Bonne Femme Stakeholder Committee Minutes 13 Mar., 2006 
Members Present: Dave Bennett, Amelia Cottle, Ben Londeree, George Montgomery, Jane Travlos, Carolyn Terry, David Bedan, Robin Crane, Stephanie Smith, Steve Sowers, Steven Sapp, Carol Van Gorp, Annie Pope, Rob Wolverton, Steve Cheavens.
Members Absent: Randal Clark, Glen Ehrhardt, Donna Dodge.
Others present:  
Steering Committee: Terry Frueh. 

Policy Committee: Karen Miller, Roger Balew, Peter Ashbrook.
Meeting ran 2 hours, 15 minutes
Introductions & Announcements:


As members of the Policy Committee were in attendance, everyone introduced themselves.

Mr. Montgomery moved to approve the February minutes, and it was seconded by Ms. Terry.  Mr. Sapp asked for a brief synopsis of the meeting’s discussion on Chapter 1.d, which Mr. Frueh gave.  The motion passed unanimously.


Mr. Londeree mentioned that he had been contacted by the Greenbelt Land Trust of Mid-Missouri.  They wanted to do a short (up to 10 minutes) presentation on what they do and how their land trust can be used as a watershed protection tool. The group agreed it would be ok to have them present at their next meeting, but they asked for some information ahead of time via email.


Mr. Frueh handed out information on the Project’s cost-share program. Mr. Sapp asked what type of authority a landowner would be giving up in the process.  Mr. Frueh responded that any authority the project would assume be clearly outlined in a contract signed by both parties, and typically would follow maintenance agreements similar to what exist in NRCS contracts.  Ms. Pope stated that in order to get developers to sign on, they would have to know the terms of the agreement before applying for funding. Mr. Frueh acknowledged that for a conservation or low-impact development, the terms are not currently known ahead of time because this has never been done before in Missouri.  Ms. Miller mentioned that it would be a good idea to have maintenance information and lifespan for every practice that is currently listed for new developments in the cost-share program document.  She also mentioned that contracts need to be recorded so that it goes with the property should its ownership be transferred. 
Resolving Conflicting Vision Elements:

To give background for this exercise, Mr. Frueh mentioned that the group completed their list of complementary and conflicting vision elements at their previous meeting.  The purpose of this exercise is to resolve the conflicting vision elements in order to come up with achievable goals; these goals act as problem statements that lead to recommendations in Chapter 6.  Mr. Frueh gave an example of one way to resolve the conflict of good roads and clean streams – “Ensure roads and their related stormwater runoff management techniques are constructed in a way to protect streams”.


Mr. Wolverton asked what was meant by new-style livable communities.  The group agreed that was not a good description since it could include new urbanism, which is not necessarily watershed friendly.  The group agreed that low impact development (LID) was a better term to refer to watershed-friendly development.

The group split into two different subgroups to work through the exercise.  One subgroup completed the conflict resolving, and the other subgroup got about ½-way through.  Each subgroup discussed their lists.  They agreed that Mr. Frueh should consolidate their lists in narrative form and revisit to see if there are outstanding conflicts to resolve.  
General Discussion:

Ms. Pope mentioned that she had several important issues that needed to be addressed.  She stated that it was incumbent upon the county to ensure there was a professional planner available at every meeting. Mr. Frueh mentioned that Mr. Florea had a personal emergency that kept him from attending the meeting. Ms. Pope stated that land use planning always involves addressing the housing needs of the community, recommending that the housing burden for the watershed over the 25-year planning timeline would be without restrictions in order to see if it could be diminished by regulations.  She also stated that if the group did not do this there was no point to her being a part of the committee.  Ms. Pope stated that there were people on the committee who would like to see regulations enacted that prohibit the construction of one more house in the watershed.  Ms. Van Gorp mentioned that if the group was headed towards a big fight over how much impervious cover and not having homes built in the watershed, then the group might as well have that fight now. However, if the group is sincere about planning, then the group should proceed. 

Mr. Sapp asked if there were housing and population projections. Mr. Frueh responded that the Stakeholders had received such projections for the County and Columbia.  Mr. Sapp thought there was nothing wrong with having those numbers, and the group can decide how they want to use them.  He asked Ms. Pope that if she would like to see those numbers in a different format to let the group know what it is.

Mr. Montgomery stated that he was not sure what Ms. Pope was wanting, and asked if she could discuss it with Mr. Florea.  Ms. Pope mentioned that it could come down to what type of planning the group is doing, which would determine whether or not she needed to be there. Mr. Frueh stated that even if the Stakeholders’ planning had no effect on the number of houses that could be built, it would seem that BMPs would have some effect on housing.  As such, he thought it would still make sense for homebuilders to be represented on the Stakeholder Committee.    
Ms. Pope also stated that she had been verbally attacked outside of the meeting. Mr. Frueh affirmed that personal attacks are not acceptable nor appropriate in a group process such as this one.  Mr. Sapp mentioned that he had not felt any animosity from anyone, but he did understand that people feel very passionately about the issues.  
Next Stakeholder Committee Meeting:
The next meeting will be at 7 p.m., April 10th, 2006 at the Columbia Board of REALTORS® office. 
