Bonne Femme Stakeholder Committee Minutes 9 Jan., 2006 
Members Present:, Steven Sapp, Amelia Cottle, Ben Londeree, George Montgomery, Steve Cheavens, Glen Ehrhardt, Jane Travlos, Carolyn Terry, David Bedan, Robin Crane, Donna Dodge, Rob Wolverton.
Members Absent: Steve Sowers, Stephanie Smith, Carol Van Gorp, Randal Clark, Annie Pope, Dave Bennett.
Others present:  
Steering Committee: Bill Florea, Terry Frueh. 
Meeting ran 1 hour, 45 minutes
Ms. Cottle moved to approve the October minutes, and it was seconded by Mr. Montgomery.  Mr. Montgomery moved to approve the December minutes, seconded by Ms. Dodge.  Both motions passed unanimously.

Review of Chapters 1.d and 4:

There was a lot of discussion about including the economic impacts of ecological services.  Mr. Sapp thought that it was important to only count activity that occurred directly in the market, therefore stating that all references to ecological services should be removed from the chapter.  Mr. Bedan countered that it was problematic to not include them since they have a real impact, and that there have been numerous, in-depth studies about how important they are to the economy.  Mr. Wolverton moved to remove the $33.5 million figure for the ecological services, instead acknowledging that ecological services are important and valuable but stating their value was project specific. Mr. Sapp seconded the motion.  The motion was defeated 9-3.  Mr. Cheavens moved that Mr. Frueh try to find numbers that make more sense for the watershed (instead of being based on world figures) and were more up-to-date.  Mr. Wolverton seconded the motion. The motion passed 11-1.


Since the numbers stated in the report come from lots of different sources with differing degrees of accuracy, there was a lot of discussion about if any numbers should be included.  Mr. Londeree stated that it was important to include numbers to give policy makers a grasp of how important the various economic activities were.  Mr. Sapp countered that it was not a good idea to include numbers that had inaccuracies. He moved to take out all numbers from the entire section.  Mr. Wolverton seconded the motion.  The motion was defeated 7-5. 

Mr. Ehrhardt moved to use county-wide numbers for the agriculture paragraph instead of assuming they would be proportionately similar for the watershed, clarify that the government figures are assumptions, and specify the sources for the construction numbers values.  Mr. Cheavens seconded the motion.  Mr. Ehrhardt thought it was better not to assume that agricultural practices were uniform throughout the watershed.  The motion passed 6-5 with one abstention. 


There were no additional comments on Chapter 4, so it stands as amended by the Stakeholders. 
Vision Elements-Conflicting and Complementary:


An exercise was started to break the vision down into useful parts by categorizing those vision elements which work together well (complementary), and those that conflict and need to be resolved.  Some Stakeholders had not yet received the document outlining the exercise, and there was confusion over the necessity of the exercise.  After the confusion was cleared up, it was decided to tackle this at a future meeting.  Each Stakeholder would review the draft that Mr. Frueh wrote at the request of the co-chairs, following the editing process they normally follow for reviewing chapters. 


Mr. Frueh was also asked to provide a summary of the regulations which protect streams so that the group knew they were not duplicating previous efforts.  
Next Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
The next meeting will be at 7 p.m., February 13th, 2006 at the Columbia Board of REALTORS® office. 
