in thia area. There is 
very little Missouri Rjvar mileage le^t in the midwest 
DO' tior o"T tne TTver £"5 compare £Q this area.. Fn the comi ng 
years, the Lewis and Clark expedition Bicentennial will 
generate interest and tourism with a increased need for 
areas of "original " river fcr visitation. I hope this area 
can be maintained and used for public education and 
recreation. At this time, the general public and many quite 
interested people are limited in on-site experiences. 

Again. Alternative 5 seems best to me to involve local 
people with help and direction available. 

Sincerelv vours. 

«• -- Bifldi 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

MIBaoaR/NIOBRAAA/VERDIORI CREEK 
DRAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Conanti on Hanagamant Altarnativaal 

Turn your comments in at this 
time oil mail to: 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Eiesouri National 
Scenic Riverways 
P.O. BOM 591 
O'Neill, NebraeKa 68761 

THANK TOD TOR TOO* COMMENT! 

tsS 
en 
h-1 

1. The advisory group has been involved throughout the planning 
process. The purpose of the advisory group is to consult with the secre
tary of the interior on the management of the 39-mile segment of the 
Missouri River from the headwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake to Fort 
Randall Dam. They decide if and when to make recommendations. 

2. Please see "Response to General Comments from Individuals." 

jyT-L. AiCv-c^vty u « n j O n u * ? £?__?- CfrywLtAAA*^- • 

J/ /ZywV (A, lywvtVuiAjJ-^- c^-> tU- *• ^lcc~^ c<r 

£Lnl.^k'f 7~^r AJVT7CA/AL SCCA//C ??/C£/?_ 

£>e-jr/6*.ATtdM ACT. 7^£%/o&. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

1. The general management plan does not propose acquisition of lands 
against the will of the owner. 

2. The National Park Service will not give public access to private lands. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

2 
1, Please see response 4 to the South Dakota Cattlemen's Association. 
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COMMENTS R E S P O N S E S 

to 
OS 
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2. Partnerships based on cooperative agreements would take different 
forms. The draft plan, page 88, suggests several appropriate activities. 
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RESPONSES 

1. Please see "Response to General Comments from Individuals." 
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to 
OS 

DW1GHT W. JUNDT 

Scpuxrixr 12, 1996 By U S . Miil md F«ci«mlc to 402-336-3911 

Mr. WamaHOI 
Surxnnreodent 
Nwbrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways 
PO Box 591 
OTveiB, Nebraska 68763-0591 

Rr National Park Service Draft, General Management nan, Environmental Impact Statement, on 
the Missouri/NiobnuaA'erdigre Creek National Recreatioaal Rivera, authorirjooa by anmndmeat 
to Public Law 90-542, and the Niobrara Scenk River Dretgnaricn Art (Pub4^ 16 
U.S.C. ]m*xxi.)itpKdbyiix?nMiA**aaMxy24, 1991. 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

With my brrjcher Bruce P. Jundt, I am a Knox County randowner of acme 500 acr« bcarlering the 
looth aide of the Niobrara River. I was bom in Crtsghoc (Knox County), Nebraska, and six (6) 
generations of my family nave called Knox County home. While my legal borne is in Florida, my 
heart is in Nebraska. 

1 have read most of the 234 page National Park Service Draft, and fbOowed the past five years of 
studies and reports within the National Park Service study. 

In this draft, five "artrroroivts" are offered for comment by the public. At the risk of not having my 
opunoa counted if I do not select one of the five choicm outlined, under protest I will then opt for 
-ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION". 

In bureaucratic doublespeak, however, the so-called "No Action Alternative'* contains numerous 
actions, none of them of free will. For example, putting a quarter mil* of our property within the 
planning boundary, the "legal kderim bctodary" it not "No Action" This approaches a taking of 
private property rights without conyeasarion 

Utilizing a fuU-ttrne National Park Service Employee is not "No Action". Having an annual budget 
as small as you are projecting may seem Hke "No Action" to you, but it represents about three 
annual family rpecrora On the.other_hand, the cost of your "rtconmenoed" Alternative 5, would 
exceed 5300,000 per year, and coca\itno% bow burkgets are unthrreatjrriated, this would accelerate 
rapidly. Even the $300,000 per year probabry exceeds the payroll of almost all privately owned 
businesses in the entire study area. 

The report seems silent on what the past five years of National Park Service activity on this project 
has cost the public While the report deacrrbet what has been done by your offices as "scoping", 

l 



R E S P O N S E S 

2. Congress passed legislation that included the Niobrara River and 
Verdigre Creek. Please see appendix A of the plan. It is beyond the 
scope of this CMP to analyze legislative actions. 

C O M M E N T S 

to 
CXi 
- J 

has your office nut had five to ten employees for i full five years? Would it be unfair to guess thai 

the National Park Service has spent over S5.0O0.0O0 on this study? 

Only briefly is the population density of the crea analyzed. On Page 137 of the study, it is stated 
that the five-county 1°°0 census was 34.000 people. A quick review indicates that about half 
reside in towns. The rural population of the study area thus would appear to be under one family 
per square mile Your study goes onto say that "... the population of the area has been steadily 
decreasing for 65 years and is likely to continue...." Even your office is located outside the study 
area. To locate m a town cf over 4,000 population, you wont out of the study area to O'Neill. 
population 4.048!) Many prudent observers find the millions of dollars spent on this study to be 
merkill and wasteful. 

This area has maintained its beauty and integrity for decades because of the stewardship of the 
peopks who have occupied H. It is not overrun with tourists. It isn't polluted, unless you count the 
excessive siftanon occurring because of questionable water management practices dictated by 
another gcrvcrnrnent agency, the U.S. Corps Of Engineers. Wildlife is (till abundant, again because 
of the husbandry of landowners. How ironic that this area of beauty and tranquillity, relatively safe 
from overuse, is one selected by the govrntrnenl to regulate. Why not find an ugly * r o * • 
rehabilitate? Leave this one alone. The vast majority of landowners and residents are opposed to 
the draft recommendations. In no way can this expenditure be construed to be in the public interest 

The tnftia! authorization for nxtocUng the Niobrara and Vmbgre Rivers in this study was ilV 
advised, done hastily and without public input. 

In your words on page 25 of the study:., "the nonaction aftcmarhT would not mean deauthorization 
of the river - that would requn-e another art by Congress." And that, in my opinion, is exactly 
what should occur. The National Park Service has restricted public activity in many intensively 
used parks this year because of insufficient fording available. In the lace of other budget cuts, it is 
shameful to have spent millions of dollars for this "scoping." 

While perhaps welT interrioncd, and likely conducted by Ordicaled employees, if ever a government 
activity qualified for NBC's Tom Brokaw's "Fleecing Of Arrerica", this one does. 

Dwignt W. J u n d t v ^ ^ ^ 

cc: U.S. Rep. E. Clay Shaw, FL 
U.S. Rep. Bill Barrett, NE 
U.S. Rep. Doug Bereuter. NE 
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Oraoorv O. Kruokkt 

1. Land within the river boundary would be retained by its current owner 
and not by the National Park Service under the recommendations of 
this plan. The land within a boundary is a geographical delineation of 
resources. We can cite instances where land adjacent to park bound
aries has increased in value. 

Hooonrd Pork Sarv/ca 
P.O. Box S»1 
OHM. Ntbrttkt MTU 

AagmtttM 

Door Sir 

I hovo rood tho gonorol monogomont plon tor tho fhm oHornotrroo you purpooo 
tor tho Blttouri/ Nhbroro/ Vordhjro Crook Ntbonol Rtcntbonol Rhroro. ond my 
tuggotbdn lo thot you loovo tho lond oo It It with no turthor fodorol controlt. 

By protorrod ohomolhm at hondt oft pormonontty. For pooph) donktd tho right 
to uto thok lond tt thoy too tit. It tgplntt my troodom tt t Unttod Stotot 
Crtaon. Vfrttt you on purpotrng lo tho out right Wang of lond ond thot to Doing 
othtoft 

foil on toying thot my right to own lond lo t onomy of nopontlblt 
tnvtronmontotum. Tho truth It quit* tho oprrotrto: Amorlctnt on mon 
onvtronmorrtorly eonactoua-aapactoOy with noord to thotr own prooortY-thtn 
tvor bofon. It It only whon tho govommont throotont to dtvtluttt tholr lond, 
thot proporty ownon nool. For oxomplo by owning tho 200 foot bourtdory from 
tho high wotor mart. 

/ voto HOI HOI HOI 

Thonk you for your omt. 

1 

Orwgory O. Krupkkt 



COMMENTS R E S P O N S E S 

to 

XIBBOUH/moBRARA/VERDIORI. CXCZX 
DRAFT QESTZRAL KAMAOEXKBT FLAX 
INVIROBKBMTAL IMPACT BTATEXXXT 

Addr«SB: Uc lb Bjfxl 

Turn your comments in at thi» 
time gx mail to: 

SuperintendVnt 
Niobrara/Misaouri National 
Scenic Rivervayc 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763 

TTTJUVX TOD rCOL TOO* COttTOSTa 

I 

f 

Coaatnti on management Xlternativea i 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

o 

1. On page 220 of the draft plan, the preferred alternative recommends 
using two to four NPS seasonal park rangers, at an annual cost of 
$21,000. This should help to meet the rivers' law enforcement and 
search-and-rescue needs. 

2. The value of private land can be affected by zoning or by the private 
land's location adjacent to a national wild, scenic, or recreational river. 
In some cases, the presence of national river protections has been 
shown to increase the value of private land. 
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COMMENTS 

MISBOUR/HIOBRARA/VZRDiaRK CREEK 
DRATT QEXESAI, KAXXOKXEWT PLAN 
ENVIRONKEXTAL IXPACT gTATEXEHT 

Cooa«nta on Xanagaaant Altarnativaat 

Turn your coananta in a this 
timn ox nail to: 

Superintendent 
Hiobrara/Miaaouri Mationai 
Scanic Rivarwaya 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Naill, Nebraska. 68763 

THAN! TOO TOR TOTja TOXXSaTI 

bo 
-J 

RESPONSES 

1. The plan proposes to acquire land only from willing sellers. It is impor

tant to note that little, if any, land acquisition is anticipated under the 

preferred alternative. Please also see response 4 to Hermanek. 

I have been aware of the National Parks plan to 
assume control of lands adjoining the Missouri River 
in this area for some tine, and no one has sought ny 
Input as a Landowner for a preferred alternative. 
Additionally, no discussion ever took place 
concerning your placing a setback boundary of 288-ft. 
fron the river bank. According to the law, any land 
acquired nust be given voluntarily, and I have not 
given ny approval of your plan. Hy private park and 
a flowage easenent are within the 280 ft., and thus 
not available for taking in any case. This has been 
confirmed by the Deputy Secretary of Defense for 
Public Works, in person, on 15 August 1996. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
to 

to 

HIB80DR/NI0BRARA/VERDIaRK CREEK 
DRX7T SESERAL KXNXOEMEHT FLAM 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 8TATEXEMT 

Comments on Management Alternatives: 

19 August 1996 

Vour letter dated 12 July 1996 implies that the local 
authorities and landowners concurred with your 
uarious alternatives simply because they cooperated 
with your guidelines for Planning Team Members, 
meetings, etc- Citizen Cooperation with your Study 
should in no way be construed as concurrence. 

After a meeting or two, most landowners realized that 
their objections were not being taken seriously, that 
the National Parks plan was already cut and dried, 
and that the public meetings were just a sham. 

Now we are told that only written suggestions will be 
recorded at the public meetings! 

In oiew of all the objections to intervention by the 
National Parks Department, why are we not offered a 
Jjfjg_flction Necessary" alternative? 

Turn your comments in a this 
time gr. mail to: 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Miasouri National 
Scenic Riverwaya 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763 

THANK TOO FOR YOUR COMMENTS 

2. Please see "Response to General Comments from Individuals." 
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C O M M E N T S 

HI880UR/NIOBRARA/VERDIORE CREEK 
DRAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Vour draft refers to this Ordinance as "tentative," 
(p.18519!.). However, it will become official on or about 
1 September 1996. 

(J^J^nrf^ 

Turn your comments in a this 
time ox mail to: 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Missouri National 
Scenic Riverways 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763 

THANK TOO FOR TOUR COMMENTS 

R E S P O N S E S 

3. Please see response 6 to the Southern Missouri Water Development 
District. We have revised the general management plan to reflect the 
November 1996 election results regarding the Charles Mix zoning ordi
nance. 

commanta on Hanaqamant Altarnatlvaa: 

for generations our Counties haue actiuely participated 
in Couernnent programs such as Soil and Water ^ ^ 
Conservation, Watersheds, and Great Plains uonseruation, 
to name a few. Additionally, Charles Mix County has a 
Planning and Zoning Ordinance.* Involuement by another 
Government Agency would be a duplication and a waste of 
taxes. Because of such preclusions, conflicts, as well 
as landowner objections, your study should include a "No 
Action" alternatiue. 
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RESPONSES 

1. Rivers that are designated in the national wild and scenic rivers system 
are classified in one of three categories, depending on the extent of 
development and accessibility along each section at the time of designa
tion. Recreational river areas are defined as areas that may be readily 
accessible by road or railroad, may have some development along the 
shoreline, and may have had some impoundment or diversion in the 
past. Classification as a "recreational river" does not imply that the seg
ment must be managed or developed for recreational activities. 
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COMMENTS 

MIBSOTO/NIOBRARA/VERDIaRE CHEEK 
DRAFT GENERAL, MANAGEMENT PLAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

c o n s n t s on Mnnagomont A l t a r n a t i v . a i 
It Out. ® 

U.S. Dept. of Interior letter of 12 Julu 1994 is 
addressed to "Friend of the Recreational Riuer." 
However, the premise that this 39-nile seunent of the 
Missouri Riuer has euer been suitable for the designation 
"Recreational Riuer" is totally false. In actuality it 
15 i fragile strip with blilfliny sandbars, unpredictable 
levels and badly erroded banks. Since the Corps of 
Engineers would not, or could not afford to revet the 
banks, most of what has been accomplished has been done 
by private landowners. The National Park Service has 
admitted that it could not afford to stabilize the riuer 
banks. For the MPS to try and "manage" or "administer" 
this section of riuer without funds or authorization to 
do the only thing that is needed would be ludicrous and 
wasteful. Therefore, only a "No fiction" alternative is 
acceptable. 

^9-W— 

» — OaMkul fi- CQaaSjau. 
Turn your comments in a this 
time t2£ «ail to: 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Missouri National 
Scenic Riverways 
P.O. BOX 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763 

THANK TOD TOR YOUR COMMENTS 
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COMMENTS R E S P O N S E S 

to 
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XI8S00R/NI0BRARA/VERDI0R1 CREEX 
DRAFT GENERAL MAMAS EM EAT PLAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT •TATEXEMT 

Comment* ot> K m i g n t n t Altmrnmtivewt 
I consider the designation of boundariee aetback from the rlverbank, of 

any distance, a "Taking" without compensation. If the plan were lapleaented 
with an Irrevocable bank to bank boundary, I believe I t could he acre palatable 
to the landowners. 

On page Id of the plan. I t states that "The Rational Park Service wi l l not 
condemn any landi acoulaltlona wil l be from willing sel lere only". At the land
owner meeting on 8-19-96, paragraph #3 on page 3d was pointed out to ae.where 
I t states that "The national Park Service would also have to reassess the deci
sion never to use condemnation authority". I do not believe condemnation was the 
Intent of the b i l l ' s sponsor, Bepresentatlve Bereuter, as In a l e t t er to me dated 
6-27-1995. He offers guidance to the National Park Service personnel, and I oueta, 
"cOTtamplate no use of condaanatlon powers to acquire land". Tola la typical of 
the doubletalk and Malnformatlon that has been used to try and s e l l this plan to 
the landowners. 

Due to the problems that this designation faceei river s l l ta t ion , landowners' 
resistance, lack of money, and many others, I would l ike to urge our representa
t ives to Introduce and paas a b i l l to decomalaaion I t . 

If this designation la not decommissioned, I do not believe the trai ler parks 
Immediately along the river bank should be grandfathered into the plan. I be
l ieve this defeeta the purposs of preserving the significant acanlc value nf the 
river, rewards those landowners who have destroyed the scenic value, sad penalises 
the landowner who has l e f t his property in Its natural state end protected i t from 
development. 

In regard to the landowner nestings, there wee no recording of statements aeda, 
feelings expressed, or a pol l of those in favor or against, at the two Beatings 
I attended In Springfield, S.D., end Wagner, S.D., on 8-19-1996. The recording 
wee suggested by the landowners so that I t could be given to our Congreeslonal 
Representatives, but the eoderetor, Warren Hil l , indicated that thla was not hla 
responsibil i ty. He stated that ha mas only to complete the plan and Implement i t . 
The majority, i f not mil, warm clmarlr agmlnat the entire plan and the designation 
of the 39 a l ia stretch of the Xlaaourl River ee e recreation r iver . 

Turn your comments In a t thim 
t i m e fix mail t o : 

Super lntandant 
M i o b r a r a / K i s s o u r i N a t i o n a l 
S c e n i c Rivervays 
P .O. Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 6B763 

n u n TOO POM TOMB o w n 

1. Condemnation authority exists under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
whether it is written in the plan or not. The National Park Service and 
the planning team decided at this time that the rivers could be success
fully managed through cooperative agreements and partnerships, and 
that the use of condemnation as a management tool would not be nec
essary. This GMP is written with the assumption that condemnation 
authorities would not need to be exercised to manage these rivers. 

2. The law provides that development existing at the time of designation 
must be "grandfathered" in the plan. To more clearly reflect this, we 
included the following sentence at the beginning of the first indented 
paragraph on page 83: "All structures and subdivisions could remain 
and could be replaced with larger structures." 

To improve the visual appearance of some of the trailer areas, the 
National Park Service has provided guidelines for residential develop
ment, including positive and negative landscaping and screening 
guidelines; see appendix F. The Park Service could help fund the cost of 
such landscaping for existing or new development. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
to 
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DATE August 19. 1996 
TO. National Park Server 
FROM Dennis A Maxine Namininga 
SUB). NPS Alternative Options to the Missouri River as it effects South Dakota Landowners 

The following are our comments to "Alternative Plan #5" 

Howagc easement - we feel we have a legal contract with the Corp of Engineers on the flow-age 
easement and thai cannot be taken over by the National Parks Service 
Private Properly Rights - (Page 38) The paragraph details the type of control thai infringes on land 
owners private property rights. 
Verbiage in the hook publiihcd by NPS The verbiage of the entire book is vague and leaves 
statements open-ended. The examples arc "appropriate activities", "could be", "would be", "should 

National Parks Sen ice and Corp of Engineers arc infringing on each Olivers authority. Tins sends 
mixed messages lo live landowners as to who is in charge and to what extent is their legal authority. 
You talk about Resource Conservation Practices in your NPS book of alternatives Resources such as 
beautiful native grass pastures, wildlife habitat, water quality to namejusl a few Conservation 
practices have been followed for generations by the very landowners who wake up to the land day 
after day. after day. Practices such is pasture rotation, cross fencing, annual aerial weed spraying 
and erosion control have all been used to manage llie resources to avoid conditions you elude lo llial 
are not present Management practices have proved that coexistence between cattle, wildlife and man 
is very bcncficinl to everyone 

1. Please see response 4 to Hermanek comment. 

2. Please see response 4 to the South Dakota Cattlemen's Association. 

3. The National Park Service will not affect any flowage easement agree
ments with the Corps of Engineers. On page 16 the draft plan states: 
"Fee and easement land acquired by the Corps of Engineers would con
tinue to be managed by them directly in cooperation with state and 
federal agencies." Though portions of easements may lie within the 
recreational river boundary, this would not affect the flood easement 
that the COE has purchased from a private landowner. The placement 
of land within the recreational river boundary does not imply any own
ership by the National Park Service. See also response 4 to Hermanek. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

MISBODR/KIOBRRRR/VRRDIORI CRBER 
DRAFT aEMXRAL MABRazKanrr FLAB 

EBTTIRORMEBTAI, IMPACT BTATEXERT 

r m n n H nn Mima«»«nt A l t i r M t i v B B i 

Turn your cowRents i n a t h i s 
t i n s fix B a i l t o : 

S u p s r i n t a n d e n t 
N i o b r a r a / K i a s o u r i N a t i o n a l 
S c s n i c Rivarvays 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Naill, Nabraska 687(3 

THABT TOD TOR TODR CORRBBTS 

1. The Missouri River was included in the 1991 act by Congress after hear
ings and deliberations. During those debates, issues important to the 
Congress were addressed and are summarized in the purpose and sig
nificance statements on pages 10 and 11 of the draft plan. 

2. The need for this plan is discussed in the second paragraph of the 
"Summary" on page iii of the draft plan. 

3. Among the benefits that people receive from the designation of the 
national recreational rivers are: 1) a river that is free from increased 
development along its banks, 2) greater monitoring of the water 
resource to ensure good water quality, 3) greater habitat protection for 
fish and wildlife for people to fish, hunt, or observe, 4) greater interpre
tation of resources for both local people and recreationists visiting from 
outside the area, 5) greater tourism opportunities, 6) opportunities for 
the National Park Service to provide technical or financial assistance for 
projects proposed by local groups, both within and outside the bound
aries, and 7) funding could be provided to improve environmental con
ditions such as landscaping for trailers and other residences along the 
rivers. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

v i s a o t n t / m o B i t A M / v n c i a K i CHEEK 
DRAFT OENERXL XMObaDtEET PLAN 

EMVIEOKMEMTM, IMPACT STATEMENT 

Turn your coransnta in at this 
tiae fix nail to: 

Supsrintandant 
Niobrara/Nissouri National 
Scanic Rivarways 
P.O. Boa 591 
O'Haill, Nebraska 68761 

TRAMS. TOO POt> TOOK COMMENTS 

1. Please see "Response to General Comments from Individuals." 
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RESPONSES 

1. There is a wide range of opinion regarding whether jet skis are an 
appropriate activity on these recreational rivers. Safety, noise, and bank 
erosion concerns have been expressed regarding the use of jet skis. 
Some state and federal agencies are currently considering regulations 
regarding the use of jet skis in waters under their jurisdiction. The 
National Park Service, in cooperation with the two states, will review 
actions taken by other agencies regarding the use of jet skis, will 
observe the usage of jet skis along the Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre 
Creek National Recreational Rivers, and will determine what safety and 
enforcement actions are needed here. 
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COMMENTS 

HIBBOUK/HIOBhARA/VETtDIGRK CREEK 
DRAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 8TATEM 

Turn your comments in at this 
time ojt »ail to: 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Miasouri National 
Scenic Riverwaya 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CXJKXRMTB 

j/t, *<*. p+sfUfy P-p-^*-^ a^&t-fy £**£<- &*6*S <*£**, 

Comment* on Management Alternatives: 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

MISOOCR/RIOBRARA/VERDIORI CREEI 
CRAFT OENERAL KANAOEKENT FLAN 

ERIROBXERTAL IKPACT BTATEKEHT 

~fit, ( J i o R A x i W i < j if'. 

Turn your consents in at thia 
tine fix nail to: 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Miasouri National 
Scenic Riverwaye 
P.O. Bon 591 
O'Neill, Nebraska 68763 

TKAVX XOD FOR TOUR COHXERS 

1. We see no complications resulting from the plan's suggestion that docks 
and ramps should be shared. See pages 37 and 83 in the draft plan. The 
preferred alternative recommends stabilizing visitor use, and one way 
to do this is to share boat ramps and docks so that there will not be a 
proliferation of docks and ramps extending out into the rivers. 

I 
1 
\ 

1 

Coamanta on Hanagaaant Altarnativaa i 

1 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
to 
00 
to 

o 
O 
Z 
w 
C 

H 
O 
z 
z o 
3 
o w a 
2 
o 
z 



C O M M E N T S 

Nat ion*1 Part Smrv ic» | 

I am a landowner between vmrdigr* and Niobrara Nebraska 
and I am very upeet with the current plan for a Recreational 
myetem. 

The 200 feet from the high water 1ine that has been 
designated for recreational area will take up to 50 rows in 
some of my row crops. This 200 feet will be very hard to 
establish as the high water last year took over 200 feet in 
some of my bottom fields and this veries from year to year. 

The pi an that is proposed for recreational use of the 
abandoned railroad track between Verdigre and Niobrara will 
not work because the tracks have been sold and the 1 and 
deeded back to the landowner. 

Lt is 
so 

In my opinion this recreationat river project 
need with the Missouri River recreational area only 10 
mi 1es from Niobrara• 

A few years ago the Devils Nest area located along the 
river did not make a go of it. so why is this needed? 

I do believe that a 1/2 mile ban of all Herbacides and 
insectacides would be beneficial to our water and wildlife. 
A 200 foot ban on cutting line trees from the river would 
also be beneficial and help preserve our water and wildlife. 

A tan payer 

aw4s/<*Jw£ 
Donald L. Randa 

bO 

8 

R E S P O N S E S 

1. We agree that the ordinary high water mark varies from year to year. 
The 200-foot boundary noted in the preferred alternative is measured 
from the 1991 ordinary high water mark (32,000 cfs), the year during 
which these rivers were designated as national recreational rivers. This 
ordinary high water mark was determined from aerial photographs 
taken at that time. The location of the 1991 ordinary high water mark is 
shown on the maps appearing throughout the draft plan. 

2. The proposed public use areas described in table 5 on page 72 of the 
draft plan include the potential development of a trail along Verdigre 
Creek. These public use areas refer only to alternative 4, and not to the 
preferred alternative (alternative 5). The title of table 5 has been revised 
to make this clearer. 

3. Yes. These things would benefit water and wildlife. The plan says that 
lands outside the boundary are adequately protected by existing state 
and federal regulations. 

9 I 
3 

o 
3 
ft. 
33 

1 
3 
9 
(5 
QQ 

1 

2 

3 



RESPONSES 

1. The 1982 Federal Register contains regulations adopted by the 
Departments of Agriculture and Interior to implement the Wild and 
Scenic River Act. This GMP/EIS is consistent with those regulations and 
further defines management actions proposed for these rivers. 

2. In the period that the management plan was being drafted and debat
ed, the advisory group was kept informed and also debated some of the 
issues. Their discussions are recorded in minutes and on tape. We have 
considered the recommendations of the advisory group in developing 
the final GMP/EIS. 
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3. The Yankton Sioux Tribal Council decided early in the planning process 
that they did not wish to participate. Federal law as it relates to the 
boundary is explained in response 3 to Hermanek. 

4. The Missouri National Recreational River, 59-mile segment below 
Gavins Point Dam, is not "on hold." It is managed by the Corps of 
Engineers under an agreement with the National Park Service. The 1978 
plan for the river has not been fully implemented and is currently being 
revised. 
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STANLEY t MUNOER 
O A V » E R E I N S O * M D T | « 
JAV F DCNNC t 

r MSOADUfTTtOMSOJTNCWAnA 

HUNGER « REINScmaOT 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

P 0 »0X 112 
S1ATC SOS TEPAA CSMTAS 100 «TX ITPOrtT 

S K X J X C T T KJWA S1102 

September 30, 1996 

Warren Hill, Superintendent 
National Park Service 
Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways 
Box 591 
O'Neill, NE 68763 
Tel: 402-336-3970 
Pax: 402-336-3981 

RE: MISSOURI/NIOBRARA RECREATIONAL RIVERS 

Dear Warren: 

I net forth below my comments on various elements of the plan. I 
have been occupied in federal district court for the last two weeks 
in Sioux Falls, so that is why my comments are late. Nonetheless, 
given my input over the last four years, I presume they will still 
be regarded as timely and Lopical. Given that we have all spent so 
much time on the plan, I limit my comments to what I feel to be the 
most glaring concerns at this point: 

1. Boundaries (COE easement ground): I clearly understood that 
the NPS' position, as of our last meeting in September 1995 in 
Niobrara, Nebraska, was that the boundary would remain 200 feet on 
COE easement ground. At the public hearing in Wagner, South Dakota 
in August 1996, you advised me that this position had changed. 
Namely, the NPS' position now is that the boundary should expand to 
include this easement ground. I feel very strongly this breaches 
the understanding from the September meeting and it cuts against 
the original intention of the landowner in granting such an 
easement. It iB highly unlikely such an extension of the 
boundaries would survive a court challenge. 

Furthermore, it jeopardizes the NPS' position regarding NPS 
conservation easements as the NPS' position on COE easement ground 
underscores skepticism as to the slippery slope of a conservation 
easement. Frankly, any thought I as a landowner ever entertained 
regarding possibly granting the NPS a conservation easement has now 
been terminated. 

2. Visitor use: The "preferred alternative" set forth in the GMP 
is not one which waB reached following a meeting or consensus of 
all parties. while we have tried to make comments on it, written 
comments are not the same as a meeting of 1 3 days where all 
parties may discuss it. Landowner representatives' position is 

1. See reponse 4 to Hermanek. 
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Warren Hill 
September 30, 1996 
Page 2 

that the visitor use component of the "preferred alternative" is 
overemphasized. Thar, is, throughout tee process, visiter use under 
the alternative which has evolved into the preferred alternative 
was consistently minimized. It now appears that the visitor use in 
the preferred alternative was bootstrapped from the alternative 
dubbed ''Visitor use." The preferred alternative now encompasses 
greatly expanded visitor use. This was not the intention of the 
majority of the board in our last meeting. 

In addition, I repeatedly have emphasized that this plan focuses 
exclusively on the riparian landowners, with absolutely little to 
no emphasis on limiting river-based activities. Our fear i9 that 
while we will operate under significant constraints in an effort to 
preserve the purity of the "immediate environs" of the river, 
visitors can with impunity destroy the "environ": the river. The 
NPS' response, to date, is that we must determine the "carrying 
capacity" of the river - a far cry from your legally mandated 
protector role. Moreover, the clear point made at the public 
hearing is that the NPS intends to adopt a "hands-off" policy in 
relation to the river, while maintaining a very hands-on policy 
relating to the adjacent 1 anda. Once again, visitors' desires 
supersede the landowner's, who have been and will remain there. 

The NPS envisions that it will analyze the carrying capacity of the 
rivers and then states that "In no alternative would the NPS ... 
take any action that would significantly increase visitor use." 
(p.44). However, two sentences later the NPS states "some 
[alternatives] would result in increased capacity .." (p.44). The 
NPS cannot have it both ways: it simultaneously says it will 
maintain visitor status quo under all alternatives while it then 
states that there may be "increased capacity." We, the Planning 
Board, agreed that we did not want increased capacity. It seems to 
me that the NPS' raison d' etre is the promotion of additional 
visitors; the more action, the more there is to "manage." 

When it says that Alternative 5 "allows for expanded visitor 
services," that directly contradicts our consensus on that 
particular issue at the last meeting (p.81). 

3. Land Acquisition: This is a major source of suspicion. It is 
no small coincidence that under each of the alternatives, a nearly 
identical amount of money has been budgeted for at least the first 
five years (ranging from $100,000 to $128,000) for land 
acquisition. This land acquisition budget has been presented for 
the first time in this final GMP. We cannot fathom, and it has 
never been explained to us, why the NPS needs such significant 
amounts of money for very disparate types of protection under these 
very different alternatives. It causes us to believe that a hidden 

2. We do not agree with your statement that "The preferred alternative 
now encompasses greatly expanded visitor use." On page 88, the draft 
plan states that "Access to and facilities on the recreational rivers could 
be improved but not expanded." We have revised the text to indicate 
that "improved" means "modernized." The possible replacement of 
existing boat ramps rendered unusable by sedimentation was added to 
the text at the request of the advisory group. Alternative 5 was not 
"bootstrapped" from alternative 4 (the visitor use alternative). The pub
lic use areas proposed in table 5 are proposed only for alternative 4, and 
the title of the table has been revised to reflect this fact. 

See also responses 1, 5, and 11 to Talsma. 

3. We do not agree with your statement that "visitors can with impunity 
destroy the 'environ' of the river/' nor do we agree with your statement 
that "the NPS intends to adopt a 'hands-off policy in relation to the 
river, while maintaining a very hands-on policy relating to the adjacent 
lands." 

On pages 84 and 220, the draft plan states that a staff of two to four sea
sonal park rangers and two to four biological technicians would work 
on the Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers. 
A primary function of this staff would be to patrol the rivers and man
age recreational use and to assess the impacts of recreationists on its 
biological resources. Page 84 also recommends that $25,000 be set aside 
annually for grants and agreements with cooperators for law enforce
ment, interpretation, and assistance for habitat enhancement on the 
recreational rivers. 

The draft plan also describes other examples of NPS management of 
the river on pages 43 and 44. 

We have inserted the phrase "and water" after "Management actions 
would only affect land" in the first sentence under the "Management" 
section on page 33 of the draft plan. 

4. The second paragraph on page 44 has been revised. See also response 2 
to the South Dakota B.A.S.S. and responses 5 and 11 to Talsma. 

There is a distinction between expanded visitor access and facilities 
and expanded visitor services. Alternative 5 does not recommend 
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R E S P O N S E S 

expanded visitor access and facilities, but it does allow for additional 
visitor services, such as signs, bulletin boards, and interpretive 
brochures. Some of the interpretive aspects of alternative 4 were incor
porated into the preferred alternative. As noted on page 45 of the draft 
plan, "Interpretation would help to manage visitor use by educating 
people about respect for local property owners and their privacy and 
would emphasize protection of river resources." 

5. The estimated costs of land acquisition in each alternative are based on 
opportunity purchases of easements, as noted on page 221 of the draft 
plan. These costs are based on land values in the area of the recreation
al rivers. The purchase of 100 to 300 acres of easements a year seems 
reasonable. The actual purchase of such land is dependent upon appro
priations from Congress for this purpose. There is no proposal to 
acquire land for campgrounds or other visitor facilities; such facilities 
could not be located on easement land. 

6. See responses 3 and 4 to Reinschmidt. 
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Warren Hill 
September 30, 1996 
Page 3 

agenda of campgrounds, facilities and/or other similar activities 
is planned adjacent to the river. 

4. Alternative 5, the tentative preferred alternative, states 
that "Visitor services and activities could be expanded" (p.87) 
which totally contravenes the understanding and consensus regarding 
the need to hold the line on increased visitor use. This statement 
was not one agreed upon at our last meeting in Niobrara in 1995. 

These arc a lew of the most salient items. I trust you will 
consider them. 

Sincerely, 

David I-. Reinschmidt 
Charles Mix County (South Dakota) Representative 

cc: Senator Thomas Daschle 
Senator Larry Presaler 
Congressman Tim Johnson 
Georgia Talsm.a (Bon Homme County, South Dakota Rep.) 
James Brion (Boyd County, Nebraska Rep.) 
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RESPONSES 

1. The National Park Service recommended to a committee of the 
Nebraska unicameral the adoption of a law that would permit less-
than-countywide zoning in the state. Such zoning is available as an 
option in Minnesota. However, the proposal did not advance in the 
Nebraska unicameral. Modification of an existing "special valuation 
law" (sometimes referred to as the greenbelt law) stands a better chance 
for adoption in the unicameral. This law provides for a special valuation 
for agricultural land that helps to keep the land in productive agricul
ture. If the law is broadened to allow its use in unzoned counties, the 
special valuation for agricultural land could also serve as a local means 
of protecting a river corridor without the necessity of zoning a county. 
If the special valuation is expanded only to wild and scenic river corri
dors in unzoned counties, the impact of the special valuation on an 
individual county's tax base would be small. 
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September 12, 1996 

United States Dept. of Interior 
National Park Service 
P. O Box 591 
O'Neill, NE 68763 

Dear Sirs: 

RE: DISfNIMI) 

In reference to (be pub&c review of the "Draft Management Plan" issued in Jury, 
1996, I would like to offer support of the continued involvement of the National Park 
Service in the rrduuujernent of the irnportant resources along the Niobrara, Verdigre and 
Missouri River corridors I bebeve the current proposals to de-authohze the scenic river 
designation to be Ul-advised and totally unresponsive to the need for integrated 
management of this area's natural resources. 

While I, like many of the cruzent who are property owners within (or near to) the 
phut area am opposed to unnecessary governmcrdal intrusion through regulations and 
managemem pressures, I cannot envision any way in which local landowners and local 
govenMwntal agencies can effectively or efficiently manage the activities of nonresidents 
who will be increasingly utilizing these areas for their leisure time pursuits. To assume 
that the present 'predominant agricultural occasional recreational" use will continue for 
even the next 10-15 years is totally unrealistic and short-sighted at best. 

Therefore, it becomes apparent that some form of integrated management tool 
becomes a priority The "Draft Plan" at least addresses the coropcting interesti of existing 
property owners and the in-bound property users, and I would generally support the 
proposed alternative as the least intrusive to existing landowners. 

However, historical reality may masons either an unwillingness or inability of local 
government to effectively manage or protect the very interests that presently are railing 
against federal involvement. Increasing constraints on local governmental spending make 
it even more unlikely that local governmental units will have the resources available to 
implement any type of comprehensive management plan, even if local consensus could be 
achieved as to what type of plan or control should be implemented. 

One proposed solution is "less than county-wide zoning authority" so that the plan 
area could be separately controlled without crverreaching into areas that presently would 1 



C O M M E N T S 

not be effected by recpcslione) use. However, I suspect thai this will uhimstely lead to 
non-uniform, piecemeal regulation that will be difficult to adnuniiter or enforce, thereby 
miking comprehensive area-wide management virtually an imposuwlity. 

Acccedingfy, I bebeve the plan ahould be amended to at least conaider tbc 
feasibility of a regional zoning concept with eetabliahed minimum standards supplemented 
by local control of specific use problems. 

In summery, the plan, ar presented, only begins to address the problems which will 
emerge aa outside canities and recrmtional pressures force a change in use patterns vrttrnn 
the plan area. The neconvmended plan (antemative #5) prraerrtty mitigates strung 
cxYnrreong interests but will not, in the long term, provide the level of tnaruutenterd which 
will be necessary to protect the public and private interests in this srea. 

Thxradng you in advance fix your coriaiderabon, lam. 

DPRtnh 

to 
CD 

R E S P O N S E S 

2. The National Park Service believes that regional coordination of zoning 
is a good idea. Within the project area, only Charles Mix County recent
ly has been under a zoning ordinance, which is temporary. However, in 
November 1996, Charles Mix County voted down a replacement zoning 
ordinance for the county. In South Dakota, planning district 3 in 
Yankton provides some coordination of planning in the counties it ser
vices and it could provide coordination of zoning if the counties 
approve of zoning. We would be supportive of regional coordination of 
zoning in Nebraska as well. 

9 
3 

| 
a 
3 

5. 
to 
5 
9 » 

l 

2 



to 
CD 
CO 

COMMENTS 

. .BUILDING 
P©FRDDUCT5 

N L o* tcurm CHUCOTA 

DOUG McBETH 
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1500 INDUSTRIAL AVE N 
SIOUX FALLS, SD S7101 

PHONE (605) 338-3460 

RESPONSES 

1. None of the alternatives proposed in the general management plan 
should have any affect on claims against the Corps of Engineers for 
losses of private land due to flooding. Your question regarding settle
ment of claims should be directed to the Corps of Engineers. 
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RESPONSES 

1. The National Park Service can only improve roads that pass through 
land owned by the agency. The general management plan's preferred 
alternative allows for improving, but not expanding, access to the recre
ational rivers. The preferred alternative does not recommend improv
ing roads in the area as scenic drives. 
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2. Airboats are currently prohibited in all areas under NPS jurisdiction. 
The plan recommends exceptions be made for administrative uses, par
ticularly in areas where access by other means is not feasible. 
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September 12, 1996 

The Honorable Ben Nelson 
Governor of Nebraska 
State Capitol Building 
1145 "X" Street 
Lincoln, NE 68509 

Dear Governor Nelson; Oo**r**»\'h5 fo /*? ? W r £ S*7rV«C*7i 

After reviewing the Draft Management Propoaals set forth by the 
National Park Service, I find all to be unacceptable unless there 
are changes made. The Common To All Action Alternatives is where 
most of the problems are. Riprap restrictions, view corridors, 
Restrictions; on quarrying, development and bank stabilization. 
Discriminating against air boaters and jet skiers. Promoting the 
Missouri as a canoe river - Bafety is important and this only adds 
danger to the ignorant enthusiast - deep, cold, open water with 
wind driven white caps will end many a happy vacation, maybe only 
a power boat rescue, but possibly a loss of life. Promotion of a 
free flowing river is fine, but the Corp. of Engineers fluctuates 
the water daily to supply peeking energy from the dams making it 
imperative to stabilize banks above any possible water flows. Land 
development restrictions will only hinder the depressed economies 
along the rivers. The high water and slltation of the Niobrara 
have taken thousands and thousands of acres out of production 
driving farmers off the land taking tax base and adding economic 
devastation to the communities. The designation was pursued as 
economic development and only brings hardship and more economic 
devastation to the people of this area. 

1. Riprap Restrictions {Page 40, Paragraph 2): Problem - Fill 
materials must be placed below normal water elevation of 
35,000 cfs unless covered with topsoil or vegetation. 
golutlPP - Fill material placed above the water flowa should 
be covered with river rock or vine type vegetation or any 
vegetation able to withstand Irregular water flow. 

(Page 40, Paragraph l) i Problem - Only minimal and eoaential 
stream bank control would be allowed. An alternative to 
purchase land rather than allow stabilization. Solution -
atream bank stabilization would be allowed any place a land 
owner would want as long as it would help with erosion and 
help stop slltation - the problem that Is killing the 
ecoatructure. 

(Page 39, Paragraph 7) : Problem - NP9 would review 404 
permits. Sglu^jgn - More red tape, exclude the review. 

1. We accept your suggestion and the GMP has been revised. 

2. The law and the plan provide for streambank stabilization. It was not 
the intent on pages 39, 40, and 86 of the draft plan to exclude agricul
ture as a purpose for which streambank stabilization may be needed. 
The plan has been revised. The COE section 33 program, providing for 
purchase in lieu of stabilization, is noted on page 40 as an optional 
authority. 

3. Review of COE section 10/404 permits is a responsibility the National 
Park Service has under the law. Property owners would continue to 
apply to the Corps, not to the Park Service. 
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5/12/96 
Page Two 

~ (Poqe 13, Paragraph 5) : Piablnn).UPS prohibits airboats ana 
their use would bs prohibited. Solution - Omit all rafarral 
to airboats due to the usage on the Niobrara. The river isn't 
canoeabie because it is to wide and shallow. Airboats are the 
only suitable use of the Niobrara River. 

"3 (Page 4 3 - Paragraph 6) : j£Sblrja - LCV Impact primitive 
recreation, over motor boating and jet skiing. Solution -
omit any controls on boating and personal water craft, but do 
not pursue additional canoeing on the Missouri River. 

(Page 37, Paragraph 6) : Pjpobjjjo - Boat docks only one per i/» 
mile Solution - Omit 1/4 mile. Everyone that wanto a dock 
shouid be allowed one. It would be like denying people of a 
front walk. Thle is a Recreational Designation! 

~4 (Pate 38, Paragraph 5): Problem - Limiting cattle access to 
the river or areas. Solution - Omit this section it only 
makes more work and problems for land owners. Ranching and 
Agriculture are to be okay in this plan. 

(Page 38, Paragraph 5. Page S3, Paragraph 7 k a) »zjji2ln] 
Screening vegetation 25 ft. viaw corridora. Solution - Omit 
any view corridora thoy are not to anybodies benefit. People 
ait on their porches, docks and enjoy the river flowing by. 
They don't want their viaw of a sun set ruined by other 
peoples trees and the only benefit of screening le from people 
paesing by only momentarily, where the people that live their 
enjoy the river and scenery everyday. 

(Page 83, Paragraph ! t C) i Problem- No replaced structure 
could exceed 1200 square feet on 50' lot or 2400 aguare feet 
on 100' lot with a 50' eat back. Solution - Any replacement 
etructure could be replaced on any lot that is upgradsd from 
trailer type to foundation type and uae of pastel or nature 
colore. 

10 

(Page 83, Paragraph 6) i Problem - New Conotruction would be 
act back 100' solution fifty feet Bhould be far enough back, 
at this time 100 x 100 lots are worth 810,000 so this plan la 
trying to take 1000'a of dollars worth of real estate off the 
market when 50' farther back almost makes the lot worthless. 

Sincerely, 

to 
ID 
-1 

4. Your comment can only be accommodated as a suggested change to 
existing regulations. It cannot be accomplished through a plan revision. 
The use of airboats is not allowed unless or until the regulation is modi
fied. 

5. The final plan does not call for regulation of any watercraft except for 
airboats. The plan has also been revised so that it will not emphasize 
canoeing over motorboating. Several individuals commented that the 
use of personal watercraft needs to be restricted and regulated due to 
safety and noise considerations. The National Park Service, along with 
other federal and state agencies, will observe personal watercraft use to 
determine if regulations or restrictions need to be implemented. 

6. Please see response 1 to Pittack. 

7. Please see response 3 to the South Dakota Cattlemen's Association. 

8. The GMP has been revised to give better examples of vegetation screen
ing and view corridors. 

9. We believe the plan is consistent with the intent of this comment. 

10. The suggested guidelines for development could be included in prop
erty owner agreements with the National Park Service or in condi
tions, covenants, and restrictions among property owners and lessors. 
The National Park Service suggests these standards as desirable goals. 
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MUtMPC.t- Mr / i t t uf-fv f n r ' h e M i s s n u r i / N i n b r . i r . i / V e r d i - i r « u r e f t k 

i i p a i Mi K e n n P d v : 

I am «ii»nd J nq mv comment" ; COnCBrn l nq t he * b o v e s u b i e r t. 
d i r e c t l v t o y o u . I t i *•; e ^ s n n t i * ! t o r v o u m\% t h e MPS 
U i r e c ' o c r.o tw i n t o r rued o n a M ^ J dee o f t h i e i s s u e I w i l l 
g i v e t i » n e r a ) comment a a n d t h e n a d d r e s a more BpBCi f * r 
c o n c e r n s ahonr. t n e p r e f e r r e d a I t e r n a t . i ve . 1 r ea l I / P VOU « r « 
b u s y a n d t h i s c o r r e s p o n d e n t i a i s l e n q t h y . I a p p r e c i a t e y o u r 
I. ime a n d t h a n k v o u i n a d v a n c e f o r y o u r o b i o c t . i v e a n d 
d e d i c a t e d e f f o r t s t o t h i s i s s u e . 

In May o f J 9 9 5 . t h e team had a q r e e d t o a "1 andt inner 
fri e n d ' v " a 1 t e r n a t i v e . I n S e p t e m b e r o f t h a t y e a r . we w e r e 
h e a d e d i n I h a t d i r e c t i on bur NO a l t e r n a t i v e had been a q r e e d 
u p o n . We w e r e p r o m i s e d a 45 day comment n o r i o d on t h e d r a f t 
t h a t t h e NPS w o u l d s e n d t h e team as a r e s u l t o f t ho 
S e p t e m b e r meet i n q . We we r e q i v e n t h r e e weeks o v e r 
C h r i s t m a s . ( h e n . we w e r e p r o m i s e d a n o t h e r m e e t i n q i n t h e 
• t p r i r t a o f Qf.. I t was c a n c e l l e d . Nex t we w e r e a i vert a n o t h e r 
s h o r t e n e d comment p e r i o d on t h e A p r i l 12 r e v i e w d r a f t . The 
l a n d o w n e r s nn l l ie team c o u l d n o t s u b s c r i b e t o t h a t p l a n a t 
a i l . I I was n o t t h e p r o d u c t a q r e e d upon and we t e i t we h a d 
come t o I I n r r l o t o t h e day W a r r e n H i l l h a n d e d n u t 
r e l o c a l i o n p&nptlJ e l s . We h a d b e e n d u p e d . 

N » v i r -me f l ie 1 i r o p r drat t and E I S . Once flnnn f f ie 60 m 9 A 
dav p u b l i c comment p e r i o d y o u h a d p r o m i s e d me I n run v i s i t 
i n Snn . i f . n r Pr e s s l e r * s o f f i c e was s h o r t e n e d . S e v e r i l p u b l i P 
m e e t i r u i s wet e set . u p . A l l t h e members o t t h e team w e r e s e n t 
1 e n t e r s n f e o n s l dec a t i on t e l 1 i nq t h e d a t e s , t i mes ( A r , d 
i i >ca t i o n a f o r t h o s e meet i n q y - f XCr P f t o r t h e l a n d o w n e r s . f 
f o u n d our. abou t , t h e m e e t i n q s f r o m a n e i q h b o r who had h e a r d 
ftbOUl l hem at a n o t h e r monting i n h i s c o u n t y . When I 
i n f o r m e d t h e o t h e r I an d o w n e r s . t h e y d i d n o t know about , them 
e i t h e r . I a s k e d M r . H i l l why some team mem t i e r s r e c e i v e d 
t e t t s r a a n d o t h e r s d i d not. . H i s r e s p o n s e was t h a t t h e 
newspaper B had been i n f o r m e d . I r o n i c a l l y , t h e p a p e r s I 
s u b s c r i b e t o d i d not. r e c e i v e a news r e l e a s e e i t h e r . T 
p e r s o n a 1 I y had been o n t h e m a i 1 i nq l i s t s i nee 1992 f o r a l l 
news r e 1 e a s e s . Howeve r I s t o p p e d o e t t i n q r e 1 e a s e s i n t h e 
f a l l o t 9b and s t a r t e d q e t t i n q them a q a i n a f t e r t h e l a s t 
p u b l i c m e n t i n o s w e r e o v e r . H a r d t o e x p l a i n , i s n ' t i t ? 

i t u t b r i n q s you up t o s p e n d o n t he M q h l i q t i t s o r J t c t t v i M s t 
r . n n r e r n - n o t h i s i s s u e . I he f o l l n w i n o comments w i l l be i n 
rqqm <i to I he documnt i f M l t . 

t-iFNf HAI C(1NNF N I S : 

R E S P O N S E S 

1. From November 1995, to January 1996, there were two government 
shutdowns for lack of a budget. The Park Service was also running low 
on money for this planning project. However, 100 copies of the draft 
plan were mailed internally and to our external partners on December 
8. At the end of January (about 50 days) the Park Service had received 
some comments from partners, but people were not compelled to 
respond, and many chose not to respond. 

The plan was then sent to an editor. A short version of the plan without 
the environmental analysis was mailed to all planning team partici
pants on April 12,1996. A few individuals on the planning team, but 
not all, responded with comments. Even though the feedback was 
sought by mail rather than through a meeting, ample opportunity was 
provided to planning team members to comment, and some chose to 
provide helpful feedback. 
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2. After the printing of the final GMIVEIS on July 12, nine public meetings 
were set up between August 13 and August 22, 1996. A press release 
notifying the public of the meetings was mailed to all local media. 
Almost all local newspapers printed a notice of meeting schedule. The 
public meetings were generally well attended. At the request of the 
Missouri National Recreational River Advisory Group, the deadline for 
comments was extended until September 14, giving a total comment 
period of 58 days. We do not know why news releases are not received. 
The commentor is on our mailing list. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

to 
CO 
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3. The statement regarding consensus is taken out-of-context from an 
early planning team meeting. Describing the planning team process, 
the chair suggested the group move towards decisions through consen
sus. It is the NFS experience that better planning team decisions are 
made in this way. General agreement among the participants for the 
preferred alternative was reached in the following way. 

At a meeting of the planning team in Niobrara State Park on September 
29 and 30, 1995, the members undertook an exercise to identify the pre
ferred alternative by combining the best parts of the other alternatives. 
The greatest number of planning team members identified alternative 
2's Management and General Concept and Philosophy as acceptable, if 
it were modified to include the alternative 3 resource management 
boundary and some ideas from the "Interpretation" section under alter
native 4. Though everyone did not agree on every aspect of the pre
ferred alternative, it was agreed to by the largest number of planning 
team members and became alternative 5. 

4. Please see response 4 to South Dakota Cattlemen's Association. 

5. The possibility of increased visitor use was a concern frequently 
expressed by several planning team members, including those repre
senting local counties. As a result, the preferred alternative does not 
recommend actions, such as the construction of visitor centers, camp
grounds, and expansion of river access sites that would substantially 
increase the number of visitors coming to the area. On page 87, the 
draft GMP states that "Visitor services and activities could be expanded 
in ways that do not add significant numbers of new visitors to the 
river." On page 88, the draft plan states that "Access to and facilities on 
the recreational rivers could be improved but not expanded." What is 
meant here by "improved" is "modernized." The text has been modified 
to reflect this meaning. 

6. Please see response 4 above. All alternatives in the plan, except alterna
tive 1, meet the requirements of the law and could be chosen. 

[ . P l e a s e n o t e t h a t t h i s d r a f t i s NOT a c o n s e n s u s bv t h e 
t e a m . Hhen t h i s p r o c e s s b n a i n . we w e r e c o n t i n u a l l y 
rn.TtSUren—rrcrt—DPI y ;in Hi l . p n u l i vr—MI.II1 was " a g r e e d • upon--by 
t h e e n t i r e team w o u l d be p r e s e n t e d t o t h e r e q i o n a l d i r e c t o r 
a n d t o y o u . We a s l a n d o w n e r s f e a r e d what won I d ha r ipen s i nee 
we w e r e s o o u t - n u m b c r e d o n t h e t e a m . t h e MPS a s s u r a n c e o f 
c o n s e n s u s l e f t us w a r y b u t r e a o y I o move on w i t h t tie 
p r o c e s s . Our i n i t i a l c o n c e r n was p r o v e n a c c u r a t e bv t h e 
d r a f t i I . S P I I . I n a d d i t i o n . NWS p e r s o n n e l a r e l a u d i n a ' h i s 
d o c u m e n t as one a q r e e d upon bv t h e e n t i r e t e a m . T f i nd 
n i y s e l t i n a u n i q u e p o s i t i o n . 1 he p e o p l e 1 r e p r e s e n t r e a d 
t h i s d r a f f a n d r n n l m n r me w i t h i t . 1 d i d not agr«W fcO i t 
* t a l l a n d n e i t h e r have t h e o t h e r l a n d o w n e r team members . 
I t i s a l i e t o s a y o t h e r w i s e . 

/ . Mr . 1 hnmav o f r he a d v i s o r y cnmmi ' f e e i s q u o t e d •<-• say t no . " 
t h e ma ir jr i t v arp b e a i n n i n o t o u n d e r s t a n d t h i s i s a m n a t o pe 
a h a n d s - o f t a p p r o a c h " t h a t N O I l J d n ' l harm ex i St J nq u v t i u s e s 
hi i t wo u l d p r o t e c t t h e r i v e r f r o m f u t u r e dove I pmont . Mr . 
H i l l s a y s t h e p l a n w o u l d r e s u l t i n " l i t t l e i t any d e t e c t a b l e 
c h a n c e i n m a n a g e m e n t . " H o w e v e r , t h e d r a f t i t s e l f r e f u t e s 
t h o s e c l a i m s . PI e a s e r e a d i t c a r e f u l l y , f r o m t h e 
p e r e p e c t i v e o f an i n d e p e n d e n t 1andowner and n n t e how many 
r e f e r e n c e s a r e made t o p a r t n e r s h i p s . NPS as a l e a d a g e n c y , 
r o o n e r a t i na a q e n c i e s . e t c . Those r e f • r e n c e s i n d i c a r e a 
c h a n q e i n a t t i t u d e c o n c e r n ] n q who c o n t r a 1s t he management o f 
t h e l a n d t o s a y n o t h i n q o f t h e s p e c i f i c s i n c h a n g e n f 
management. . 

J . r h S nn l i r n d r a f t , f o r a l l i t s p r e t t y w o r d s a n d p rnmip .es 
i s v a g u e a n d p r o n e t o d i f f n r i no i n t e r p r e t a t i o n bv d i f f e r * n t 
i n d i v i d u a l S . Tli i s d o c u m e n t w i l l become t h e h i s t o r i c a i t v j s i s 
f o r a l l f u t u r e d e c i s i o n s c o n c e r n i n g t h i s seamen I o f I he 
i i v e r . j i may e v e n be u s e d a s a r e f e r e n c e t o r a l l o t h e r 
r i v e r r e l a t e d management a c t i v i t i e s . T t c a n n o t be so v a a u e 
f h n l t h e i n t e n t o f t h e p J a n n r n a team i s J e f f u n c l e a r a n d 
o p e n t o any i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . S t a t e m e n t s i n t h i s d r a f t a r e 
i n i e r p r n t e d d i f f e r e n t l y bv t earn mem t i e r s t o d a y . Hha t w i l l 
h a p p e n ?0 y e a r s f r o m now, when o r . h e r s on b a r k To i t a s a 
no) nf o t r e f e r e n c o ? 

4 v i s > f o r use has b e e n tm n i mi r e d i n t earn m e e t i n q s I r o m i h e 
b e q i I W l i n q . However . t h i s d r a f t e m p h a s i zes v i s i t o r use a n d 
B v u a i i s i o n . l ha t t o l a 1 l y c o n t r a d i C t f l o u r u n d e r s f .and i nq . 
Some i n d i v i d u a l s who a t t e n d e d p u b l i c m e e t i n q s s u p p o r t e d t h i s 
p l a n s o l e l y b e c a u s e t h e y see i t a s h a d o p p o r t u n i t y t o 
a d v a n c e t o u r i s m . T h a t i s c l e a r e v i d e n c e t h a t t h e d r a f t , i s 
n o t a d v a n c . i n q team i n t e n t . 

'.. . A q u e s I i on was b r o u g h t up at. a p u b I i c meet i nq abou t w h i c h 
a l t e r n a t i v e w o u l d be c h o s e n . we w a n t e d t o know what, w o u l d 
h a p p e n i f J l t e n i a 11 v e s L . 2 . S . o r 4 w o u l d be c h o s e n . I he NWS 
u a v e no rommi t menl f o r r e v t s i t a t i o n by t he team i f any t. h i nq 
bU t I l ie p r e f e r r e d a 1 L u r i u M v « i s c h o s e n . I n Add I I i o n t o 
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7. The draft GMP/FJS details specific management actions in the "Features 
Common to All Action Alternatives" section and the preferred alterna
tive. 

8. Please see response 4 to South Dakota Cattlemen's Association. 

9. Please see response 2 to National Audubon Society. 
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thfl t a n thai fchii la NOT an a l t e r n a t i v e developed by the 
team, i t i s misleading, to d i s t i n g u i s h one a i t i v n a r . i v e as 
p r e f e r r e d when in r e a l i t y I t i s n ' t . rtw p r e f e r r e d 
a l t e r n a t i v e is a c t u a l l y one designated by 'he i eqi ona I 
di rector • 1 one . 

b.lhe focus at thia draft was to preserve the river. 
Promotina it will not preserve its val ues. Instead, i ts 
unique values will be destroyed and artificial values for 
the sakn nf leisure ancj tourist, consumption will take their 
pLace. rrue conservationists realise that people, at times, 
must, be content in knowing there is a place like this; that. 
it is hei ng cared for by those who know it best• and they 
cannot Q O there it the resources are to maintain their 
i mlqueness. 

7.Whore did the idea come from that Private property is a 
publin resource and needs to he conto I Ied by public 
agencies? Arizona tiovenor Svminaton said it well. "Private 
property right-, lie near the source nf the liberty under 
which A m e n r a n s are tree to e m o y the i,od-qiven beauty of 

the Faith it is r ho nature of government, constantly to 

close in noon thai, liberty, to diminish it. to MflsUMe IF.. 
Indeed. one day the historians mav put down our era as one 
where qradua1 intrusion of the publi C upon the p n vale came 
tO deprive Americans ot the liberty that was once the envy 
of the world.' Mr. Kennedy, as MPS director, you can begin 
the fight to stop this intrusion, knowinq that the 
landowners are protecting the resource already. 

8. Let' s focus on the Intent, of the I aw- to preserve the 
resource. 1 h i s plan not only does nor. protect private 
property riohts. it also does not protect the river i tself. 

9.This is not a management plan. flasicallv, what It says is 
tha t the peoole will come and when the si tuation becomes a 
crisis the MPS will do something. loqic says that somethinq 
will be done with a heavy hand, perhaps t ha r expiai ns the 
addition of the statement to the draft that allows the MPS 
tO reassess its condemnat ion poli oy i n years to com*. 

it).The devii is always in the details. Wpen NPS officials 
were asked for speci f i cs conesrnina Cert ai n management 
issues, we were told those details would come later and the 
NPS not the pi anni na team won 1 d pstablish them. 

SPECIFIC C 0 W H M T 9 DM COMMON TO All A NIT PREFERRED Al IF.RNATIVE 

I .Oriain.il (v. the NPS said their intent was to minimize 
their day-do-day management act ivi f > a3. to Ii feraI Iv work 
t h M M 1 ves nut nf • iob. This draft makes sever a I 
s t atement s r.oncerni nq the NPS day-1 o~dav management, ot the 
area and goes so far as to i nr 1 \tri* within its budget dollars 
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10. Please see response 1 to National Audubon Society. 

11. We agree that some statements regarding visitor use are unclear, partly 
because visitor use recommendations differ by alternative. Alternative 4 
allows for development of additional visitor facilities (page 75 of the 
draft plan and table on page 72), but alternative 5 (the preferred alter
native) states that "Access to and facilities on the recreational rivers 
could be improved but not expanded" (page 88). For clarification, this 
sentence has been revised to read: "Existing access to and facilities on 
the recreational rivers could be improved (modernized) but not expand
ed." The preferred alternative thus allows for modernization of facilities 
such as boat ramps, but it does not recommend new ones. Due to a rec
ommendation from the advisory group, the final plan will allow, if fea
sible, the replacement of boat launch ramps lost to siltation. 

The title for table 5 in the draft plan can be misinterpreted and has been 
modified to "Public Use Areas Recommended in Alternative 4" to elimi
nate confusion that these proposed developments are being recom
mended in alternative 5 (the preferred alternative), which they are not. 
In the final plan we have moved table 4, which is now table 5, to page 
79 of alternative 4. 

On page 221 the estimates for land purchase in alternative 5 are for 
easements from willing sellers only. 

12. The National Park Service only has authority to manage land within its 
boundaries. However, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act does allow for 
technical and financial assistance to be provided on land outside river 
boundaries. This assistance is described on pages 38 and 39 of the draft 
plan. 

13. Please see response 4 to Hermanek. 

14. Please see response 3 to Hermanek. 

15. Please see response 10 to Swanson. 

16. Please see response 3 to South Dakota Cattlemen's Association. 
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i .Ponsider r tic reference t o Nf-'S' s d e r u i o n to reassess i t,s 
condemn* tlOfl authority. That one sentence neqat.es all the 
taIk ot no condemn*tion and 1 eaves landowners total 1y 
unprotected. The NPS alone can determine if the GMP qoals 
are beinq met. They alone can determine if a stronger 
federal management role is needed. The landowners have no 
recourse if we believe the NPS is "fai1inq to meet the 
objectives of this plan." This plan can be revisited by the 
NPS at any time. It's vaqueness 1 eaves it wide open to 
abuse. 

S. PI ease note the many references to development throughout 
the document. Davalopment and expansion of visitor 
facilities were never emphas i zed in team meeti nqs but they 
are here. Iroaqine how these statements could be interpreted 
by and individual in favor of increases visitor use. 

4.New land uses must be evaluated for their compatibility 
with the act. However, visitor use uses are simrly 
exported. 

•..if visitor use is not. emphasized, why doe? the N H S need 
funding to acquire land for additional access r_n the river? 

n.Ihe plan is nor clear on its intent to manage land 
strictly within r.hG plan boundaries. References are made to 
outside the boundary lands and this plan has no control over 
that area . 

7. It was NtVF.H agreed upon that COt fee and easement land 
would be the boundary. Mr. Hill was asked specifically 
about that, question and responded that it was true. 

8.There is discrimination in this plan because tribes can 
decide whether or not to participate but private property 
owners cannot. 

9.Guidelines to design considerations for development were 
qiven as that—simply quidelines. This document emphasizes 
those quidelines as essential and critical. That hardly 
makes them suqqestions or guidelines. 

10.RESOURCE CONSERVATION I AND is a cateqory that 
miraculously appeared out of thin air. The resources 
included no beyond the intent of this law and infringe on 
landowners' rights. Please note the reference to limiting 
cattle access. This issue has been a concern of ranchers 
from the beainninq of this process. We have been 
root) run I j v reassured by NeS personiw? I that CBt tie would 
never he restricted from the river. Access In the river by 
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17. Please see response 1 to National Audubon Society. 

18. Please see response 2 to Swanson. 

19. On page 87, the GMP states that "Visitor services and activities could be 
expanded in ways that do not add significant numbers of new visitors 
to the river." Two services have recently been operating along this 
stretch of the Missouri River: a private tour service out of Pickstown 
and a public tour service operated by Niobrara State Park. The GMP 
does not limit boat tours to these operations, but indicates that any 
additional activities must be evaluated as to whether they would add 
significant numbers of new visitors to the river. Neither of these tour 
operations is adding more access points to the river; they are both using 
existing access points. 

20. Please see responses 1 and 2 to Swanson. 

21. References to biological resources in the "Features Common to All 
Alternatives" section do not negate the purposes of the alternatives. To 
varying degrees, there are differences between each alternative. It is the 
responsibility of the National Park Service to administer the recreational 
rivers designated as part of the wild and scenic rivers system. The Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act provides the most comprehensive legal protection 
available for the instream values of rivers. The act protects designated 
segments and their values from degradation. Therefore, it is appropriate 
that biological resources are emphasized in the "Features Common to 
All Alternatives" section. 

22. Please see response 2 to Southern Missouri Water Development District. 

23. On NPS-owned land, the Park Service has a responsibility not to impact 
archeological resources with ground-disturbing activities. 

24. There could be willing sellers for any number of reasons, including eco
nomic ones. However, it should be emphasized that little or no acquisi
tion of land is anticipated in the preferred alternative. The estimate is 
based on buying conservation easements. Several property owners have 
indicated they may want compensation for their land that is included in 
the boundary. If that is not the case, the money will not be spent. In any 
case, it needs to be appropriated first. 
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c a t t l e ) *j c r i t i c a l to the ranchers l i v e l i h o o d . This 
statement alone makes us wonder hOM many other t aken - f o r -
granted assurances have benn negated hy a s imple phrase 
wi th i n t h i s d r a f t . 

I I . U s i n g lhe uiS data as the pr imary too l for developing. 
boundaries made a ioke out of needina permiss ion to come on 
p r i v a t e lands. In a d d i t i o n , there are cases where even those 
boundar i es are chanaed on the maps and were not aqreed upon 
by the team. 

12. 1 f t h i s Plan were e f fa r t i ve, why do mom de ta i ) ed p lans 
have to be made by the NPS a t a l a t e r date? i f i t i s not 
e t f e c t i v e why are we implementing i t ? 

l i . l r . 4 r e i s A prov is l fen t6r streamDank p r o t e c t i o n i n order" 
to protect biological and cultural resources but none to 
protect agricultural resources. 

14.The NPS is to be consulted concerning permits. Please 
note that without consulting the team members, the NPS has 
grandfathered in a flbat trip concession that was created 
years after 1991 . By doinq this, the NPS could make this 
individual a rich man. since no other concessionaire is 
allowed that privi1ege. This act alone is not In compij anee 
with the intent of the plan and definitely does not go alonq 
wi th the American ideal of free enterprise. 

lb . F undi nq ot streamb^nk pro tec I I on is the i ep.ponsi hi I i ty of 
the pepper ty Owner however they do nnt have control Over- who 
can receive the permit to conrroj the bank nm do r.h"y have 
control 1 over Stopping the cause of t hp ernsi on . ^_____ 

16. There are several reference* r.n adiac.ent wetlands. Are 
they located only within the boundar i «* of this plan or is 
this an attempt to control land outside the boundary? 

17.Many references in the common to all section stronqly 
emphasise biological resources. Please note references like 
"improve the vslue of biological resources". Those 
references in the common to all sect i on would negate the 
purposes of some alternati ves and turn them all into 
biological alternatives. 

18.why is it necessary for the NPS to become a full Partner 
with other government agenci es and even to take on 
leadership roles in fulfilling their obligations? 

19.What does the reference to ground disturbing act.ivir.ies 
mean'' 

yo . fh t i r e are many reference? to w i l l i nq se I i mrS. I f t h i s 
p lan i s nnl In have anv e f tne t i ve nn managenenr 1echni ques 
HM r)> Hi ) i ham r M M t / f < * d the med' • why w o u l d therm be 

http://li.lr.4re
http://act.ivir.ies
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wi11i nq sellers? Is there qoi na to be an attempt to coerce 
J andowners i nto becominq Milling ?ellers? Why are hundreds 
of thousands of dollars budqeted to buy 1 and? 

TTTTTTere" is" no management to limit, visi tors. Thus Mi thout 
limits the numbers Hill i ncrease. This will result i n a 
signi f icant impact to the area. Where are the cnnt.ro 1 s that, 
would i nsure that visi tors would pursue "quiet, and passi ve 
recreation" 

23.Note the reference to an imolementa Hon plan. If this 
plan did its "job there would be no need for an 
) inplement.ati on plan concei ved onl v hv I he NPS wi t .hint ) nput 
from the landowners nr the pub)ic 

/d.Noia the reference t.n resource protection criteria and 
triqqer points and responses that WOOID be developed. When? 
by whom 

24.The NPS promises to do something about visitor use when 
it impacts T and E's. visitor experience or resources. No 
provisions are made for visitor use i mpacts nn aqr|cujture 
resources. 

2S. How can the NPS protect r l ver va 1 Lifts from visi tor use? 
How do they intent to protect current river experiences when 
it is obvious this plan could easily increase visitor 
numbers? 

26.Look carefully at the primary i nIrenretive themes and 
their purposes. Can you find any significant reference to 
protecting agriculture and its lifestyle' 

27.Since much has been made of the fact that this is a 
resource protection plan and not one to allow for visitor 
expansion why woul d the ore f erred a 1 r.ama tive al low for 
expanded visitor services? 

29.Please note the funding for labor and land acQuistion 
costs. This budget would have created quite a debate if it 
had even been presented to the team. 

30.What other partners would contribute to the fundinq? This 
could lead to a real conflict of interest issue. 

SI . T see a lot. of protection for various resources 
mentioned. Where is the protection for private property and 
aqr iculture resources? 

25. As noted on page 43, "The National Park Service and its partners would 
monitor the impacts of visitor use and would redirect or otherwise limit 
use so as to avoid unacceptable visitor experience or resource condi
tions." The reference to an implementation plan has been deleted. 
Visitor numbers to the national recreational rivers will be periodically 
evaluated as to whether they are causing crowded conditions, conflicts 
in use, impacting private land, or resulting in a decline in significant 
resources, such as threatened or endangered species. If an increase in 
the numbers of visitors is predicted to have, or is having these effects, 
steps will be taken to limit or manage visitation. Such management 
could include limiting visitor use by time or by space to avoid the unde
sirable effects. 

26. Previous drafts referenced areas prone to flooding, oxbows, new visitor 
facilities, and scenic roads; however, these references were deleted in 
this draft, except in alternative 4 (the recreation use alternative). A refer
ence to scenic roads in the "Features Common to All Alternatives" sec
tion refers to the National Park Service only providing advice on the 
subject if requested. 

27. We presume the questions relate to land purchases. The Corps and state 
agencies occasionally purchase land and easements. 

28. There are protections and assurances throughout the plan. 
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'/H . M laase note the re ferenr.e^. tn arMs prone To f loodi nq . 
oxbows, new visitor facilities and access, and scenic roads. 
These references were never intended tn be in a preferred 
alternative. Someone did not qet fhn message or else chose 
to i qnoro it and promote his own agenda. 
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29. Please see response 12 above. 
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Lynn Peterson 
BUI I Ml Hill 
Niobrsre/Misoouri HSR 
PO Box 591 
O'Neill, HE 68761 

Desr Lynn snd Warren: 
Thank, you for providing me with a copy of the Draft GMP/EIS for the 

Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivera. Gener
ally, the document is longer and more complex than it needs to be, reflecting 
the confusion that seemed to plague the entire planning process. It also con
tains a number of errors and omissions. Ky formal comments and Questions, 
which follow, reference specific pages and paragraph numbers or headings. 

1. Page 26, Alt. L "Staffing Heeds* assumes that 1/3 full time employee 
(FTE) would be devoted to "managing" the rivers under the "No Action" 
alternative. It seems to me that not much "managing" would be required for "No 
Action" and that this 1/3 FTE would be much like the Maytag repairman at tax
payers' expense. It would make much more sense to assign these minimal duties 
to an existing employee in the NPS Omaha office, as "other duties as as
signed." This would negate the "need" to budget for office rental t, supplies. 

This paragraph also apparently assumes that 'No Action" would be chosen 
for the 59-nile Missouri segment as well as for the Niobrara NSR. This is un
realistic, as there is no way to accurately predict which alternatives will be 
chosen for the other projects. Should one of the action alternatives be chosen 
for either or both of the other projects, management staff for those rivers 
could c.rt.lnly cov.r tha minimal Halting nasdj tor Chi, ilnimtlv,. 

2. For cha resion, outlined above. I alao take laaua with tha next 
paragraph (Coats) on page 26. Although $32,000 ia peanuts for federal pro-
jacta, even thta amount of money smacks of buresucrstlc sandbagging. Alao, 
it'a interesting that page 26 only refers to this sslsry ss 'labor" vhila Ap
pendix D specifically Identifies s "Park Manager." If there is no "Psrk" snd 
this is truly a "no action" alternative, then it mould suraly be a waste of 
taxpayer dollars to fund at tha GS-13 laval. 

Alao, it aeema strange that Appendix D only covers staffing and land 
acquisition costs for this and tha other alternatives. It would hava been much 
mora useful to hava in either Appendix D or Table 6 a comparison of all coeta 
associated with each alt. 

3. Page 28, "Visitor Uaa Management" -- the aecond sentence stataa that 
"there would be no new entities established to manage any increaaea in visitor 
use." Doesn't this really mean that m a would establish no new entitles? There 
ia no law prohibiting othar agenclea or organizations from doing an 

Page 28, laat sentence: This doaa not state WHO would continue to 
develop visitor facilities. NPS? Not under a "no action" alternative. It says 
that NPS won't expand interprstation beyond present levels under this 
alternative, why not specifically say tha same about facilities, leaving such 
development to other entitles? 

5 Page 33, 3rd paragraph: The last sentence specifically statea that 
condemnation is absolutely excluded as a means of acquisition or protection. 

o 
Of 

1. It may be advisable to incorporate the management staffs of these river 
segments with the management staffs of the Missouri National 
Recreational River (59-mile segment) and the Niobrara National Scenic 
River (east of Valentine). 

2. The text on page 219 of the draft plan, Alternative 1: No Action, has 
been modified to replace "Park manager (GS-13)" with "Park specialist 
(GS-13)" to reflect that the primary duties will be environmental com
pliance work. 

In Appendix D on pages 219-220, each alternative has been modified to 
include a line-item cost for "General office expense". Such costs may 
include the federal share of cooperative agreements, materials, supplies, 
transportation, office costs, etc. In alternative 1, $10,000 in general office 
expense has been added, even though, as existing expenses, these may 
be not easily separable. General office expense for alternatives 2-5 will 
be added as follows: $45,000 for alternative 2, $63,000 for alternative 3, 
S80,000 for alternative 4, and $63,000 for alternative 5. 

3-4. The text has been revised according to your suggestions. 

5. Please see response 1 to Murphy above. 
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6. Please see response 2 to the National Audubon Society. 

7. The entire paragraph and title have been removed in favor of the more 
detailed explanations that follow and that are in each alternative. 

8. The National Park Service is aware of county difficulties in defining 
feedlots along the Niobrara Scenic River. Such facilities are not along 
these rivers, and the Park Service believes the definition in the glossary 
provides sufficient explanation. 

9. The guidelines for buildings and landscaping vary by alternative and 
depend on whether a structure is existing, replaced, or new. In the pre
ferred alternative, guidelines are more stringent for new structures 
than for existing structures. Please see response 1 to the National 
Audubon Society. 

10. The plan states that the presence of a watershed district "tends to 
ensure that this land will remain agricultural," because one of the pur
poses for a watershed district is to prevent damage from flooding. We 
do recognize, however, that there is no requirement that the land 
remain agricultural. 

11. The sentence has been deleted. 

12. The other counties have more than one landowner within the river 
boundaries. The number of landowners would vary with the acreage 
included within each alternative. Land in South Dakota is generally in 
large ranches or owned by the Yankton Sioux Tribe. Nebraska land-
holdings are usually large farms and ranches interspersed with devel
oped recreational land. 

13. On pages 15-21 the Draft GMP recognizes and describes state, local, 
and other federal plans that also pertain to the area of the recreational 
rivers. The Park Service fully recognizes the findings, goals, and oppor
tunities expressed in other agencies plans and programs. As an exam
ple, we are cooperating with the South Dakota Department of 
Transportation to provide interpretive exhibits at an overlook they are 
constructing at the north end of the Running Water-Niobrara bridge. 

14. The word "certain" has been deleted in the final plan. 
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On the sister project, the Niobrara NSR, condemnation In pantutted tor re
source protection and to clear title or establish price. It was a battle on 
that project to get NTS to agree not to condemn Cor recreation or access 
sites, and NPS refused to exclude all condemnation. Please explain why NPS was 

easier to persuade on thin project to exclude aJJL cor.dem.nat ion. 
6~ Page 33, last paragraph: The laot sentence states that the NPS role 

would decrease over time tor all action alternatives-. is the plan to eventu
ally phase out NPS altogether? If not, at what level will the NPS role 
eventually stabilize? How is this reflected in Appendix D? 

~~"~""" ~ page 34: "General. Administration" only aeemo to sddVeoa habitat 
development/management and cultural resources, why are these given Bpecial 
attention here over other resources? Since all of the identified resource* 
have their own sections in thia chapter, am I missing something particularly 
important about these two Items? 

-m*- H pSge 3 ^ .1<v.a Jn., putagraphTTfrcrr frTapyruprrare~Ttnrlv;tte!i ana fle'rel-
opments, including feedlots and animal confinement facilities. The O'Neill NPS 
staff is aware of the challenge that county planners have faced in trying to 
define these items. The glossary definition of "feedlot" en page 224 does not 
consider size of an operation or whether it is a commercial operation, as op
posed to part cf a rancher's normal operation. Without a tighter definition, 
this issue could come bach to the detriment of either the landowners or NPS. 
Careful attention should be paid to this definition and agreement on it ehould 
bo reached by both NPS and landowners to provide protection for all parties. 

•j. vxgh i t . The •fiTur paragraph e'Scptaihs tr.at land VJB* c*"&5fl'standards = 

and guides cop id be adopted as part of county zoning and property owners cfluid 
adopt them for buildings and landscaping. What would the consequences be if 
counties and/or landowners did aflj; adopt them? 

10. Pago 36, paragraph *, chas Mix County: Why does riverfront included 
in the watershed district ensure that the land will remain agricultural? 

• ^ 
•Under this alternative..." As thia ia the "Feature* Common to All Altema-
tives" section, it is unclear which alternative is being referenced here. ^ ^ 

12. Page 36: The Agricultural band eection lista the number of private 
properties (I) inside the boundary In Gregory County. What about the other 
counties? How many landowners are affected? Does this vary according to alt? 

13. Page 37, 2nd paragraph, last sentence: NPS wants to ensure that 
stats activities are consistent with this plan- It would be considerate of NPS 
to recognize any existing spate, plana and to make an effort to make thia plan 
compatible with them. It seems pretentious for NPS to assume that any state 
plans or activities should be subservient to the NPS plan. Cooperation would 
be a much more palatable approach. 

14. Page 37, ''Residential ana URAer FuHvlla WvelcpmenP. Urlfl" -- IIAy" 
does this only include "certain" developments? Why would such a land use class 
not include »11 residential and private recreational developments (excluding 
farm b ranch bu.ildir.g3) which lie within the boundary? Please define these 
"certain" types of developments and state why this applies only to them. 

u . vagi JH! me muujm ptragrapn reisrB EB -visiBi.icv eagriawi.' wait 
are th«ae7 Perhaps you could add this term to the glossary. Is this the same 
as the "view corridor" mentioned in the 2nd to last paragraph on page 83 (also 
not in glossary)? On page 83 It sounds as if you don't want more than 50% of 
the riverfront to be without structures, which can't possibly be what you 
meant to say. Don't you mean to say "a minimum of 50%" of riverfront without 
buildings instead of "not to excesd-7 Also, how do two 2S' corridors differ 
from one 50' corridor? Can these buildings be adjacent on 25' corridors to 
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15. Visibility corridors and view corridors refer to the same thing. The fol
lowing definition will be included in the glossary: "an opening in the 
vegetation (either natural or created by people) that allows a view to 
the other side of the vegetation, such as a view of the river from a 
cabin or trailer." 

16. The correction has been made in the final plan. 

17. The text under boundaries, on page 38 of the draft plan, will be amend
ed to say that once boundaries have been established, they will not 
change with river erosion. They can be revised if a new study indicates 
a need to do so. 

18. The text has been modified to indicate that the National Park Service 
will not recommend the use of tires for bank stabilization, even though 
the Corps of Engineers has permitted them with certain restrictions. 

19. Please see response 2 to the Corps of Engineers and Southern Missouri 
Water Development District. 

20. This is a general management plan that establishes long-term manage
ment objectives, identifies issues, and establishes courses of action, 
including areas of further study, necessary to address the issues. One 
such study would be the identification of cultural landscapes. 
Paragraph 4 has been revised to insert the word "identified". 

21. The National Park Service would monitor and evaluate resource condi
tions to ensure that resources were not damaged. Of course, this does 
not limit other agencies from also monitoring resource conditions. 

22. Please see response 1 to Robert and Gwen Ganz. 

23. The word "primitive" has been deleted from the draft plan when it 
describes types of recreation. The trigger points for resource damage 
have not yet been determined. The responses would depend on the 
types of damage being inflicted. 

24. Please see responses 1 and 2 to the South Dakota B.A.S.S. Federation. 

25. The NPS management role is defined on page 33 of the draft plan. 

maximize tha continuity of the other 5C' which would be left natural? 
16. Page 38, Sth paragraph: The laat sentence nays that "owners might 

agree to not [tamper with] wetlands." There is no "might" about this. Federal 
law specifically prohibits such activities without a permit. This document 

even mentions that fact on pq. 39. 
17. Page 39, Resource Management, General: The 1st paragraph refers Co 

the use of 1991 aerial photos in boundary determination. Mention should be 
made here to acknowledge the fact that tha course of the river changes over 
time, and it should be ntated how this will alfrrr tha bounrijries. 

is. Page 40: Paragraph 2 iiats moat of the major materials which are or 
are not permitted for atreambank stabilization. However, ttreB wera not men
tioned. As tires are a commonly used material, this document should addreaa 
their den Irani l ity for this purpose , 

19. Page 40, "Natural Resource!," "General" -- the 1st paragraph states 
that NPS would "cooperate" with inventory and monitoring efforts. Please 
identify who NPS will cooperate with -- i.e. what agencies can bo expected to 
be responsible for these activity.? tiBms? cna? 

20. Page 42: Paragraph 3 states that "Cultural landscapes have not bean 
identified for this plan," yet paragraph 4 addresses the role of stewardship 
by private landowners in 'maintaining the cultural landscape.' Kow can some-
thing which hasn't bean identified be maintained? 

2l- Page 42, last paragraph, 2nd sentence-. HEQ will monitor visitor use 
and resource conditions? Also, the last sentence in this paragraph again re
fers to "cultural landccapea" which thjs plan chooses not ho H^fin* 

22. Page 43, 2nd to last paragraph: The 1st sentence states that primi
tive recreation will be wmphaai r»d. over intensive recreation, will rotor 
boating and iet skiing be prohibit either i » m ^ i . ^ ; ^ , ; „ i-h. f.,......̂? 

23. Page 44, 1st paragraph; The last sentence statsa that trigger points 
and responses would be similar in any alternative, but fails to define what 
these trigger points and responses yguld he. 

24. Page 44, 2nd paragraph: The 1st sentence says that NPS will not take 
any actions to oigr.ificantly increase visitor use, yet the 3rd sentence of 
this paragraph states that acme alternatives would result in "increased 
capacity or would make the araa more attractive for n«v users." Tha last aen-
tence of that paragraph then states that NPS would not allow increased visitor 
uaa if it slight result In unacceptable iirpacts. The first «nd last sentenced? 
seem to contradict the 3rd sentence. Why spend taxpayer dollars to make a 
place more attractive to visitors if you don't went to increase the number of 
visitora? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

25. Page 47: The "Management" section fails to define the apecific NPS 
role for alternative i _ _ _ — 

2«. Psge 47, 2nd to lest paragraph, laat sentence: Neither the glossary 
nor my Webster's dictionary defines the term "infill" -- what does this w m i 

27. Page 4?, lest paragraph: Since NPS stated up front that it will not 
condemn land, why do these agreements need to provide assurance to property 
owners that NPS will not attempt to acquire their property? what is the 
incentive for a landowner to enter into mirh en .rr».«nti 

28. Page 48: The breakdown of Ag Land by county and state i« a repeat of 
what was shown on page 36 in the "common to all" section. How does this spe
cifically relate to alternative 2, exclusive of the other alternatives? The 
same question sppli«B to the rest of this section (pp 48-50). Much of this is 
simply a re-hash of material found on pagan 36-38. It would be helpful to em
phasize how alternative 2 is different fmn rh» n*h-r .ii-» 

29. General comment on land use management classes (all action 
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26. "Infill" refers to the filling in or completion of development within an 
area of existing development that has undeveloped tracts of land. For 
example, a subdivision or cluster of homes with three vacant lots could 
be developed through infill. The term will be defined in the glossary. 

27. The National Park Service agreed that condemnation is not a needed 
management tool for protecting the rivers under this management plan. 
Please also see response 1 to Patrick F. Murphy. The Park Service could 
offer financial and technical assistance for conservation practices to 
landowners through cooperative agreements to achieve the plan pur
poses. Some owners will want to cooperate and may wish to know that 
their plans are consistent with the recreational river plan. Such agree
ments and assurances may be desired on the part of both parties. 

28. The agricultural land class breakdown by county is the same for all 
alternatives and its description has been greatly abbreviated in the indi
vidual actions alternatives. 

29. Through cooperative agreements and partnerships, the National Park 
Service will continue to work with federal, state, and local agencies and 
landowners to ensure consistency with this plan, the legislation, and 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

30. The "Features Common to All Action Alternatives" section states says 
that present managers would continue to manage their facilities. 

31. Please see responses 1, 2, and 5 above. 

32. The text on page 43 will be modified by removing the preference for 
"low impact primitive recreation." 

33. The last sentence of the first paragraph will be modified to state: "In 
this alternative the National Park Service does not propose additional 
federal, state, or county administrative or maintenance facilities because 
increased recreational use is not encouraged." Please see response 2 to 
the National Audubon Society. 

34. While this is not the preferred alternative, much of the public wanted to 
see an alternative that emphasized recreation and its analysis. It is a 
viable alternative under the law and therefore had to be considered. 
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alternatives): Mho will enforce? Even if counties adopt zoning, have they 
agreed to adopt these classes? 

30. Pages 50, 60, 69, and 84, Maintenance: None of the alternatives 
specify who will be responsible for whatever maintenance there happens to be. 

31. Pages 50, 60, and 69-70, UPS Staffing: Where vill the other half of 
the time be spent by the 4.5 FTEs for alternatives 2 and 3 and the 4.0 FTEa 
for alternative 4? (and why does alternative 4 not require a half time clerk?) 
Would the other half of their time be split between the 59 mile segment and 
the Niobrara HSR? Also, since the specific NP5 management role is not defined 
for alternative 2 (pg. 47), this leaves a large unanswered question about ex
actly what these 4.5 FTEa would be doing 1 

32. Page 52, Visitor Activities: "Other recreational uses would be nei
ther encouraged nor discouraged." This conflicts with page 43, 2nd Co last 
paragraph where it says that all action alternatives will emphasize primitive 
recreation. 

33. Page 58, Alternative 3, Management: The 3rd paragraph from the bot
tom defines the rederal role but not the role of others. Who takea ovar when 
the federal role lessens? 

34. Page 60, 1st paragraph, last sentence, and the General^oncnpt (page 
58) state that recreation would not be encouraged. Since Congress designated 
these waters as "National Recreational Rivers" and under this alternative 
recreation will not be encouraged, this whole alternative seeme to go against 
the grain of the intent of the law. Perhaps this should be in the "alterna-
tives considered but rejected" category. 

35. Page 71, table 4: Why are there no acreage estimates available for 3~"" 
developments in Knox County? 

36. Page 72, table S: What is the estimated acreage for item 3? 
"" 37. Page 81, Management: If the NT'S administrative role diTTanishes^aver^" 

time, what entity will take over as coordinator? 
38. Page 83, 2nd paragraph, re: Yankton Sioux lands. Why is this men

tioned here (and on page 49 in alternative 2, but not for alternatives 3 and 
4), when Yankton Sioux tribal lands are excluded from all the alternative 
boundaries as stated on page 36, end of 4th paragraph? 

39. Page 84 and Appendix D, MPS staffing needs for alternative 5: The 
4.5 PTBs who would work half time on thia project would spend the other half 
of their time on the Hiobrara HSR. What about the 59 mile segment? would that 
require a separate staff? Are the plane to keep the office In O'Neill regard
less of which alternatives are chosen for any of these projects? The Cost 
•ection for alternatives 2-5 all allocate fund* for M w ( v w - m »»»<,.. 

40. Page B4, costs, last 2 paragraphia: This is very vague ("cannot be 
estimated at thia time"). without at least a ball park estimate of these 
costs, the estimated $301,500 listed in paragraph 7 is meaningless. This ap
pears to leave the taxpayer wallet open for a fiscal pickpocket during this 
time of downsizing and budgetary crunch. 

41. The same logic holds true with the visitor use coats mentioned at 
the top of page 8 5 -- it refers the reader back to the costs budgeted for this 
under alternative 4. However, when the reader turna back to the cost section 
for alternative 4 (page 70) there is no mention there of these extra budgeted 
items. They should appear (along with a dollar estimate) in the cost sections 
of both alternatives. 

*2. General cotrment on tables 2 (pg. 51), 3 (pg. 61), 6 (pg. 73), and 7 
(pg. 85) : These give total/public/privata acreage figures for each land 
use/cover category, and then subtract out acreage for Yankton Sioux land. The 
tribal land should be subtracted from each categorv to reflect accurately the 



C O M M E N T S R E S P O N S E S 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

CO 
o 
CD 

35. These three developments are part of a larger management area called 
the Bazile Creek Wildlife Management Area. 

36. The interpretive pullout is 1.13 acres. 

37. Please see response 2 to the National Audubon Society. 

38. Since this same information is in the "Features Common to All Action 
Alternatives" section, it will be deleted from each of the action alterna
tives. 

39. Please see above responses 1, 2, and 5. 

40. An estimate of the annual costs is $25,000 for grants, contracts, and 
agreements. This could change over rime. It is only an estimate. 

41. The figures on page 70 include costs for equipment, supplies, materials, 
contracts, grants, and agreements. 

42. The Yankton Sioux lands are comprised of all the land use/land cover 
categories. 

43. Your discussion is useful but relies too heavily on the table summary 
text rather than the expanded text in each alternative. The role of 
administrator, seeking cooperation and finding willing partners for the 
work as described in each alternative, will take staff and time. As agree
ments are reached, renewal should be easier and require less staff time 
if present levels of use and development remain static. 

45. The alternative 4 soils analysis describes the impact from expanded visi
tor facilities. 

46. The reason that the preferred alternative (alternative 5) is compared to 
alternatives 1, 2, and 4 is that the natural resource aspects of alternative 
5 were based on alternative 3, and therefore the resource impacts of 
alternatives 3 and 5 are the same, which is reflected both in the text and 
the "Summary of Impacts" table. 

47-48. The GMP/EIS has been revised. See the "Environmental 
Consequences" chapter and table 8. 

acreage for each category. The reader haa no way of knowing if the tribal 
lands are distributed by cover proportionally to other landa. or it they are 

mostly in 1 or 2 categories. 
1 1 . Page "b UH.III I1111L) , U U 1 1 i! UB.llill Umifeill, slLBlllALlIB J 

states "local property owners and local officials in charge" (which is also 
stated on page 81 under Management. Yet Appendix D shows the sane NPS staffing 
level for alternatives 5 and 3, and a lower level for alternative 2. If the 
local folks were to be truly in charge, it would seem that NPS staffing levels 
should be much lower, at least as low as for alternative 2, and after a 
start-up period, should reduce to the level of alternative l or less. However, 
air.ce there is no local council management alternative, there would then be no 
central coordinating agency other than NPS, thus a minimal NPS presence might 
be justified. But this seems to contradict the statement directly below it. If 
NPS administers, how can the locale be 'in charts'? 

44. TahlT^r"" page SsT^t^Tould have been useful to have this table 
adjacent to the Impacts section. 

45. Table 9, page 9S, item 3, Soils: "Alternative 4 would include public 
development." Explain the impactl Under 'Impacts of alternative 4, Soils" 
(page 168, 2nd paragraph from the bottom) it says "Due to river flows . . . 
and private development there could be some soil erosion." It does not mention 
DiobXic. development as stated In table 9. 

46. Table 9, pages 96-98: The alternative 5 column repeatedly compares 
with alternatives 1, 2, and 4, but never to alternative 3. How do these items 
compare with alternative 3? More? beaB7 About the same? The textual discussion 
in the impacts section does not compare alt. 5 with alternative 3 either 

47. Table 9, pg. 99, Prehistoric Resources: This states what would cause 
negative impacts in alts 1-4, but doesn't say how prehistoric resources would 
benefit in alternatives 3, 4, and 5. Compare to "Historic Resources" iramadi-
ately above, which tells what would cauae benefits as well as adverae effects. 

48. The same logic applies to the following item, Ethnographic Re
sources: It says that benefits and adverse impacts would happen in various 
alternatives but dcaan't say what would trigger them. 

49. Table 9, page 101, item 3. Since you mention a significant impact 
here for all alternatives and there is plenty of room, in the table it would be 
nice if you would give the reader a hint as to the nature of this significant 
Impact: For instance, is it adverse? Is it the same for all alternatives? 

50. Page 113, bottom, and top of page 114: This does not state whether 
habitat exists WITHIN the designated boundary (or nearby) for the western 
prairie fringed orchid. The counties referenced in both Nebraska and South 
Dakota are not adjacent to this project araa. Although it says that habitat 
exists in both states, it doesn't specifically say whether or not such habitat 
exists in counties adjacent to this particular project. 

51. Page 145, Prehistoric Reaources, states that 'Onder the no action 
alternative . . . land managing agencies would continue to suffer a lack of 
personnel and funding . . ."In light of tight local, state, and federal 
budgets everywhere, there is no guarantee that even if an action alternative 
ia chosen that it will be fully funded at all times. The advantage of choosing 
an action alternative is that a plan is in place for when fundo are available. 
The advantage of the no action alternative is that it relies on privste ittw-
ttrdahlp regardless of funding. 

52. Page 15S, paragraph 3 and page 147, 2nd paragraph: The last sentence 
states the Yankton Sioux tribe has proposed a recreation project, but fails to 
draw a conclusion from that statement. How would the proposed tribal project 
affect future demand for recreation within this project ares? 
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Thank you for providing the opportunity to content. 

Sincerely, 

^Jpttk**^-
Sandy Weaver 

49. The requested changes have been made in both the text and table. 

50. Wet meadow habitat exists in each of the action alternative boundaries. 

51-54. The impacts section has been revised to more precisely indicate 
whether the impacts are positive or negative. A more precise esti
mate of impacts will be possible when more precise plans are avail
able. 

55. We have deleted the sentence to eliminate the inference of another 
office. 

56. Cumulative impacts for alternative 1 are included in the final plan. 

57. The no-action alternative describes existing conditions and is used as a 
benchmark to compare the other alternatives. The impacts of the alter
natives are based on a comparison of the impacts to the no-action alter
native. The reduced rate is compared to the rate at which these impacts 
are occurring under existing conditions, without the benefit of a coordi
nated management effort. 

58. Please see response 3 to Hermanek. 

53. Page 148, paragraph 5; page 157, paragraph 5; page 166, laat para
graph; page 173, paragraph 7; and page 180, 2nd Co laat paragraph: All con
clude that there ia a "•ignifleant impact" to land una, property ownare, and 
regional population. In reading the text of the accompanying analyaea it ia 
difficult to determine whether theae impact* are positive or negative, and 
indeed that might depend on the reader'a point of view. But since the impact 
under all alternatives has been determined to be significant, the preparers of 
this document owe it to the readers, and indeed are required by NEPA to do so, 
to thoroughly evaluate any significant impact and atate in the conclusion ex
actly what the impact in and why it ie adverse. If it is an adverse impact, 
can it be mitigated? How? 

~™ 54" Pg- 14 9, paragraph 4; pg. 15B, paragraph 4; pg. 167, top; pg. 173, 
2nd paragraph from bottom; and top of pg. 181: The eoncluaion on the effect on 
county expenses and revenue states there would be an unknown but minor net 
effect. Is this effect positive or negative, or could it go either way? 

55~! Pages 156, 166, 173, and 10 6, Payroll: The analysis states that some 
or all of the NTS staff "might be based outside the region" -- Coet estimates 
in the alternative descriptions on pages 50, 60, 70, and 84 specifically atate 
that under all action alternatives the O'Neill office will be funded. Does 
this mean that another office may be located in the project area? If so, where 
are those cost estimates? 

IT Page 158, bottom, (."JAUlaElVl lffaMI I Trill 1E1EII E B K RfflUlIElV* 
impacts would be about the sane as for Alternative 1. However, turning back to 
alternative 1 (page 149), one finds that there is no cumulative impact 
discussion for alternative 1 at all I I HEPA requires cumulative impacts to be 
evaluated for all alternatives, including no action. _ _ _ _ 

57. Page 16 9, laat paragraph, last sentence: "possibly at a reduced 
rate' -- reduced compared to what? The sane question applies to the conclu
sions for waterquality, air quality, and noiae on page 170. 

1&. fagaa I-lfl discuse UJuel lfliMillefl flUfWg BPflpifig, CUE E M BWU-
cent neglects to mention another iaeue that arose over the course of the 
planning process, and this issua was not directly addressed in any subsequent 
portion of this document. In October, 1994, when it became known that the 
Yankton Sioux tribe had decided to opt out of the process by announcing thair 
opposition to the project and their refusal to be included In any boundary, a 
number of non-Indian landowners (and county governments) realized that there 
was a certain unfairness and inequity in the fact that federal law protects 
tribes by allowing them to opt out of projects like this, yet offers no such 
protection to non-tribal citizena. This increased feelings of animosity toward 
the federal government in general and toward thla planning process in 
particular. Although NPS has no authority to change the law to force the gov
ernment to treat all parties equally, it doea have the obligation to identify 
this issue and atate the facts. 
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APPENDIX A: LEGISLATION 

PERTINENT SECTIONS OF THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT 
(16 USC 1271-1287, Public Law 90-542 October 2,1968) 

1(b) 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, 
geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values, shall be preserved in free-flowing 
condition, and that they and their 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 the water quality of such rivers and to fulfill other vital national 
conservation purposes. 

SEC. 3. (b) The agency charged with the administration of each component of the national wild and scenic 
rivers system designated by subsection (a) of this section shall, within one year from the date of 
designation of such component under subsection (a) (except where a different date if [is] provided in 
subsection (a)), establish detailed boundaries therefor (which boundaries shall include an average of not 
more than 320 acres of land per mile measured from the ordinary high water mark on both sides of the 
river); and determine which of the classes outlined in section 2, subsection (b), of this Act best fit the river 
or its various segments. Notice of the availability of the boundaries and classification, and of subsequent 
boundary amendments shall be published in the Federal Register and shall not become effective until 
ninety days after they have been forwarded to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives. 

SEC. 4. (d) The boundaries of any river proposed in section 5(a) of this Act for potential addition to the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System shall generally comprise that area measured within one-quarter 
mile from the ordinary high water mark on each side of the river. In the case of any designated river, prior 
to publication of boundaries pursuant to section 3(b) of this Act, the boundaries also shall comprise the 
same area. This subsection shall not be construed to limit the possible scope of the study report to address 
areas which may lie more than one-quarter mile from the ordinary high water mark on each side of the 
river. 

SEC. 6. (a)(1) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture are each authorized to acquire 
lands and interests in land within the authorized boundaries of any component of the national wild and 
scenic rivers system designated in section 3 of this Act, or hereafter designated for inclusion in the system 
by Act of Congress, which is administered by him, but he shall not acquire fee title to an average of more 
than 100 acres per mile on both sides of the river. Lands owned by a State may be acquired only by 
donation or by exchange in accordance with the subsection (d) of this section. Lands owned by an Indian 
tribe or a political subdivision of a State may not be acquired without the consent of the appropriate 
governing body thereof as long as the Indian tribe or political subdivision is following a plan for 
management and protection of the lands which the Secretary finds protects the land and assures its use 
for purposes consistent with this Act. Money appropriated for Federal purposes from the land and water 
conservation fund shall, without prejudice to the use of appropriations from other sources, be available 
to Federal departments and agencies for the acquisition of property for the purposes of this Act. 

(b) If 50 per centum or more of the entire acreage outside the ordinary high water mark on both sides of 
the river within a federally administered wild, scenic or recreational river area is owned in fee title by the 
United States, by the State or States within which it lies, or by political subdivisions of those States, neither 
Secretary shall acquire fee title to any lands by condemnation under authority of this Act. Nothing 
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contained in this section, however, shall preclude the use of condemnation when necessary to clear title 
or to acquire scenic easements or such other easements as are reasonably necessary to give the public 
access to the river and to permit its members to traverse the length of the area or of selected segments 
thereof. 

(c) Neither the Secretary of the Interior nor the Secretary of Agriculture may acquire lands by 
condemnation, for the purpose of including such lands in any national wild, scenic or recreational river 
area, if such lands are located within any incorporated city, village or borough which has in force and 
applicable to such lands a duly adopted, valid zoning ordinance that conforms with the purposes of this 
Act. In order to carry out the provisions of this subsection the appropriate Secretary shall issue guidelines, 
specifying standards for local zoning ordinances, which are consistent with the purposes of this Act. The 
standards specified in such guidelines shall have the object of (A) prohibiting new commercial or 
industrial uses other than commercial or industrial uses which are consistent with the purposes of this Act, 
and (B) the protection of the bank lands by means of acreage, frontage, and setback requirements on 
development, (d) The appropriate Secretary is authorized to accept title to non-Federal property within 
the authorized boundaries of any federally administered component of the national wild and scenic rivers 
system designated in section 3 of this Act or hereafter designated for inclusion in the system by Act of 
Congress and, in exchange therefor, convey to the grantor any federally owned property which is under 
his jurisdiction within the State in which the component lies and which he classifies as suitable for 
exchange or other disposal. The values of the properties so exchanged either shall be approximately equal 
or, if they are not approximately equal, shall be equalized by the payment of cash to the grantor or to the 
Secretary as the circumstances require, (e) The head of any Federal department or agency having 
administrative jurisdiction over any lands or interests in land within the authorized boundaries of any 
federally administered component of the national wild and scenic rivers system designated in section 3 
of this Act or hereafter designated for inclusion in the system by Act of Congress is authorized to transfer 
to the appropriate Secretary jurisdiction over such lands for administration in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act. Lands acquired by or transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture for the purposes 
of this Act within or adjacent to a national forest shall upon such acquisition or transfer become national 
forest lands. 

(f) The appropriate Secretary is authorized to accept donations of lands and interests in land, funds, and 
other property for use in connection with his administration of the national wild and scenic rivers system. 

(g)(1) Any owner or owners (hereinafter in this subsection referred to as "owner") of improved property 
on the date of its acquisition, may retain for themselves and their successors or assigns a right of use and 
occupancy of the improved property for noncommercial residential purposes for a definite term not to 
exceed twenty-five years, or in lieu thereof, for a term ending at the death of the owner, or the death of 
his spouse, or the death of either or both of them. The owner shall elect the term to be reserved. The 
appropriate Secretary shall pay to the owner the fair market value of the property on the date of such 
acquisition less the fair market value on such a date of the right retained by the owner. 

SEC. 7. (a) The Federal Power Commission [FERC] shall not license the construction of any dam, water 
conduit, reservoir, powerhouse, transmission line, or other project works under the Federal Power Act (41 
Stat. 1063), as amended (16 U.S.C. 791a et seq.), on or directly affecting any river which is designated in 
section 3 of this Act as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system or which is hereafter 
designated for inclusion in that system, and no department or agency of the United States shall assist by 
loan, grant, license, or otherwise in the construction of any water resources project that would have a 
direct and adverse effect on the values for which such river was established, as determined by the 
Secretary charged with its administration. Nothing contained in the foregoing sentence, however, shall 
preclude licensing of, or assistance to, developments below or above a wild, scenic or recreational river 
area or on any stream tributary thereto which will not invade the area or unreasonably diminish the 
scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife values present in the area on the date of designation of a river 
as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system. No department or agency of the United 
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States shall recommend authorization of any water resources project that would have a direct and adverse 
effect on the values for which such river was established, as determined by the Secretary charged with its 
administration, or request appropriations to begin construction of any such project, whether heretofore 
or hereafter authorized, without advising the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, as 
the case may be, in writing of its intention so to do at least sixty days in advance, and without specifically 
reporting to the Congress in writing at the time it makes its recommendation or request in what respect 
construction of such project would be in conflict with the purposes of this Act and would affect the 
component and the values to be protected by it under this Act. Any license heretofore or hereafter issued 
by the Federal Power Commission [FERC] affecting the New River of North Carolina shall continue to be 
effective only for that portion of the river which is not included in the national wild and scenic rivers 
system pursuant to section 2 of this Act and no project or undertaking so licensed shall be permitted to 
invade, inundate or otherwise adversely affect such river segment. 

SEC. 10. (a) Each component of the national wild and scenic rivers system shall be administered in such 
manner as to protect and enhance the values which caused it to be included in said system without, 
insofar as is consistent therewith, limiting other uses that do not substantially interfere with public use and 
enjoyment of these values. In such administration primary emphasis shall be given to protecting its 
aesthetic, scenic, historic, archaeologic, and scientific features. Management plans for any such component 
may establish varying degrees of intensity for its protection and development, based on the special 
attributes of the area. 

(c) Any component of the national wild and scenic rivers system that is administered by the Secretary of 
the Interior through the National Park Service shall become a part of the national park system, and any 
such component that is administered by the Secretary through the Fish and Wildlife Service shall become 
a part of the national wildlife refuge system. The lands involved shall be subject to the provisions of this 
Act and the Acts under which the national park system or national wildlife refuge system, as the case may 
be, is administered, and in case of conflict between the provisions of these Acts, the more restrictive 
provisions shall apply. The Secretary of the Interior, in his administration of any component of the 
national wild and scenic rivers system, may utilize such general statutory authorities relating to areas of 
the national park system and such general statutory authorities otherwise available to him for recreation 
and preservation purposes and for the conservation and management of natural resources as he deems 
appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

(e) The Federal agency charged with the administration of any component of the national wild and scenic 
rivers system may enter into written cooperative agreements with the Governor of a State, the head of any 
State agency, or the appropriate official of a political subdivision of a State for State or local governmental 
participation in the administration of the component. The States and their political subdivisions shall be 
encouraged to cooperate in the planning and administration of components of the system which include 
or adjoin State-or county-owned lands. 

SEC. 11. (b)(1) The Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, or the head of any other Federal 
agency, shall assist, advise, and cooperate with States or their political subdivisions, landowners, private 
organizations, or individuals to plan, protect, and manage river resources. Such assistance, advice and 
cooperation may be through written agreements or otherwise. This authority applies within or outside 
a federally administered area and applies to rivers which are components of the national wild and scenic 
rivers system and to other rivers. Any agreement under this subsection may include provisions for limited 
financial or other assistance to encourage participation in the acquisition, protection, and management of 
river resources. 

SEC. 12. (a) The Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the head of any other Federal 
department or agency having jurisdiction over any lands which include, border upon, or are adjacent to, 
any river included within the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System or under consideration for such 
inclusion, in accordance with section 2(a)(ii), 3(a), or 5(a), shall take such action respecting management 
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policies, regulations, contracts, plans, affecting such lands, following November 10, 1978, as may be 
necessary to protect such rivers in accordance with the purposes of this Act. Such Secretary or other 
department or agency head shall, where appropriate, enter into written cooperative agreements with the 
appropriate State or local official for the planning, administration, and management of Federal lands 
which are within the boundaries of any rivers for which approval has been granted under section 2(a)(ii). 
Particular attention shall be given to scheduled timber harvesting, road construction, and similar activities 
which might be contrary to the purposes of this Act. 

(b) Nothing in this section shall be construed to abrogate any existing rights, privileges, or contracts 
affecting Federal lands held by any private party without the consent of said party. 

(c) The head of any agency administering a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system shall 
cooperate with the Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency and with the appropriate State water 
pollution control agencies for the purpose of eliminating or diminishing the pollution of waters of the 
river. 

SEC. 13. (a) Nothing in this Act shall affect the jurisdiction or responsibilities of the States with respect to 
fish and wildlife. Hunting and fishing shall be permitted on lands and waters administered as parts of the 
system under applicable State and Federal laws and regulations unless, in the case of hunting, those lands 
or waters are within a national park or monument. The administering Secretary may, however, designate 
zones where, and establish periods when, no hunting is permitted for reasons of public safety, 
administration, or public use and enjoyment and shall issue appropriate regulations after consultation 
with the wildlife agency of the State or States affected. 

(b) The jurisdiction of the States and the United States over waters of any stream included in the national 
wild, scenic or recreational river area shall be determined by established principles of law. Under the 
provisions of this Act, any taking by the United States of a water right which is vested under either State 
or Federal law at the time such river is included in the national wild and scenic rivers system shall entitle 
the owner thereof to just compensation. Nothing in this Act shall constitute an express or implied claim 
or denial on the part of the Federal Government as to exemption from State water laws. 

(c) Designation of any stream or portion thereof as a national wild, scenic or recreational river area shall 
not be construed as a reservation of the waters of such streams for purposes other than those specified in 
this Act, or in quantities greater than necessary to accomplish these purposes. 

(d) The jurisdiction of the States over waters of any stream included in a national wild, scenic or 
recreational river area shall be unaffected by this Act to the extent that such jurisdiction may be exercised 
without impairing the purposes of this Act or its administration. 

(e) Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to alter, amend, repeal, interpret, modify, or be in 
conflict with any interstate compact made by any States which contain any portion of the national wild 
and scenic rivers system. 

(f) Nothing in this Act shall affect existing rights of any State, including the right of access, with respect 
to the beds of navigable streams, tributaries, or rivers (or segments thereof) located in a national wild, 
scenic or recreational river area. 

(g) The Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may be, may grant easements 
and rights-of-way upon, over, under, across, or through any component of the national wild and scenic 
rivers system in accordance with the laws applicable to the national park system and the national forest 
system, respectively: Provided, That any conditions precedent to granting such easements and 
rights-of-way shall be related to the policy and purpose of this Act. 
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SEC. 14A. (a) Where appropriate in the discretion of the Secretary, he may lease federally owned land (or 
any interest therein) which is within the boundaries of any component of the national wild and scenic 
rivers system and which has been acquired by the Secretary under this Act. Such lease shall be subject to 
such restrictive covenants as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

(b) Any land to be leased by the Secretary under this section shall be offered first for such lease to the 
person who owned such land immediately before its acquisition by the United States. 

SEC. 16. As used in this Act, 

(a) "River" means a flowing body of water or estuary or a section, portion, or tributary thereof, including 
rivers, streams, creeks, runs, kills, rills, and small lakes. 

(b) "Free-flowing", as applied to any river or section of a river, means existing or flowing in natural 
condition without impoundment, diversion, straightening, rip-rapping, or other modification of the 
waterway. The existence, however, of low dams, diversion works, and other minor structures at the time 
any river is proposed for inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers system shall not automatically 
bar its consideration for such inclusion: Provided, That this shall not be construed to authorize, intend, or 
encourage future construction of such structures within components of the national wild and scenic rivers 
system. 

(c) "Scenic easement" means the right to control the use of land (including the air space above such land) 
within the authorized boundaries of a component of the wild and scenic rivers system, for the purpose 
of protecting the natural qualities of a designated wild, scenic or recreational river area, but such control 
shall not affect, without the owner's consent, any regular use exercised prior to the acquisition of the 
easement. For any designated wild and scenic river, the appropriate Secretary shall treat the acquisition 
of fee title with the reservation of regular existing uses to the owner as a scenic easement for purposes of 
this Act. Such an acquisition shall not constitute fee title ownership for purposes of section 6(b). 

317 



105 STAT. 254 P U B L I C LAW 102-50—MAY 24, 1991 

i—i 

May 24, 1991 
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Niobrara Scenic 
River 
Designation 
Act of 1991. 
Natural 
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lfi USC 1271 
note. 
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Public Law 102-50 
102d Congress 

An Act 

To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to designate certain segments of the 
Niobrara River in Nebraska and a segment of the Missouri River in Nebraska and 
South Dakota as components of the wild and scenic rivers system, and for other 
purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Niobrara Scenic River DeaigTiation 
Act of 1991". 

SEC. 2. DESIGNATION OF THE RIVER. 

Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"( ) NIOBRARA, NEBRASKA.—(A) The 40-mile segment from 
Borman Bridge southeast of Valentine downstream to its confluence 
with Chimney Creek and the 30-mile segment from the river's 
confluence with Rock Creek downstream to the State Highway 137 
bridge, both segments to be classified as scenic and administered by 
the Secretary of the Interior. That portion of the 40-mile segment 
designated by this subparagraph located within the Fort Niobrara 
National Wildlife Refuge shall continue to be managed by the 
Secretary through the Director of the United States Fish and Wild
life Service. 

"(B) The 25-mile segment from the western boundary of Knox 
County to its confluence with the Missouri River, including that 
segment of the Verdigre Creek from the north municipal boundary 
of Verdigre, Nebraska, to its confluence with the Niobrara, to be 
administered by the Secretary of the Interior as a recreational river. 

"After consultation with State and local governments and the 
interested public, the Secretary shall take such action as is required 
under subsection (b) of this section. 

"( ) MISSOURI RIVER. NEBRASKA AND SOUTH DAKOTA.—The 39-
mile segment from the headwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake to the 
Ft. Randall Dam, to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior 
as a recreational river.". 

SEC. 3. STUDY OF 6-MI1.E SEGMENT. 

(a) STUDY.—Section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 
U.S.C. 1276(a)) is amended by adding the following at the end: 

"( ) NIOBRARA, NEBRASKA.—The 6-mile segment of the river from 
its confluence with Chimney Creek to its confluence with Rock 
Creek.". 

(b) WATER RESOURCES PROJECT.—If, within 5 years after the date 
of enactment of this Act, funds are not authorized and appropriated 
for the construction of a water resources project on the 6-mile 
segment of the Niobrara River from its confluence with Chimney 
Creek to its confluence with Rock Creek, at the expiration of such 5-

P U B L I C LAW 1 0 2 - 5 0 - M A Y 24, 1991 105 STAT. 255 

year period the 6-mile segment shall be designated as a component 
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers SyBtem by operation of law, 
to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior in accordance 
with sections 4 and 5 of this Act and the applicable provisions of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271-1287). The Secretary of 
the Interior shall publish notification to that effect in the Federal 
Register. 

SEC. 4. LIMITATIONS ON CERTAIN ACQUISITION. 

(a) LIMITATIONS.—In the case of the 40-mile and 30-mile segments 
of the Niobrara River described in the amendment to the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act made by section 2 of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Interior shall not, without the consent of the owner, acquire for 
purposes of such segment land or interests in land in more than 5 
percent of the area within the boundaries of such segments, and the 
Secretary shall not acquire, without the consent of the owner, fee 
ownership of more than 2 percent of such area. The limitations on 
land acquisition contained in this subsection shall be in addition to, 
and not in lieu of, the limitations on acquisition contained in section 
6 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

(b) FINDING; EXCEITION.—The 5 percent limitation and the 2 
percent limitation contained in subsection (a) of this section shall 
not apply if the Secretary of the Interior finds, after notice and 
opportunity for public comment, that State or local governments are 
not, through statute, regulation, ordinance, or otherwise, adequately 
protecting the values for which the segment concerned is designated 
as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system. 

SEC. 5. NIOHRARA SCENIC RIVER ADVISORY COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby established the Niobrara 
Scenic River Advisory Commission (hereinafter in this Act referred 
to as the "Commission"). The Commission shall advise the Secretary 
of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the "Secretary") on mat
ters pertaining to the development of a management plan, and the 
management and operation of the 40-mile and 30-mile segments of 
the Niobrara River designated by section 2 of this Act which lie 
outside the boundary of the Fort Niobrara National Wildlife Refuge 
and that segment of the Niobrara River from its confluence with 
Chimney Creek to its confluence with Rock Creek. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Commission shall consist of 11 members 
appointed by the Secretary— 

(1) 3 of whom shall be owners of farm or ranch property 
within the upper portion of the designated river corridor be
tween the Borman Bridge and the Meadville; 

(2) 3 of whom shall be owners of farm or ranch property 
within the lower portion of the designated river corridor be
tween the Meadville Bridge and the bridge on Highway 137; 

(3) 1 of whom shall be a canoe outfitter who operates within 
the river corridors; 

(4) 1 of whom shall be chosen from a list submitted by the 
Governor of Nebraska; 

(5) 2 of whom shall be representatives of the affected county 
governments or natural resources districts; and 

(6) 1 of whom shall be a representative of a conservation 
organization who shall have knowledgo and experience in river 
conservation. 
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(c) TERMS.—Members shall be appointed to the Commission for a 
term of 3 years. A member may serve after the expiration of his 
term until his successor has taken office. 

(d) CHAIRPERSON; VACANCIES.—The Secretary shall designate 1 of 
the members of the Commission, who is a permanent resident of 
Brown, Cherry, Keya Paha, or Rock Counties, to serve as Chair-
person. Vacancies on the Commission shall be filled in the same 
manner in which the original appointment was made. Members of 
the Commission shall serve without compensation, but the Secretary 
is authorized to pay expenses reasonably incurred by the Commis
sion in carrying out its responsibilities under this Act on vouchers 
signed by the Chairperson. 

(e) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall cease to exist 10 years 
from the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. «. MISSOURI RIVER PROVISIONS. 

(a) ADMINISTRATION.—The administration of the Missouri River 
segment designated in section 2 of this Act shall be in consultation 
with a recreational river advisory group to be established by the 
Secretary. Such group shall include in its membership representa
tives of the affected States and political subdivisions thereof, af
fected Federal agencies, organized private groups, and such individ
uals as the Secretary deems desirable. 

(b) BRIDGES.—The designation of the Missouri River segment by 
the amendment made by Bection 2 of this Act shall not place any 
additional requirements on the placement of bridges other than 
those contained in section 303 of title 49, United States Code. 

(c) EROSION CONTROL.—Within the Missouri River segment des
ignated by the amendment made by section 2 of this Act, the 
Secretary shall permit the use of erosion control techniques, includ
ing the use of rocks from the area for streambank stabilization 
purposes, subject to such conditions as the Secretary may prescribe, 
in consultation with the advisory group described in subsection (a) of 
this section, to protect the resource values for which such river 
segment was designated. 

SEC. 7. NATIONAL RECREATION AREA STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the 
Director of the National Park Service, shall undertake and complete 
a study, within 18 monthB after the date of enactment of this 
section, regarding the feasibility and suitability of the designation of 
lands in Knox County and Boyd County, Nebraska, generally ndja-
cent to the recreational river segments designated by the amend
ments made by section 2 of this Act and adjacent to the Lewis nnd 
Clark Reservoir, as a national recreation area. The Secretary may 
provide grants and technical assistance to the State of Nebraska, the 
Santee Sioux Indian Tribal Council, and the political subdivisions 
having jurisdiction over lands in these 2 counties to assist the 
Secretary in carrying out such study. The study under this section 
shall be prepared in consultation with the Santee Sioux Tribe, 
affected political subdivisions, and relevant State agencies. The 
study shall include as a minimum each of the following: 

(1) A comprehensive evaluation of the public recreational 
opportunities and the flood plain management options which 
are available with respect to the river and creek corridors 
involved. 
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(2) An evaluation of the natural , historical, paleontological, 
and recreational resources and values of such corridors. 

(3) Recommendations for possible land acquisition within the 
corridor which are deemed necessary for the purpose of resource 
protection, scenic protection and integrity, recreational activi
ties, or management and administration of the corridor areas. 

(4) Alternative cooperative management proposals for the 
administration and development of the corridor areas, 

(5) An analysis of the number of visitors and types of public 
use within the corridor areas that can be accommodated in 
accordance with the full protection of its resources. 

(6) An analysis of the facilities deemed necessary to accommo
date and provide access for such recreational uses by visitors, 
including the location and estimated costs of such facilities. 

(b) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.—The results of Buch study shall be 
transmitted to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources of the Senate. 

SEC. 8. STUDY OF FEASIBILITY AND SUITABILITY OF ESTABLISHING 
NIOBRARA-BUFFALO PRAIRIE NATIONAL PARK. 

(a) IN GENERAL—The Secretary of the Interior shall undertake 
and complete a study of the feasibility and suitability of establishing 
a national park in the State of Nebraska to be known as the 
Niobrara-Buffalo Prairie National Park within 18 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) AREA TO B E STUDIED.—The areas studied under this section 
shall include the area generally depicted on the map entitled 
"Boundary Map, Proposed Niobrara-Buffalo Prairie National Park", 
numbered NBP-80,000, and dated March 1990. The study area shall 
not include any lands within the boundaries of the Fort Niobruru 
National Wildlife Refuge. 

(c) RESOURCES.—In conducting the study under this section, the 
Secretary shall conduct an assessment of the natural , cultural, 
historic, scenic, and recreational resources of such areas Btudied to 
determine whether they are of such significance as to merit inclu
sion in the National Park System. 

td) STUDY REGARDING MANAGEMENT.—In conducting the study 
under this section, the Secretary shall study the feasibility of man
aging the area by various methods, in consultation with appropriate 
Federul agencies, the Nature Conservancy, and the Nebraska Game 
and Parks Commission. 

(e) SUBMISSION OF REPORT—The results of the Btudy shall be 
submitted to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources of the Senate. 
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SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Approved May 24, 1991. 
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APPENDIX B: PLANT COMMUNITY TYPES 

Seventeen general plant communities were identified and mapped for the 1991 Missouri National 
Recreational River. Wetland community types were identified using U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
-National Wetlands Inventory data, which consisted of 125 wetland categories. These categories were 
further classified by the Nebraska Game and Parks Natural Heritage Program to come up with the 13 
wetland types defined below. The remaining four plant community types (terrestrial systems) were 
derived through classification of satellite imagery by the Nebraska Natural Resource Commission. 

The actual community types used for this project are numbered 1-17 below, along with general 
descriptions of the lacustrine, palustrine, riverine, and terrestrial systems: 

Lacustrine System - This system includes wetlands and deep water habitats with the following 
characteristics: 1) situated in a topographic depression or a dammed river channel, 2) lacking trees, shrubs, 
persistent emergents with greater than 30% areal cover, 3) total area exceeds 20 acres. 

1 Lacustrine limnetic unconsolidated bottom (L1UB) - all deep water habitats in the lacustrine system. 
(includes the deep water areas ofLezvis and Clark Lake) 

lacustrine littoral - this includes all wetland habitats in the lacustrine system. Extends from the 
shoreward boundary of the system to a depth or 2 m below low water or to the maximum extent of 
nonpersistent emergents, it these grow at depth greater than 2 m. 

2 Lacustrine littoral aquatic bed (L2AB) - deep water areas where plants grow principally on or below 
the surface of the water for most of the growing season in most years, (includes areas at the upper end of 
Leivis and Clark Lake with submerged vegetation. Most often bordered by palustrine wetlands. Also includes some 
backiuater areas on the Missouri River) 

3 Lacustrine littoral unconsolidated shore (L2US) - This includes all wetland habitats having three 
characteristics: 1) unconsolidated substrates with less than 75% areal cover of stones, boulders, or 
bedrock; 2) less than 30% areal cover of vegetation other than pioneering plants; and 3) any of the 
following water regimes: irregularly exposed, regularly flooded, irregularly flooded, seasonally 
flooded, temporarily flooded, intermittently flooded, saturated, or artificially flooded. Unconsolidated 
shores are characterized by substrates lacking vegetation except for pioneering plants that become 
established during brief periods when growing conditions are favorable. Erosion and deposition by 
waves and currents produce a number of landforms such as beaches, bars, and flats, all of which are 
included in this category, (only one small area of this type zvas observed on National Wetland Inventory [NWI] 
maps: it zvas located in the unchannelized Missouri River. This indicates that it may be a mapping error) 

Palustrine System - This includes all wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs and persistent emergents. It 
also includes wetlands lacking such vegetation, but with all of the following three characteristics: 1) areas 
less than 20 acres, 2) active wave-formed or bedrock shoreline features absent, and 3) water depth in the 
deepest part of the basin less than 2 m. 

4 Palustrine aquatic bed (PAB) - This includes wetlands dominated by plants that grow principally on 
or beneath the water surface, (this habitat is nwst abundant at the upper end ofLezvis and Clark Lake [probably 
very similar to L2AB], also found along some portions of the unchannelized Missouri. Some farm ponds are also 
this type) 

5 Palustrine unconsolidated bottom (PUB) - This includes all wetlands with at least 25% cover of 
particles smaller than stones, and vegetative cover less than 30% . (no areas of this wetland type could be 
found on NWI maps, it may be of minor importance) 
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6 Palustrine emergent temporarily flooded (PEMA) - These are emergent wetlands where surface water 
is present for brief periods during the growing season, but the water table usually lies well below the 
soil surface for most of the year, (most commonly found as small pockets of wetlands in the Missouri River 
floodplain. Probably dominated by a combination of wetland and upland plants) 

7 Palustrine emergent seasonally and semipermanently flooded (PEMC-F) - These are emergent 
wetlands where surface water is present for extended periods of the growing season (seasonally 
flooded) through the entire growing season (semipermanently flooded), (these are emergent marsh 
areas very common along the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers, and especially abundant at the upper end of Lewis 
and Clark Lake. Probably dominated by cattails, bulrushes, arrowhead, etc.) 

8 Palustrine scrub/shrub (PS) - This includes wetlands dominated by woody vegetation less than 6 m 
tall. This includes true shrubs and young or stunted trees, (this consists of stands ofivillow and other shrub 
species and young cottonwoods. Most commonly found along the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers and at the upper 
end of Lewis and Clark Lake) 

9 Palustrine forested RPFO) - This includes wetlands dominated by woody vegetation that is 6 m or 
taller, (this consists of stands of wet timber along the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers. Dominant tree is likely 
cottonwood) 

10 Palustrine unconsolidated shore (PUS) - This includes all wetland habitats having three 
characteristics: 1) unconsolidated substrates with less than 75% areal cover of stones, boulders, 
or bedrock; 2) less than 30% areal cover of vegetation other than pioneering plants; and 3) any of 
the following water regimes: irregularly exposed, regularly flooded, irregularly flooded, 
seasonally flooded, temporarily flooded, intermittently flooded, saturated, or artificially flooded. 
Unconsolidated shores are characterized by substrates lacking vegetation except for pioneering 
plants that become established during brief periods when growing conditions are favorable. 
Erosion and deposition by waves and currents produce a number of landforms such as beaches, 
bars, and flats, all of which are included in this category, (this type is found at the upper end of Lewis 
and Clark Lake and in a few areas of the unchannelized Missouri River where it is almost always associated 
with PS wetlands. It appears to be indicating sparsely vegetated areas that are only seasonally flooded. A 
few farm ponds are also this type) 

Riverine System - This includes all wetlands and deep water habitats contained within a channel with the 
exception of wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, and persistent emergents. Water is usually, but not 
always, flowing in the Riverine System. Upland islands or palustrine wetlands may occur in the channel, 
but they are not included in this system. 

11 Riverine, lower perennial, unconsolidated shore (REUS) - Lower perennial rivers include low 
gradient rivers where the water velocity is slow. The substrate consists mainly of sand and mud. 
Unconsolidated shore includes habitats having three characteristics: 1) unconsolidated substrates 
with less than 75% areal cover of stones, boulders, or bedrock; 2) less than 30% areal cover of 
vegetation other than pioneering plants; and 3) any of the following water regimes: irregularly 
exposed, regularly flooded, irregularly flooded, seasonally flooded, temporarily flooded, 
intermittently flooded, saturated, or artificially flooded. Unconsolidated shores are characterized 
by substrates lacking vegetation except for pioneering plants that become established during brief 
periods when growing conditions are favorable. Erosion and deposition by waves and currents 
produce a number of landforms such as beaches, bars, and flats, all of which are included in this 
category, (sandbars in the rivers) 
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12 Riverine, lower perennial, unconsolidated bottom (RUB) - Lower perennial rivers include low 
gradient rivers where the water velocity is slow. The substrate consists mainly of sand and mud. 
Unconsolidated bottoms are characterized by the lack of large stable surfaces for plant and animal 
attachment. This includes all areas with at least 25% cover of particles smaller than stones, and 
vegetative cover less than 30% (this is the main channel of the Missouri and Niobrara Rivers). 

13 Riverine intermittent (R.) - This includes streams where the channel contains flowing water for 
only part of the year. When the water is not flowing, it may remain in isolated pools or surface 
water may be absent, (this includes all small streams, basically all streams smaller than the Niobrara 
River. NW1 has classified the lower reaches ofPonca and Verdigre Creeks as intermittent. This may be in 
error) 

Terrestrial System - These are upland areas. 

14 Croplands - This includes both irrigated and nonirrigated row crops and alfalfa fields. 

15 Pasture/Rangelands - This includes loess mixed-grass prairie on the loess-soiled bluffs of the 
Missouri and Niobrara Rivers. Dominant grasses in this community include big and little 
bluestem in moister and drier sites, respectively, blue and sideoats grama, needlegrasses, 
Junegrass and others. This category also included areas of wet-mesic prairie in river floodplains 
and areas of tallgrass prairie on rolling to level, deep-soiled upland sites. Dominant grasses in 
these two prairie types include big bluestem, Indiangrass, switchgrass and Canada wildrye. 
Prairie cordgrass and bluejoint may also be prominent in wet-mesic prairies. Both grazed and 
hayed areas of the above grassland types are included here. Brome fields and planted warm-
season grasses are also included here. 

16 Floodplain forest - This includes all forests in floodplains of rivers and major streams not 
designated as palustrine communities by the NWI. These forests are probably somewhat drier 
than the forested palustrine communities. Cottonwood is the dominant tree species in this 
community, but green ash, boxelder, American elm, black walnut, honey locust and hackberry 
may also be prominent. 

17 Upland forest - This includes all forests on uplands. Dominant trees are bur oak and basswood. 
American and red elm, black walnut, green ash and hackberry may also be prominent. 
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APPENDIX C: FEDERAL AND STATE THREATENED AND 
ENDANGERED SPECIES AND SPECIES OF CONCERN 

FEDERAL AND STATE THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES 

COMMON NAME (SCIENTIFIC NAME) 

Vertebrates—Birds 

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus lencocephalus) 

Black tern (Chlidonias niger) 

Cerulean warbler (Dendroica cerulea) 

Eskimo curlew (Numenius borealis) 

Ferruginus hawk (Buteo regalis) 

Interior least tern (Sterna antillarum athalassas) 

Loggerhead shrike (Lanins ludovicianus migrans) 

Osprey (Pandion halieatus) 

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) 

Piping plover (Charadrius melodus) 

Western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea) 

Whooping crane (Grus americana) 

White-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi) 

Vertebrates — Mammals 

Black bear (Ursus americanus) 

Black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes) 

Mountain lion (Felis concolor) 

Plains spotted skunk (Spilogale putorins interrupta) 

Northern river otter (Lutra canadensis) 

Vertebrates - Fish 

Banded killifish (Pundalus diaphanus) 

Blacknose shiner (Notropis heterolepis) 

Blue sucker (Cycleptus elongatus) 

Central mudminnow (Umbra limi) 

Finescale dace (Phoxinns neogaeus) 

Flathead chub (Platygobio gracilis) 

Lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) 

Longnose sucker (Catostomus catostomus) 

Northern redbelly dace (Phoxinus eos) 

Paddlefish (Polyodon spathula) 

Pallid Sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albns) 

Pearl dace (Margariscus margarita) 
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Plains minnow (Hybognathus placitus) 

Plains topminnow (Fundulus sciadicus) 

Sicklefin chub (Macrhybopsis meeki) 

Sturgeon chub (Macrhybopsis gelida) 

Topeka shiner (Notropis tristis) 

Troutperch (Percopsis omiscomaycus) 

Western silvery minnow (Hybognathus argx/ritis) 

Vertebrates - Reptiles and Amphibians 

Blandings turtle (Enn/doidea blandingii) 

Eastern hognose snake (Heterodon platirhinos) 

False map turtle (Craptenys pseudogeographica) 

Lined snake (Tropidoclonion lineahitn) 

Northern redbelly snake (Storeria occipitomaatlata) 

Spiny softshell (Apalone spinifera) 

Invertebrates - Freshwater Mussels 

Elktoe (Alasmidonta marginata) 

Scaleshell (Leptodea \epiodon) 

Spectacle case pearly mussel (Cumberlandia monodonta) 

Invertebrates - Insects 

American burying beetle (Nicrophorus americanus) 

Plants 

Blowout penstemon (Pe'nstemon haydenii) 

Bulrush (Scirpus hallii) 

Butterfly weed (Gaura neomexicana spp. coloradensis) 

Prairie white-fringed orchid (Platanthera leucophaea) 

Western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeclara) 
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T = federally threatened 
E = federally endangered 
Of concern = species formerly listed as category 2 candidates 
Candidate = species formerly listed as category 1 candidates that are being considered for listing as 
threatened or endangered 
SE = state endangered 
ST = state threatened 
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APPENDIX D: STAFFING AND LAND ACQUISITION COST ESTIMATES 

The estimates presented here are for comparison purposes only. Estimates are based on average costs for 
operating similar types of lands and facilities. All costs are in 1995 dollars. Expenditures are subject to 
congressional appropriation and estimates should not be relied on as the actual amounts that may be spent 
in any one year or for any project. Salaries include benefits at 30%. 

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION 

The following employee would spend approximately one-third of the time working on these three rivers. 
The remainder of the time would be devoted to the 59-mile segment of the Missouri National River and 
the Niobrara National Scenic River. 

Park specialist (GS-13) $22,000 
General office expense $10,000 
Total $32,000 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

The following employees would spend approximately 50% of their time working on these three rivers. The 
remainder of their time would be spent on the Niobrara National Scenic River. 

Park manager (GS-13) $33,000 
Outdoor recreation/community planner (GS-11) $23,000 
Park ranger, interpretation and visitor use specialist (GS-11) $23,000 
Administrative manager (GS-9) $19,000 
Clerk, office automation (GS-5) 0.5 work year $7,000 

General office expense $45,000 
Total $150,000 

ALTERNATIVE 3 

The following employees would spend approximately 50% of their time working on these three rivers. The 
remainder of their time would be spent on the Niobrara National Scenic River. 

Park manager (GS-13) $33,000 
Outdoor recreation/community planner (GS-11) $23,000 
Park ranger, interpretation and resource management specialist (GS-11) $23,000 
Administrative manager (GS-9) $19,000 
Clerk, office automation (GS-5) 0.5 work year $7,000 

The following employees would work only on these three rivers. 

Seasonal park rangers, 1 work-year, 2-4 persons $21,000 
Biological technicians, 1 work-year, 2-4 persons $21,000 

General office expense $63,000 
Total $210,000 
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ALTERNATIVE 4 

The following employees would spend approximately 50% of their time working on these three rivers. The 
remainder of their time would be spent on the Niobrara National Scenic River. 

Park manager (GS-13) $33,000 
Outdoor recreation/community planner (GS-11) $23,000 
Administrative manager (GS-9) $19,000 

The following employees would work only on these three rivers. 

Chief park ranger (GS-12) $46,000 
Park ranger, interpretation and resource management (GS-9) $38,000 
Seasonal park rangers, interpretation and resource management 

1 work-year, 2-4 persons $21,000 
General office expense $80,000 
Total $260,000 

ALTERNATIVE 5: PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The following employees would spend approximately 50% of their time working on these three rivers. The 
remainder of their time would be spent on the Niobrara National Scenic River. 

Park manager (GS-13) $33,000 
Outdoor recreation /community planner (GS-11) $23,000 
Park ranger, interpretation and visitor use specialist (GS-11) $23,000 
Administrative manager (GS-9) $19,000 
Clerk, office automation (GS-5) 0.5 work year $7,000 

The following employees would work only on these three rivers. 

Seasonal park rangers, 1 work-year, 2-4 persons $21,000 
Biological technicians, 1 work-year, 2-4 persons $21,000 

General office expense $63,000 
Total $210,000 
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Appendix D: Staffing and Land Acquisition Cost Estimates 

LAND ACQUISITION COST 

All of the below costs are estimates of need for purchase to implement one or another alternative. All are 
based on opportunity purchase of land from willing sellers. If requested by an owner (to clear title or 
establish price) court proceedings could be used. 

Land acquisition costs are based on a limited consultation valuation analysis from field work and 
comparable sales done in August 1993. The information is believed to be reliable. The existence of 
hazardous waste, if any, has not been considered. Land values in the study area ranged from $75 to $185 
per acre for pastureland. Values ranged from $160 to $500 per acre for recreational land with road access, 
water, fencing, and electricity. Riverfront land values were $500 to $1,000 per acre. Dry farmland values 
range from $250 to $450 per acre with soil quality being an important factor. Irrigated farmland values 
ranged from $700 to $1,000 per acre. Subirrigated meadowland was generally valued at from $300 to $500 
per acre. 

Purchase cost of conservation easements is generally less than for fee title ownership. The cost of the 
easement in some cases may be nearly the same as for fee title; however, the land would remain in private 
ownership and the owner would continue to pay property tax. 

In alternatives 2 and 5 land protection and acquisition costs are expected to be minimal and limited to 
opportunity purchase of easements due to reliance on local controls and agreements. Estimated costs are 
$500,000 spread over five years. 

NPS purchase of resource land in alternative 3 and access sites in alternative 4 plus opportunity purchase 
of easement lands to implement the recreational river alternative may be needed. Land costs are more 
because of the perceived need for an increased level of NPS involvement. Estimated costs are $640,000 
spread over five years. 
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APPENDIX E: FORT RANDALL WATER RELEASES 

Releases from Fort Randall Dam on the Missouri River are a function of water in storage in the six-dam 
system and inflows to and outflows from any or all of the six dams and tributary flows downstream. 
Monthly, daily, and hourly releases are set to serve authorized purposes and can vary greatly day to day. 

The Fort Randall monthly releases average between 13,000 cfs - 17,500 cfs from December through 
February. With the beginning of the COE navigation season, monthly releases are generally increased from 
an average of 23,000 cfs in April to an average of 34,000 cfs from near 32,000 cfs in July. Monthly releases 
usually average 33,000 cfs - 34,000 cfs from August through mid-November and then are lowered to 
winter rates. This pattern represents average monthly releases 1967 - 1994. This controlled pattern does 
not reflect the usual historic uncontrolled natural flow (large "spring rise") nor flow reductions in the fall. 

As with the uncontrolled pre-dam river, the 39 mile segment has experienced long periods of prolonged 
high and low daily flows after dam construction. The Fort Randall release rate averaged only 2,600 cfs per 
day during July 1993 for flood control purposes. The release rate averaged 60,200 cfs per day from August 
1975 through November 1975 for system flood control evacuation. 

Normal late spring through fall Fort Randall hourly release variations are from near zero during the first 
six hours of the day and increasing to about 36,000 cfs during the afternoon. This accounts for daily stage 
fluctuations of up to 4 feet in the Greenwood, South Dakota, vicinity to about a 2-foot fluctuation or less 
in the Springfield, South Dakota, vicinity. Missouri River tributary flows can influence these fluctuations. 
Since dam construction, hourly release fluctuations from zero to a maximum full powerplant flow capacity 
(near 45,000 cfs) have occurred over several hours. A 36,000 cfs hourly release limit has been in place since 
the late 1980s to aid endangered bird nesting. Necessary evacuation of stored flood water could preclude 
this restriction. 
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APPENDIX F: SCREENING EXAMPLES 

NEGATIVE HOUSE DESIGN 
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NEGATIVE TRAILER HOUSE DESIGN 
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Appendix F: Screening Examples 

When selectively removing vegetation 
for a view of the river, it is best to cut for a downstream view. Maintaining the upstream vegetation 
will help to screen structures from the river and will protect the tranquility and enjoyment of your property. The 
corridor within which trees and shrubs are selectively removed (X) and should not be wider than 10 to 20 feet. 
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CORRIDOR 
VIEW 

FILTERED 
VIEW 

By using a natural 
opening, removing a tree 
(X) and selectively pruning _^^ 
of shoreland vegetation (P) as shown, 
several attractive views can be had while preserving privacy and the natural edge of the river. 



United States Department of the Interior 
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JUN 1 8 1996 

FISH AND WTLDUFE SERVICE 
Ecological Service* 

420 ScaUt Carfkld Averroe, Suite 400 
Pierre, Scrath Dakota 37501-5401 

Nay 2, 1996 
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JEMAJKS:. 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Regional Director, Midwest Region, National Park Service 
Omaha, Nebraska 

From: Field Supervisor, Ecological Services 
South Dakota Field Office; Pierre, Sooth Dakota 

Subject: Informal Consultation for the 1991 Designated Missouri/Niobrara/ 
Verdigre Creek National Recreational River Management Plan 

This memoranduni 1s 1n reference to your request of April 11, 1996, for a 
continuation of the Informal consultation process as 1t relates to the draft 
General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (GMP/EIS) (April 10, 
1996) addressing the above subject. Specifically, your memorandum requested 
an updated list of federally listed endangered and threatened species and 
species of special concern. Our concurrence was also requested on your 
determination that a biological assessment would not be necessary. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) concurs that a biological 
assessment/environmental assessment (EA) 1s not necessary. The draft GMP/EIS, 
as you have Indicated 1n the document, has been prepared to meet the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. Although the most 
recent draft of this document has not yet specifically included a description 
of the environment nor an environmental analysis, the Intent to do so was 
noted by the Service during our review of this document and as a participant 
on the planning team effort. The Intended scope of coverage of the final 
draft GMP/EIS will be considerably more comprehensive than an EA. 

We assume that the draft GMP/EIS also will Include your agency's determination 
of either a "no affect" or a "may affect" on listed species that may occur 
within the project area 1n the environmental analysis sections as a result of 
Implementing the preferred alternative. The Service will then either "concur" 
or "not concur" with your determination 1n our comments on the final draft 
GMP/EIS. If a "may affect" determination 1s made by the National Park Service 
at any point In the planning or review process, or during implementation of 
the preferred alternative and management strategies, initiation of section 7 
formal consultation with the Service may be necessary. 

During our review of the draft GMP/EIS, the Service noted that the general 
concept and philosophy associated with the implementation of the preferred 
alternative (Alternative 5) was to promote visitor use and Interpretation In a 
manner that would not add significant numbers of new visitors to the river. 
Most of the interpretive programs would be offered outside the recreational 
rivers. Further, the National Park Service has stated that Implementation of 
rural landscape objectives would be emphasized as long as significant natural 
and cultural resources were not compromised. This philosophy Is important in 
the determination of both short-term and long-term cumulative impacts to 
threatened and endangered species (especially to the least tern and piping 
plover). It is important to remember that the Service has Issued a jeopardy 
biological opinion to the Corps of Engineers regarding the adverse Impacts of 
their Missouri River operating plans on threatened and endangered species. 
Once a Jeopardy opinion has been Issued, section 7 gray preclude further 
activities in that ecosystem that may adversely affect those species. 
Therefore, a determination of an adverse affect on these species as a result 
of Implementing the recreational river management plan would require formal 
consultation and could result 1n a jeopardy biological opinion. 

FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES 

In accordance with section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, we have 
determined that the following listed endangered and threatened species may 
occur In the project area. This list is considered valid for 90 days. 
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Listed Species 

(T) Bald eagle 
(HaHaeetus leuepceph'lus) 

(E) Peregrine falcon 
(Fajcg peregrlng?) 

(E) Whooping crane 
(fiYui amerlcana) 

(E) Interior least tern 
ISterna antlllaruml 

(T) Piping plover 
(Charadrlus melodu?) 

(E) Pallid sturgeon 
(Scaphlrhvnchus ajbjs) 

(E) American burying beetle 
(Nlcroehorus amerlcanusl 

(E) - Endangered 
(T) - Threatened 

Expected Occurrence 

Higration, winter resident, 
potential nester. 

Migration. 

Migration. 

Migration, nesting. 

Migration, nesting. 

Missouri River. 

Anywhere 1n South Dakota with 
significant humus and topsoU 
suitable for the burying of 
carrion. 
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CANDIDATE SPECIES 

The sturgeon chub (Hvbopsls uelida). the slcklef1n chub (Hacrhvbopsis meeki). 
and the Topeka shiner (Notropls trlstis), previously designated as Federal 
Category 1 candidate species, are now designated officially as "candidate" 
species and could be listed as endangered 1n the near future (see attached 
Federal Register notice). They may also occur within the project area. The 
swift fox IVuloes veloiQ. listed 1n your September 1995 draft management plan 
would not occur within the project area. Candidate species have no legal 
status and receive no protection under the Endangered Species Act. This list 
of candidate species 1s being provided to alert you of the potential to change 
their status during your project planning. 

We would like to encourage you to Consider the conservation of these species 
during project planning so as to aid in their recovery or possibly avoid their 
future listing. The conservation of candidate species is certainly within the 
spirit and Intent of the Endangered Species Act. All other "candidate 
species" discussed on page 117 of your September 1995 draft management plan 
are now categorized as "species of management concern." 

If you have further questions concerning section 7 consultation, please feel 
free to contact Nell NcPhillips of this office at (605) 224-8693, Extension 
32, or Dave Allardyce at Extension 29. 
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NEBRASKA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
1500 K STREET, P.O.BOX B2S54, LINCOLN, NL 68501-2554 
(402)471-3270 fax: (402) 471-3100 Mu*um J ax: 1402) 471-3314 

February 7, 1996 
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Attachment 

cc: Field Supervisor, ES; Grand Island, NE 
Superintendent, NPS; O'Neill, NE 

£ > A t V - ^ 

Mr. Bill Conrod 
National Park Service 
Niobrara/Missourl Scenic Riverways 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Neill, NE 68763 

Dear Mr. Conrod: 

We have received the draft general management plans for the Niobrara Scenic 
River Project and the Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek National Recreational 
Rivers. After reviewing the two documents we determined that they adequately 
convey the various alternatives and the consequences. Consequently, we do not 
have any substantive comments. Thank you for keeping us updated and providing 
the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Miller 
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Advisory 
Council On 
Historic 
Preservation 

The Old Pott Office Building 
llOOPenruylvinit, Avenue. NW. #809 
Wajhlnglon. IX; 2EXXH 

Reply lo: 7.1(1 Simms Stree!. #401 
Ooldcn. Colorado 8O401 

January 31, 1996 

Superintendent 
Niobrara/Missouri 

National Scenic Riverways 
P.O. Box 591 
O'Neill, NE 68763-C591 

RE: Draft General Management Pi an/Environmental Impact Statement 
(GMP/EIS) for the Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek National 

Recreational Rivers, Nebraska and South Dakota. 

Dear Superintendent: 

In December we received a copy of your draft GMP/EIS for the 
Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek National Recreation Rivers with 
a reqruest for our review of this document under the terms of the 
Servicewide Programmatic Agreement and Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. We have reviewed the Plan 
and find it to be quite thorough regarding the nature of and 
anticipated effects to cultural resources. Given the broad scope 
of this Plan and the uncertainty of future management directions 
for specific areas within this large patchwork of public and 
private lands, we believe that the National Park Service has done 
a good job of detailing possible options for identifying and 
protecting historic properties that may be affected by the 
various alternatives. 

We have only one recommendation for revising the Plan. The 
section on Cultural Resources Compliance includes a discussion of 
cultural resource identification and evaluation indicating that 
the managing agency will list all eligible properties on the 
state or National Register (1st and 3rd paragraphs, page 180). 
It is important to note that the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800} 
contain no requirement that eligible properties be listed. 
Although Section 110 (a)(2)of the NHPA requires Federal agencies 
to establish a program for the identification, evaluation, and 

nomination of historic properties, nomination of a particular 
property to the National Register requires landowner approval. 
The GMP should clarify, in this section, that this program will 
either focus on historic properties located on public lands, or 
that private landowners will be involved in decisions regarding 
nomination to the state or National Register. 

Thank you for providing us an opportunity to review and comment 
on this plan. If you have any questions, please contact Carol 
Gleichman of the Western Office of Review at (303) 231-5320. 

Sincerely, 

Claudia Nissley 
Director, Western Office 

of Review 
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^ T DAKOTA STATE 
HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

September 13, 1996 

SUPERINTENDENT 
NIOBRARA/MISSOURI 
NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAYS 
PO BOX 591 
ONEJLLNE 68763 

Cumsui Hejrraee C « n « 
BOO Governor! Drive 
Pfcire.SD57S01.22l7 
(«>*)7r3-»*W to (605) 77M041 

RE: Draft General Management Plan: Miasauri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek National 
Recreational Rivers, Nebraska & South Dakota 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

Thank you for past consultation with our office and the opportunity to respond 
to the above refefenced draft management plan. As you know, our office's pnmary 
concern relatea to South Dakota's cultural resources. In this respect, our office 
concurs with your 'DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS' (as noted on pages 13-14) end 
the plana statement that e coordinated and comprehensive management effort (a 
feature designated aa common to all action plana) would contribute to historic 
preservation efforts. 

Of particular note was the leek of public interest or concern expressed over 
cultural resource issues identified during the scoping process. While many property 
owners wars concerned about restrictions and/or various changes to private lands, 
few appeared concerned about cultural resources. While It Is acknowledged that 
cultural resources may have taken a 'back tes t ' to property issues, there is en 
implication that cultural resources may not be considered Important by the local 
public. Whether this apparent lack of concern is just over-shadowed by other 
issues, or due in part to a lack of education ibout cultural resources, it can be 
inferred that Alternate 1 (No Action) would not necassarily benefit historic 
properties on private land. 

Alternates (3-5) which train locai volunteers would be a more pro-active 
approach to educating the public on the importance of cultural resources, and would 
provide a greater level of site protection on private and public land. Limiting a 
majority of she data (as noted) and some type of screening for volunteers could also 
prevent-an adverse effect from this sharing of site location data. The public scoping 
seems to indicate the need for this type of she Interpretation and education. 

In conclusion. It Is our office's opinion that alternates (3 & 6) which Involve a 
coordinated and comprehensive management effort, include provisions for positive 
locai Involvement, and limit new construction, would be beneficial to South 
Dakota's cultural resources. It Is uncertain at this point on the actual effects of 
Alternate 4 without knowing the resources that may be affected. Interpretive 
efforts through new construction, however, cen be useful educational tools. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. I apologize for the late 
response, but another draft copy of the plan was only recently acquired (yesterday), 
the original being misplaced during the office's reorganization. Please feel free to 
contact Dana R. Vaillancourt, Review & Compliance Coordinator, at 773-6004 if you 
have any further questions. 

Sincerely, / 

DtJUMLf 
Jay D. Vogt 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

http://Pfcire.SD57S01.22l7


GLOSSARY 

100-year floodplain - an area of land where the probability of inundation is once in 100 years 

404 Permit - refers to a permit issued by the Corps of Engineers, as described in section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act, for any public or private action that proposes to discharge any dredged or fill material in 
waters of the United States, including rivers and wetlands. 

Access - a way of approaching, entering, or using an area; river access includes boat ramps and canoe 
launches 

Adjacent wetlands — the rivers and their islands and adjacent wetlands within the 1991 ordinary high water 
marks; under the influence of groundwater or high water, such as areas that would be wet during high 
releases from Fort Randall Dam (see also Wetlands). 

Agricultural land — land used for farming and ranching 

Agricultural landscape — land used for farming and ranching, and the associated structures, vegetation, 
and livestock that comprise the scene 

Backwater (area) — (1) a place where water has moved backward or has been held back or (2) stagnant 
water in a small stream or inlet 

Biodiversity — see Biological diversity, below 

Biological diversity (or biodiversity) — (1) the variety of life and its processes, including living organisms, 
the genetic differences among them, and the communities and ecosystems in which they live, (2) native 
biological elements, representing organizational levels and their integration 

Riverine-riparian (watershed) biological diversity refers to all native aquatic and riparian organisms and 
species that depend at least partially on those ecosystems for survival. 

Biological hot spots — small, intact riverine habitat patches that provide critical functions for a segment of 
the ecosystem; could include deep pools for fish habitat, a cold-water tributary junction with a small 
thermal refuge, or a small section of complex healthy riverine habitat 

Biological resources — includes all of the plants and animals and their habitat 

Biotic refuges or refugia — areas with relatively undisturbed, healthy habitat and processes 

Bluff- a topographic feature such as a hill, cliff, or embankment with steep slopes rising above the river 
corridor 

Bluff line - the transition point between the steep bluff face and more level terrain at the top of a bluff 

Buffer - a method of minimizing the impact of adjacent activities by the use of setbacks, vegetation 
screening, and other means 

Carrying capacity — the type and level of visitor use that can be accommodated while sustaining the 
desired resource and social conditions that complement the purposes of the park units and their 
management objectives 
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Clossan/ 

Commercial development - the creation or placement of buildings or facilities for business purposes, 
principally for the sale lease, rental, or trade of products, goods, or services 

Corridor - a long, relatively narrow area that is centered on a linear feature, such as a river 

Cultural landscape — a geographic area, including both natural and cultural resources, associated with a 
historic event, activity, or person 

Cultural landscape resources — the components of a landscape that, taken together, provide a scene 
evocative of a specific culture 

Cultural resources - includes archeological resources, cultural landscapes, historic buildings and structures, 
museum objects and archival materials, and ethnographic resources 

Development zone — area in which buildings, recreational facilities, or other development is encouraged 

Endangered and threatened species — those plants and animals that are listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and offered protection under the Endangered Species Act; also state-listed species that are 
protected under state law 

Environmental education — activities with organized groups (such as schools, scouts, community groups) 
or seminar participants; designed to develop understanding, appreciation, and caring for the natural 
environment 

Feedlots - permanent confinement areas for animals in buildings, pens, or areas that normally are not used 
for raising crops or grazing 

General design guidelines — recommendations for scale, form, materials, color, and texture; addresses the 
aesthetic issues and blending of new development into the surroundings 

G1S — geographic information system, a computerized system for storing, analyzing, and displaying 
geographically oriented data, such as vegetation, topography, roads, historic sites, and land use 

Groundwater — water in the part of the ground that is wholly saturated 

Historic properties — any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included on, or 
eligible for inclusion on the national register, including artifacts, records, and material remains related to 
such a property or resource 

Hydrologic regime - the flow amount and timing/pulsing of water releases from the main stem reservoirs 
along the Missouri River. 

Infill — the filling in or completion of development in an area of existing development that has 
undeveloped tracts of land. For example, in a subdivision or cluster of homes with three vacant lots, the 
lots could be developed through infill. 

Interpretation — educational activities designed to reveal meanings and relationships through 
presentations, original objects, firsthand experience, or graphic illustrations; activities or media designed 
to help people understand, appreciate, and care for the natural and cultural environment 

Interpretive media — visual, auditory, and textual products (such as exhibits, films, videos, books, 
pamphlets) designed to provide interpretation and education 
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GLOSSARY 

Law enforcement — the act of ensuring that laws or regulations are followed, including rules for 
management of visitor use and resource protection 

Marina - A dock or basin providing secure moorings for motorboats and other small craft. A marina may 
offer supply, repair, and other boating related facilities. 

Monitoring — a program established to track the condition of a resource over time or evaluate the 
effectiveness of implementation of plan elements 

Natural area — an area that visually exhibits primarily nonmanufactured qualities, such as a forest or 
wetland 

Natural landscape - the natural scene with little modification by man; includes land, water, sky, vegetation, 
wildlife, and natural processes such as weather and erosion 

Natural materials - naturally occurring substances, not manufactured; stone rather than brick, wood rather 
than plastic 

Natural resources — assets or values related to the natural world, such as plants, animals, water, air, soils, 
geologic features, fossils, and scenic vistas; elements of the environment not created by humans 

Nonpoint source pollution — pollution from a broad area resulting from such things as agricultural 
pesticides and fertilizers or from urban activities (oil, salt, etc.). 

Open space — includes public and private land that is retained as primarily undeveloped; includes land 
devoted to active or passive recreational use or land retained for visual or natural resource protection 
purposes 

Ordinary high water mark - the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water; indicated by 
physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the 
character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris. 

Outstandingly remarkable - see significant 

Oversight — periodic review of a program's effectiveness or the success of plan implementation to 
determine if objectives are being met; could take place monthly, quarterly, annually, or less often based 
on the need 

Oxbow - a U-shaped bend in a river or stream, which can become largely cut off from the main channel 
and become a backwater area. 

Point-source pollution — pollution from a single source, such as a sewage treatment plant discharge 

Prime farmland - one of several kinds of important farmland; best suited to food, feed, forage, fiber, and 
oilseed crops; can be cultivated land, pasture, or woodland; does not include urban or developed or water 
areas 

Recreational resources — those elements of the environment that are used for outdoor recreation purposes; 
includes natural and manmade features such as rivers, lakes, parks, and trails 

Residential and other private developed areas — creation or placement of buildings or facilities for residential 
(living) or other private purposes 
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Glossary 

Resource — something of value to be preserved, protected, and enhanced, such as significant historical, 
recreational, scenic, cultural, natural, economic, and scientific resources 

Resource management — the art or manner of treating, directing, or handling resources 

Riparian - (1) pertaining to or on the banks of rivers and streams; (2) the nonwetland component of the 
Missouri River floodplain; typically higher than wetlands with relatively dry, sandy soil and intermittent 
flooding 

Riparian area (or streamside vegetation buffer zone) - (1) land adjacent to streams where vegetation such as 
willow and cottonwood is strongly influenced by presence of water or (2) the transition zone between the 
flowing water and terrestrial ecosystems 

River- (1) a flowing body of water or estuary or a section, portion, or tributary thereof, including rivers, 
streams, creeks, runs, kills, rills, and small lakes or (2) a natural stream of water larger than a creek and 
emptying into an ocean, a lake, or another river 

River area - for a river study, that portion of a river authorized by Congress for study; includes at least 0.25 
mile from each bank; for designated rivers, the river and adjacent land within the authorized boundaries 

River processes — continuing actions of a river, such as meander, cutting, filling, flooding, and siltation that 
result in definable hydrologic patterns (channel morphology, velocity, depth, flow, seasonal variations) 

Riverine - pertaining to a river or formed by the action of a river 

Riverhie-riparian biological diversity (biodiversity.) - all native aquatic and riparian organisms that depend 
totally or in part on riverine-riparian ecosystems for survival 

Riverhie-riparian ecosystem - includes the processes and elements that interact throughout the entire 
riverine system; generally includes the 100-year floodplain 

Riverine system- the entire river network, including tributaries, side channels, sloughs, and intermittent 
streams 

Scenic easement - the right to restrict the use of a tract of land through purchase from a landowner 

Sensitive natural areas — includes shorelines, floodplains, wetlands, endangered or threatened species 
habitat, steep slopes, and bluff lines 

Significant resources - the area's important resources as listed in the significance statements, including 
scenic vistas; habitat for endangered, threatened, and rare species; exceptional biological diversity; 
scientifically important fossil deposits; historic and prehistoric cultural resources; visitor use and access 
areas; and areas that would be wet under high releases from Fort Randall Dam; for purposes of this 
document, significant was used in place of "outstandingly remarkable," the legislative language 

Stewardship — care of resources to preserve and protect them for future generations 

Upland - (1) above the floodplain — not to be wetted, (2) land elevated above other land, as above land 
along a river 

Undeveloped - Land left in a natural state; unplowed, uncultivated, without roads, buildings, or other 
manufactured structures 
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GLOSSARY 

Vieio Corridor — an opening in the vegetation (either natural or created by people) that allows a view to 
the other side of the vegetation, such as a view of the river from a cabin or trailer. 

Watershed or catchment basin - the entire area or basin drained by a distinct stream or riverine system, 
physically separated from other watersheds by ridge-top boundaries 

Watershed ecosystem- all of the elements and processes that interact within the catchment basin or 
watershed, including the riverine-riparian ecosystem. 

Wetland - those areas that are inundated or saturated often and long enough by surface or groundwater 
to support vegetation adapted for life in wet soil; includes swamps, marshes, bogs; upland limit is the 
boundary between land that is flooded or saturated at some time during the growing season each year 
and land that is not flooded. 
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As the nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for 
most of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use 
of our land and water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the 
environmental and cultural values of our national parks and historical places; and providing for the 
enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral 
resources and works to ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people by 
encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major 
responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island 
territories under U.S. administration. 

Publication services were provided by the graphics staff, Resource Planning Group, Denver Service Center. 
NPS D-3A/ June 1997 
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