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Agenda Review and Approach to this Meeting

The facilitator reviewed the agenda and the approach to this meeting. The Committee agreed to
the agenda.

The facilitator reviewed the two-step process as set forth in the Charter for consensus
recommendations and discussed whether process decisions could be decided at this meeting
(reserving the two-step process for substantive decisions). The Committee agreed to make
process decisions at this meeting.

The facilitator noted that the agenda included time for work groups to meet Wednesday,
January 28, between 7:30 and 9:00 am. Committee members not currently on a work group
were invited to attend the work group session of their choice.

The facilitator announced that there was a quorum at the meeting.

December 15-18, 2008, Meeting Summary and Notes; Final Approval of Operating
Procedures and Ground Rules

The Committee approved the revised December 15-18, 2008, meeting summary and notes.

The Committee clarified the conflict of interest section of the Operating Procedures and Ground
Rules: Committee members are not required to disclose conflicts of interest on a written form.
Instead, Committee members are expected to raise what may be potential conflicts of interest to
the Committee. The Committee sustained consensus on adopting the MRRIC Operating
Procedures and Guidelines, thus fulfilling the two-step process for substantive decisions.

Committee Staffing: Overview of Approach to Interviewing and Ranking Third
Party Facilitation Team Candidates

[NOTE: The following narrative regarding candidate team interviews occurred on both Tuesday
and Wednesday, but has been summarized here for ease of organization and for increased
readability.]

The Committee agreed that selecting a facilitation team is a process decision and therefore the
two-step process does not apply (because the Committee is not making a recommendation to
the USACE about Missouri River recovery actions).

Interviewing Candidate Facilitation Teams

The U.S. Institute facilitation team reviewed the process for interviewing the third-party
facilitation team candidates and explained that each candidate team received the same
information from the U.S. Institute about the one-hour interview process. During the first 30
minutes of each interview session, the U.S. Institute will ask the candidate teams the same (9)
primary questions which were drafted by the Committee, refined by the U.S. Institute and then
approved by the Committee. After the primary questions are asked, each candidate team was
asked to self-facilitate follow-up and secondary questions from the Committee and to apply time
management skills to ensure the interviews were completed in one hour.

To preserve the integrity of the interview and selection process, members of the candidate
facilitation teams and members of the public with a relationship with any of the candidates, were
asked to excuse themselves from the interview room when candidates were being interviewed
and evaluated. Non-Committee member observers (state, federal, tribal government support
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Missouri River Ecosystem Restoration Plan Work Group

The MRERP Work Group sought the Committee’s agreement to propose a recommendation on
the MRERP Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Purpose and Need statement to the
Committee at the May 2009 MRRIC meeting and then to seek a final consensus
recommendation from the Committee on the statement at
the July 2009 meeting. The Committee agreed that the
MRERP Work Group may propose a recommendation on the
MRERP EIS Purpose and Need statement at the May
Committee meeting. The Committee will attempt to reach
consensus at the May meeting on the proposed Purpose
and Need statement and fulfill the two-step process at the
July meeting. The MRERP Work Group will coordinate their
work with the USFWS (Carol Hale and Wayne Nelson-
Stastny) and the USACE (Randy Sellers and Jennifer
Switzer).

Integrated Science Program (ISP) Work Group

Agenda Item 1): Briefing on Similarity of Appearance (SOA) Henry Maddux, USFWS.

Mr. Maddux briefed the Committee on the proposed SOA listing of the shovelnose sturgeon.
The USFWS began drafting an SOA rule approximately six months ago. The three USFWS
regions affected by an SOA listing concur that commercial fishing of shovelnose sturgeon is
resulting in the unintentional take of the endangered pallid sturgeon. The USFWS draft rule
contains the proposal to list shovelnose sturgeon only in areas where the shovelnose and pallid
sturgeon habitat overlap. The draft rule has been prepared and is in Washington, D.C., where it
is being reviewed and vetted up the chain of command. It is unlikely the proposed rule will be
released for public comment within the next 60 days. Whether or not the rule will be codified will
depend on the results of the public comment period. The USFWS is charged with protecting
endangered species from unauthorized “take,” in this case the pallid sturgeon, and is not
required to consider the impacts of the SOA listing of shovelnose on commercial interests. Mr.
Maddux explained that the Committee could send a letter to the Secretary of the Army and/or
the USFWS recommending (or not) an SOA listing or it could wait to comment on the draft rule
until the public comment period.

If finalized, the SOA rule would prohibit commercial harvest of the shovelnose sturgeon and
would not apply to recreational fishing. MRRIC may be asked for a recommendation but not to
provide more data. Since economics are not factored in to the USFWS decision making, it may
not be beneficial to the Committee to hear a presentation by commercial fishermen. However
commercial fishermen could be asked if they know of other possible actions that could be taken
in lieu of banning the fishing of the shovelnose sturgeon.

The USFWS has identified the overlapping range of shovelnose and pallid sturgeon. There is no
sunset included in the proposed draft rule. In response to a question about the possible number
of jobs that could be lost if the rule were to take effect, it was stated that there are not a lot of
permits issued for commercial shovelnose fishing but that Henry Maddux does not know the
exact number of employees a ban would affect.

The USFWS conducts DNA testing to determine the difference between shovelnose sturgeon
and pallid sturgeon, and it is difficult to tell the two apart otherwise. Henry Maddux noted that
there is already a size limit on shovelnose sturgeon harvest, but smaller ones can still be taken

Decision: The Committee
agreed that the MRERP Work
Group may propose a
recommendation on the
MRERP EIS purpose and
need statement at the May
2009 Committee meeting.
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accidentally. Bill Beacom noted that the sturgeon roe industry started in the region over the past
six years, since caviar can no longer be imported from Russia, so this industry is relatively new
in the area.

A Committee member noted that since the fishing industry is not represented on the Committee,
it was up to the states to represent this interest group.

The Committee agreed that the ISP Work Group would meet with John Seeronen before the
end of the meeting to discuss how to proceed with inviting experts to present to the Committee
on the SOA listing issue.

Agenda Item 4): Update on Independent Science Review needs and on a proposed adaptive
management briefing at March MRRIC meeting.

Casey Kruse provided a draft SOW to the ISP Work Group detailing the activities that a neutral
third party would carry out to oversee the establishment of an independent science review
panel. The draft SOW document is available in the ISP Work Group folder on WebEx but does
not include the recent revisions recommended to Casey by the work group.

Craig Fleming is preparing an adaptive management primer for the Committee. He may do a
presentation on adaptive management at the March Committee meeting.

Agenda Item 5): Opportunity for input on the Draft Revised Pallid Sturgeon Recovery Plan.

The draft revised Pallid Sturgeon Recovery Plan has been distributed to the upper, middle and
lower basin pallid sturgeon recovery teams. The USFWS has not officially received the draft
document for internal review. This draft is a roadmap to species recovery based on what is
known today. The draft revised plan must be reviewed by the Department of the Interior’s
solicitor to determine that relevant guidelines and regulations have been adequately addressed.
MRRIC can provide comments at different times during the recovery plan approval process: 1)
At the work group level up to February 15, 2009; or 2) during the public review/comment period
anticipated to take place next spring or early summer after the USFWS issues a federal register
notice about the Plan. To delist the species, the USFWS must go through the same steps to list
a species. The Committee may want to focus its review on the threats listed in the recovery
plan. The Committee should bring up issues that the USFWS may not have considered. The
ISP Work Group should consider reviewing the delisting criteria.

Henry Maddux recommended that Committee members use the draft Pallid Sturgeon Recovery
Plan to educate themselves about the issues and to be able to provide information on future
recovery issues. From the USFWS perspective, this draft was provided to the Committee to
demonstrate transparency, not necessarily to ask for a recommendation at this time.

Some Committee members believe there is not sufficient time to provide a recommendation on
the draft revised recovery plan. Others felt that since this plan will be in play for 5 to 8 years, the
Committee cannot afford to wait and needs to provide input now. They suggested that the
Committee review the draft revised plan if only from a policy level.

Henry Maddux stated that the USFWS will provide a copy of the public notice to the Committee
when it is published.

The Committee agreed that the ISP Work Group would continue working on this issue and
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Expectations about Note Taking

The facilitation team noted the importance of clarifying Committee member expectations on note
taking during conference calls or work group meetings.

The Committee was generally in favor of documenting work
group decisions but not member deliberations and
discussions. Some Committee members expressed their
desire that the facilitation team should be responsible for
taking notes during work group discussions, and that
Committee members should not be required to document
decisions. The Committee agreed the subject of note taking
should not be addressed in the Operating Procedures.

Discussion about Facilitation Team or Chairperson (without Facilitation Team)

One member suggested that, in lieu of contracting with both a facilitation team and a
Chairperson, the Committee select a highly motivated, highly compensated Chairperson.
Another member commented that instead of using the estimated $300,000 budgeted for
facilitation of six MRRIC meetings, the Committee could increase the Chairperson’s
compensation and pay for administrative/secretarial support. Another member felt that a strong
Chair might provide directed mediation instead of facilitation and the secretarial/administrative
support would still be costly. It was noted that the Committee reached consensus on using a
facilitation team at the first meeting in St. Louis, MO, and that the MRRIC Operating Procedures
would need to be much more robust if a facilitation team was
not used. It was clarified that at the end of the fiscal year the
Committee can consider whether it’s necessary to have both
a facilitation team and a Chairperson at the meetings.
Several members noted that the decision had been made
and they were not interested in reopening this or other
issues on which the Committee had reached consensus.
The Committee agreed to move forward with selecting a facilitation team; there were no
abstentions.

Explore Goals for 2009 – Committee Discussion

After the December 2008 meeting and before the Committee met in January 2009, Committee
members were invited to complete a short survey about their feelings about setting Committee
goals in 2009 (see Attachment B for a compilation of the survey results). While some Committee
members who completed the 2009 Goals survey indicated that setting goals was important,
many indicated that the Committee did not have enough information to set goals at this time.
Some members commented that it would be better to set goals after the facilitation team is
selected, although this was not part of the input received from the survey.

Henry Maddux, USFWS, noted that by the May meeting, the USFWS, USACE and the Federal
Working Group could provide a list of topics on which the agencies are seeking Committee
recommendations. Such a list may help the Committee set goals.

The Committee agreed to table the Committee goal setting discussion until the May 2009
meeting.

Decision: The Committee
agreed that note taking
should not be addressed in
the Operating Procedures.

Decision: The Committee
agreed to move forward with
selecting a facilitation team;
there were no abstentions.
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MRRIC Vice-Chair

The Committee briefly discussed the need to determine whether anyone on the Committee is
willing to serve as vice chair. The Committee agreed to wait until after the March 2009 meeting
to select the vice chair position since members’ thinking about the vice-chair may change after
the Chair interviews are complete.

March 3-5, 2009, MRRIC Meeting

The Kansas meeting will be held at the Overland Park Convention Center; the hotel room block
will be at the Sheraton Overland Park Hotel.

About 20 Committee members indicated their preference to schedule a field trip to the Kansas
River to see the Johnson County weir construction site. On this field trip, Committee members
will see a tributary of the Missouri River, degradation of the river bed, and the weir that is 80% to
90% constructed. Mike Armstrong will coordinate with Pat Lewis on this optional field trip.

Representatives on the Committee from Kansas are planning an evening social event, perhaps
on March 3. Another option is to make a field trip part of the meeting, although it might not be
viable.

A member suggested that members could car pool to and from the meetings and share hotel
rooms to save on travel expenses. Mary Roth is willing to set up a WebEx page to help
Committee members coordinate sharing rides or rooms.

Work group POCs need to let the U.S. Institute know when work group calls are being
scheduled; the U.S. Institute will inform Gail Bingham, Paul De Morgan and Dana Goodson of
RESOLVE about the calls.

Dave Sieck thanked the U.S. Institute, USACE and USFWS for putting together the meeting in
such a short turn-around time.

Public Comment

David Pope, Executive Director, Missouri River Association of States and Tribes (MoRAST)
expressed interest in the MRRIC Committee’s activities and thanked members for their service
on the Committee. He indicated that MoRAST supports the activities of the Committee.
MoRAST is a relatively new group that includes representatives of the states of Iowa, Kansas,
Nebraska, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota and Wyoming, a number of tribes and several
agencies. He noted the progress made by the Committee. He encouraged the Committee to
make as much information available to the public as possible while recognizing that some
information would not be appropriate to share on a public website. He encouraged erring on the
side of making info available to the public.

A Committee member stated that Missouri River Natural Resource Committee (MRNRC) and
MoRAST do good work but it is difficult to get information after the MRNRC meetings, and
MRRIC needs some of that information. David Pope will pass that concern on to the MoRAST
members.

Mary Roth will post a schedule of MRNRC meetings and will inform the MRRIC Committee
about the meeting, which will be March 25-27 (early registration is March 1).
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Introduction

Hector Santiago, alternate for Mike Madell, Nation Park Service, introduced himself.

Agreements Made During this Meeting

Agreements made on Tuesday and Wednesday were projected and reviewed by the
Committee. The Committee agreed that the list was an accurate representation of the
agreements reached.

Mike Armstrong (Communications Work Group lead) asked Committee members to let Teresa
Armagan know which items currently on WebEx should NOT be posted on the public website.

The Agenda Work Group members noted that during the morning session they discussed
reducing the amount of time allotted for interviewing Committee Chair candidates from one hour
to 30 minutes. No action was taken.

Randy Asbury adjourned the meeting.


