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MISSOULA CONSOLIDATED PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

City Council Chambers, 
140 W. Pine 

February 19, 2019 - 7:00 PM 

 
Members present:  John Newman, Chair (City), Neva Hassanein (City), Vince Caristo (City Alt), Andy 

Mefford (County), Michael Houlihan (County), Peter Bensen (County Alt), Dudley Improta (City), 
Jamie Hoffmann (Board) 

Members absent:  Helen Jenkins, Vice Chair (City), Stephanie Potts (County), Jason Rice (County) 

Staff present:  Andrew Hagemeier (County), Christine Dascenzo (County), Donna McCammon (County), 
Karen Hughes (County) Chet Crowser (County), Chief Planning Officer, Community and Planning 
Services 

Others present:  Julie Lake, from Martin-Lake Associates, who is present to transcribe the verbal 
presentations to accommodate an attendee with a cochlear implant who otherwise would not be 
able to participate in this public meeting.   

 

I. Call to Order 

Mr. Newman called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  

II. Roll Call 

Ms. McCammon called the role with six regular members present and two voting alternates present, 
a quorum was met.   

III. Approval of Minutes 

MOTION:  A motion was made by Mr. Benson, seconded by Ms. Hassanein, to approve the 
January 15, 2019 meeting minutes as presented. 

With a voice vote of all ‘ayes’ the motion passed. 

IV. Public Comment on items not on the agenda 

No public comments. 

V. Staff Comments 

No staff comments.  

VI. Public Hearings 

A. Continuation of Comments on Missoula Area Mapping Project, Amendment to the 
Missoula County Growth Policy – County 

Mr. Newman advised those commenting to keep their statements to approximately three minutes 
each. 

Jeff Smith, PE, WGM Group attended on behalf of a client, Riverside Contracting, Inc., who 
purchased approximately 160 acres from Lucier Farm, LLC.  Property is located on the west side of 



 

Missoula Consolidated Planning Board Minutes, February 19, 2019 Page 2 of 9 

Deschamps Lane and about one quarter mile south of Highway 10.  Mr. Smith presented the 
planning board members with a five page document and requested the board consider amending 
the current Missoula County proposed land use designation for the property from “Planned 
Neighborhood” to “Neighborhood Residential” on the southwest portion of the property, “Open, 
Resource and Recreation” for the northwest portion of the property and “Industrial Center” for the 
easterly portion.  He asked the board to reference page three of the document he provided for an 
aerial photo of the adjoining lands.  He cited that the Wye area has city sewer, easy access to 
highways/roadways and is a rapidly developing area.  There is a high-pressure natural gas pipeline 
that crosses the site diagonally and noise issues from the Trap and Skeet Club, I-90, and Montana 
Rail Link.  Given the negative nature of the gas line and levels of noise and traffic, he requested the 
board consider amending the recommendations of his letter.   

Pat Swartz, Meadows West Subdivision, George Cates Drive, spoke about the neighborhood 
residential designation that has been planned for Denbleyker Lot 2 on Waldo Road, which is in the 
Meadows West Subdivision.  This property is near the corner of US Hwy 93 and Waldo Road.  The 
Meadows West restrictive covenants apply to all the properties within the northwest development.  
Even though there have been subdivisions later in the development, they are all subject to and 
bound by the Meadows West restrictive covenants.  In 1986, the restrictive covenants were 
strengthened through a lawsuit and the County Commissioners were successful in having the 
developers amend the covenants to prevent continual division of land through family transfer.  Even 
after the Denbleyker subdivision, and the activity that has taken place since, this does not change 
the fact that that land is still regulated by the Meadows West covenants.  The Newberry’s, who own 
Lot 2, have petitioned the city to annex that property and bring city services to the site.   Ms. Swartz 
said that it does not change the fact that the land on Lot 2 is part of Meadows West subdivision and 
is governed by those restrictive covenants.  The proposed land use map indicates that the property 
could have the density of a city neighborhood.  The Meadows West covenants restrict all the 
properties within Meadows West to single family housing on not less than two acres.  For that 
property to remain with the neighborhood residential designation is a misrepresentation to what can 
happen with that property.  Ms. Swartz said she understands that the land use mapping plan is for 
twenty years. She asked the board to correct the designation of this 10-acre site to the same 
designation as all the rest of the subdivision.  Ms. Swartz stated that she feels the correct 
designation is rural residential and small agriculture in keeping with the rest of the subdivision and 
eliminating the misunderstanding that there could be 64 or more residences on that tract of land.   

Pam Simonich, Meadows West, wrote a letter previously but it did not make the February 10, 2019 
deadline.  She moved to her property in 2015 primarily for the rural substance.  She stated she 
understands the dilemma of the geography of the Missoula Valley; however, she stressed the 
importance of keeping Meadows West a pristine area with homes on two acres.  Most of the 
properties in the subdivision are designated rural residential and small agriculture, which she felt 
was appropriate, not neighborhood residential.  She cited concerns of future code enforcement, 
potential parking and traffic issues.  Although the 8.6-acre property is on the back side of a 
commercially zoned area off Highway US-93, she felt that it does not relinquish the covenant rights.  
George Cates is a private road with horses and pasture on one side and she fears multi-family 
dwellings on the other.  At present, the property she is discussing has no water and lacks the 
sustainability to support high density housing.  She feels there is plenty of land on West Broadway 
and off Mullan Road which is available for development which should be enough for expansion over 
the next twenty years.  Open land is important to Missoula residents and Meadows West residents 
take pride in their properties. Ms. Simonich asked the planning board to continue to protect open 
space and farmland.  She stated that residents are paying constantly rising property taxes; as 
responsible citizens they are committed to paying more for the open space of rural land.  Ms. 
Simonich felt that the open space concept would remain that way with the single-family residences 
they currently have.  She stated that high density housing should be in areas previously approved 
for this, not near an existing, well established subdivision.  She sited that the guiding principles on 
page 10, chapter two of the Growth Policy state that respect for private property rights should be 
supported in the policy. 
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Kristopher Fisk, Meadows West, attended to say no to the re-designation of parts of Meadows 
West.   

Judy Gollofon, Meadows West, has lived in the subdivision for 36 years.  She has seen it grow from 
six homes to where it is today.  She is concerned that the Frenchtown School district is bonded to 
the max and another bond issue cannot be run at this time.  Calculating one child per household, 
and with the capacity of approximately seventy homes on Lot 2; that equates to three teachers and 
another school bus, and there is no money for that.  Water is also a concern; the wells are not 
great.  There are some good wells; 25 years ago, a well was drilled off George Cates Boulevard 
that provides the water for Sunset West.  The well on her property is 3-5 gallons per minute, this is 
not unusual for the area.  She voiced concerns over water, vehicular traffic, lack of a stop light, fire 
department staffing and fire hydrants.  The covenants require that two story homes be at least 800 
square feet and a single story be at least 1,200 square feet; setbacks are 20 feet.  High density 
housing would not comply with their covenants.    

Nancy Leifer, League of Women Voters, attended representing the League of Women Voters.  She 
thanked the board for the planning process that allows for a lot of public comment.  The League is 
interested in helping citizens become informed on issues around land use planning.  The League of 
Women Voters is sponsoring a meeting on Wednesday, February 20, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. at the 
Public Library in the large meeting room.  The meeting is to step back and look at the larger picture 
of what goes into land use mapping.  A panel presentation will cover housing, open space, 
transportation, climate change and infrastructure and how all these will interact over 20 years.   

Mayyer Sailer, Meadows West, asked if covenants are contracts.  Before she purchased her home, 
she was made aware of the covenants.  She asked how the City recognizes covenants.  Mr. 
Newman recommended she seek the professional advice of the County Attorney.  She does not 
feel that the covenants are an optional document.  Whether applying for a loan or refinancing a 
home in this subdivision, a copy of the covenants is required.  She again asked if a covenant is 
contractual.  She stated that Lot 2 has a history of flooding and is not suitable for building.  She 
asked the planning board if they had a copy of the covenants for Meadows West.  She purchased 
the property knowing that the neighborhood was single family dwellings on two-acre home sites.  
Mr. Newman advised Ms. Sailer that this is a public hearing, where comments are taken, and the 
board does not ordinarily respond to questions during this time.  He again referred Ms. Sailer to the 
County Attorney.  Mr. Newman also advised Ms. Sailer to look at the parties to the covenants and 
whether the county has any jurisdiction.  Ms. Sailer again asked if the board members had copies 
for the covenants for her subdivision and if they had read it.  She asked if this was the decision-
making committee.  Mr. Newman responded that the Board of County Commissioners, a board of 
elected officials will make the final decision; the Missoula Consolidated Planning Board is an 
advisory board.  Karen Hughes, from Missoula Community and Planning Services, stated that the 
date of the Board of County Commissioners hearing is dependent on when this hearing is done.  
She estimated that with the time needed to prepare materials, the earliest it will happen will be 
April.  Mr. Newman stated that questions about process, documents and legal aspects are best 
posed to the governing bodies that are running this process. The board is here to address staff’s 
work and come to a recommendation.  Ms. Sailer wished to again comment that she had purchased 
this property with the condition and understanding that the covenants limit the use of the property to 
single family dwellings on two acres.  Ms. Hassanein asked for clarification if she was speaking for 
the covenants as they applied to her property or to the entire subdivision, Ms. Sailer stated that she 
was speaking for the covenants for the entire subdivision.  In conclusion, Ms. Sailer repeated her 
question again, if the planning board members had seen the covenants for Meadows West.  Mr. 
Newman responded that he personally had not seen the covenants applicable to Ms. Sailer’s 
private property.  Ms. Sailer asked if one were to look up the property in question, would it pull up 
the covenants that govern the subdivision.  Mr. Newman responded that in his own experience, Ms. 
Sailer’s private property covenants are not a matter of public record necessarily attached to the 
property, although they can be found in the public records.    

Randy Rasmussen, Meadows West, wanted to go on record in support of the previous comments 
and what had been stated by homeowners of Meadows West previously.     
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Paul Bossous, Meadows West, felt the same as the previous landowners from Meadows West.  He 
voiced concern that development of Lot 2 could result in 70 housing units on eight acres, creating 
substantial traffic congestion.  He is concerned about water issues and how 70 additional houses 
would be served.  He backs the statements of the previous landowners 100%.    

Meredith Webster, Goodan Lane, East of the Wye, had the same concerns as the landowners of 
Meadows West, as her subdivision also has covenants.  She appreciated land management 
planning but felt there were differences between the covenants of her subdivision and the 
suggested zoning.  She hoped that whichever is more restrictive will apply.  She sought clarification 
on what will prevail as land is developed.  She is hopeful that the County Attorney’s office can 
assist with that.   

Mr. Newman supplied an observation that persons need to be mindful of the distinction that the 
meeting is not about zoning but a growth policy.  The two are related, but this is not a map to zone 
specific areas within Missoula County.  He advised those attending to direct questions to the county 
planning staff if they need assistance in discerning the differences of the two.  Mr. Newman said 
that, generally speaking, if there is a government-imposed restriction, like zoning, as well as 
privately imposed restrictions like covenants; it is the responsibility of the property owner to comply 
with both.  Any conflicts can be resolved by meshing the two.  That is his understanding, having 
been involved in the industry.     

Ms. Hassanein asked if an item was a condition in the covenants for subdivision approval that came 
from the planning board, would that be different from a homeowner’s covenant that was willingly 
engaged in with the purchase of the property.  Mr. Newman responded that articles placed in the 
conditions set by the developer get combined with any conditions set by the governing body.  Both 
come together to create the final subdivision covenants.    

Ryan Bagnell, Meadows West, stated that the covenants were approved by the Meadows West 
Homeowners Association long ago.  He has been there since 1996 and has been part of the 
homeowner’s association leadership group.  The covenants were approved by Meadows West but 
ultimately the governing body is the county.  Ultimately, the county is the enforcing entity of the 
covenants.  He feels that it would beneficial for parties to purchase properties with the use plans 
they are seeking, not change current land usages; i.e. persons seeking to develop multi-family 
housing sites with a density of 70 housing units on five to six acres need to seek out properties 
designated for this usage, which may cost more.  Mr. Bagnell sited the pristine quality of Meadows 
West, the proximity to downtown Missoula yet with a rural/agriculture-based area.  He feels that 
changing one lot of the subdivision to a 70 home multi-family development is not compatible with 
the dynamics of the community.   

Pat Swartz, Meadows West, George Cates Drive.   Ms. Swartz stated that she discussed 
Denbleyker Lot 2 with Andrew Hagemeier, who told her that the planning board can make the 
change.  She again appealed to the board to consider the existing covenants that were affirmed by 
the County Commissioners’ successful lawsuit against the developers in 1986.  She feels that if the 
County Commissioners contributed to the covenants for the purpose of regulating the use of the 
land, then that must be a part of how the planning board makes the decision.  Any changes to the 
planning map must be approved by the planning board, not by Mr. Hagemeier, before advancing to 
the County Commissioners.  She asked if the board would be able to dismiss the existing 
covenants, a court ordered stipulation for judgement affirming the covenants for Meadows West, in 
favor of a land use map. 

Mr. Improta reasserted that the planning board is a volunteer board that makes recommendations 
to the County Commissioners.    

A five-minute break was taken, after which Mr. Newman confirmed that, due the public 
comment received, the planning staff was recommending changes to the Missoula Area 
Land Use Map to conform to the restrictive covenants of the Meadows West Homeowners 
Association.   
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Mr. Hagemeier stated that the planning board was sent a staff evaluation of the public comments 
received to date and in which it was agreed that this would be an easy change to make.  That staff 
evaluation has been online for about a week now.   

Mr. Newman stated for the sake of expediency, would all persons yet to speak, please keep to 
three minutes or less.  Based on these representations, the issues from Meadows West has been 
taken care of although persons are still welcome to make comments. 

Mayyer Sailer, Meadows West, voiced her appreciation at being heard as well as her frustrations at 
not being heard on occasion.  She thanked the planning board for keeping an open mind.  She 
inquired about meeting notes, recording of the meeting, placement of cameras and access to this 
recording in the future.  Ms. Sailer was advised that MCAT was filming the meeting and it would be 
available online.  She also wanted to make sure she was crystal clear on what Mr. Newman shared 
previously.    

Mr. Newman advised Ms. Sailer that this is a public comment period.  The remaining public 
comments needed to be heard before the board could deliberate. He understood from the 
recommendations of staff, that the Missoula Area Land Use Map is being recommended to be 
changed in accordance with the covenants of Meadows West subdivision.  However, he is not 
going to make any more representations of what the board is exactly going to do, but this is the 
direction it is headed.  He requested that the public comments move forward so everyone could be 
heard during this meeting.  Ms. Sailer asked if this eliminated the possibly of a potential 70 housing 
units in Meadows West.  Mr. Newman again stated that the public comment period needs to 
continue; no guarantees from the board could be given before the public comments were complete. 

Phil Carlos, Mahlum Meadows.  Mahlum Meadows is across from Meadows West.  He attended on 
behalf of himself as well as five neighbors.  They are all in support of the residents of Meadows 
West.  He shared concerns regarding the school district, fire department and traffic.  

Karra Markley, Meadows West, spoke in support of everything Pat Swartz and Mr. Bagnell said 
earlier.  She bought her property ten years ago and it was very obviously an agricultural community.  
She carefully reviewed the covenants before deciding to purchase the property. She felt everyone 
purchasing property in Meadows West should do the same.   

Renee Rasmussen, Meadows West, pointed out that George Cates is a private road and not a 
county road.  The road circles her property and there is no outlet. She and her spouse would be 
directly impacted by additional pedestrian and vehicular traffic.  Although it is a private road, it does 
not keep people out.  There is a lot of foot traffic in the summertime and her property sees a lot of 
traffic at all hours of the night.  Horses and cattle are kept on the property and are exposed to 
trespassers.  She asked the board to consider that increased nearby housing will negatively impact 
their property.  There is also speeding on the road and a general disrespect shown to the property 
owners. She would like to see those issues addressed.   

Nathaniel Whiteman Runshim, George Cates Blvd, Meadows West, enjoys the rural environment 
the subdivision offers.  He remarked on the views of wildlife and livestock and does not want this 
replaced with views of high-density housing.  He already has experienced water difficulties on his 
property and feels that higher density housing in the subdivision would further negatively impact his 
water problems.  He is against allowing any lots in the subdivision to deviate from the covenants.   

Torrey Ritter, Non-Game Wildlife Biologist, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks (FWP) had a team put 
together an extensive list of comments and recommendations.  He clarified that this document is to 
act as a guide only.  The length of the document he submitted was not a reflection of FWP’s 
dissatisfaction of the Land Use Map.  The recommendations were intended as a population growth 
guide for fish and wildlife recreation resources; addressing the issues critical to accommodate the 
fish, wildlife and recreational resources which are what make Missoula “Missoula”.  This was a 
meeting point from a lot of different ecosystems and movement corridors at multiple levels and 
scales, which is why the comments were so extensive.  The document was the result of 11 different 
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biologists and managers making comments and recommendations.  Mr. Ritter expressed his 
appreciation for the work done on the land use planning map. 

Vladimir Chinikaylo, Peaks Row Ln, Meadow Hills, spoke against a possible subdivision of 70 
homes.  He has lived in his home for approximately 20 years.  About 20 years ago, the well on his 
property was drilled and there was a dry well drilled in the subdivision around that same time.  Both 
his well and his neighbors well have dried out in the past and he has subsequently drilled an 
additional two wells on his property.  He expressed concern that water resources would not support 
high density housing. 

Rob Arthur, Meadows West, supported all the previous comments.  He is opposed a 70-home 
subdivision.  His is concerned that this could set a precedence that would allow all lots within 
subdivisions to be subdivided, affecting all subdivisions in the county, as well as Meadows West.  

Charles Morlock, Meadows West, agreed with what his neighbors have said.  He is against the 
proposal and thinks the covenants should be enforced as written.   

Pat Swartz, Meadows West, George Cates Drive, requested a show of hands for those attending 
the meeting on behalf Meadows West and the surrounding area who are in support of changing the 
designation from neighborhood residential to rural residential and small agricultural.  Hands were 
raised in support. No one opposed.  

Paul Forsting, Territorial Landworks, Inc. (TLI), provided the planning board members with an 
exhibit of a recommended map amendment.  Jason Rice had previously brought this before the 
planning board in January 2019.  The area of discussion is near Buckhouse Bridge and Blue 
Mountain Road.  Exhibit 1 illustrated what was represented on the Land Use Map from the January 
hearing.  Exhibit 2 shows the initial requested expansion of the commercial area, which he is here 
this evening to talk about.  Exhibit 3 shows TLI’s request to further expand the commercial area.  
He very much appreciated the planning board’s expansion of the commercial area designation in 
the subject area.  Exhibit 4 illustrated the initial request in greater detail, showing the mixed uses 
that current exist.  The area is comprised of mixed uses already, commercial uses are: 
TransSolutions and Pruyn Veterinary Clinic. This is also mixed zoning, un-zoned properties, 
commercially zoned properties, agricultural zoned property, and a large residentially zoned 
property.  TLI represents the 80-acres to the east which is zoned residential and would permit 80 
houses.  Mr. Forsting believes that commercial would provide a better use for the property as this is 
the desire of the landowners.  It has not been developed into residential properties previously as it 
is not a good residential area. If it is designated agricultural there is not going to be a compelling 
reason for future re-designation.  There is currently limited commercial growth in the area.  This 
would provide an opportunity for the neighborhood to build some momentum and possibly have 
existing commercial users relocate to this area, which would provide more space, septic and well-
capacity than is available on Reserve Street.  If commercial is not developed in this area it will 
continue to spill out further down the Bitterroot.  Mr. Forsting feels that moving to an agricultural 
designation would be a step backward.  About a year ago TLI met with the planning department 
and requested a zoning change from residential to commercial.  At that time, they were advised that 
the first step in achieving that was amending the growth policy map.  This is his client’s opportunity 
to appeal to the board to make these changes.  One of the main differences between Exhibit 2, 
which is the Land Use Map update, and Exhibit 3, which is the requested commercial area exhibit, 
is that the map update followed the 500-year floodplain as their boundary; and TLI followed the 
property boundaries.  He cited that it is difficult for properties that have floodplain designations in 
the middle of the parcel.  Floodplain requirements would still be adhered to, it just simplifies the 
entitlement process and makes it easier to have the conversations on how the land can be utilized, 
within the floodplain directives.  He asked that the board please consider the request and contact 
him if more information is needed.   

Mayyer Sailer, Meadows West, asked if more comments can be entered at a later date, or if this 
evening is the only opportunity to make comments.  Mr. Newman advised her that this is the final 
meeting to make comments before this board and, as mentioned previously, future comments 
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would be heard at other governing bodies.  Ms. Sailer stated she wanted to make an official 
comment regarding the wildlife.  She referenced FWP’s study as well as a history of flooding on a 
lot in her subdivision.  Ms. Sailer stated that the property floods and she feels sorry for the people 
who have purchased the property.  There is standing water in the springtime and she is curious 
about that analysis.  Mr. Newman advised her that FWP looked at the entire planning area for their 
report, not just Meadows West.  FWP provided written public comment, as any other member of the 
public.  If there are questions about that analysis Ms. Sailer should have a private conversation with 
FWP regarding the methodology. The public comment period is not the appropriate place.   

Anne Rupkalvis, resident of Target Range, stated that residents of Target Range also have the 
feeling of being squeezed.  She said she is very pleased and impressed that the board has 
concluded that what the residents of Meadows West think is best for their subdivision is perhaps 
what the board will recommend.  She thanked the board for their efforts.   

Mr. Newman announced that the planning board public comment portion of the hearing was 
CLOSED.  Any comments received after this meeting would be forwarded to the Board of County 
Commissioners (BCC).  The planning board may recommend changes and that those changes will 
be incorporated in a new draft of the map for the BCC. 

Mr. Newman took a poll of board members regarding public comments and staff recommended 
changes.  Working from the document titled “Summary of Public Comment and Staff Evaluation 
2/13/2019”, board members will identify specific comments or issues in the document and have a 
discussion on those specifically.  Generally, board members agreed with the combined staff 
analysis of the various public comments and recommended changes based on those comments.  
Also, if there is anything not in the summary document that board members needed to discuss, that 
those items be brought up.  At the conclusion there will be a series of motions or batch approvals or 
denials. 

VII. Communications and Special Presentations 

No communications and special presentations. 

VIII. Committee Reports 

No committee reports. 

IX. Old Business 

A. Appointment of Michael Houlihan to the Transportation Policy Coordinating Committee 

Unanimous consensus agreement of all board members present.  

B. Appointment of Jamie Hoffman, with Neva Hassanein as backup, to the Committee 
Member for the Urban Growth Commission 

Unanimous consensus agreement of all board members present. 

X. New Business and Referrals 

No new business and referrals.   

XI. Comments from MCPB Members 

Ms. Hassanein asked to pull out items 27 and 29 from the “Summary of Public Comment and Staff 
Evaluation 2/13/2019” document.   
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The board discussed the challenges associated with land use designations.  Part of the challenges 
arise from being asked to address individual properties, but the map is intended for interpretation at 
the 40,000-foot level.  One of the goals of the map was to decrease the amount of minutia. Zoning 
occurs at a finer scale than land use planning.   

Mr. Hoffmann is concerned that the planning process will not properly accommodate the needs of 
the growth for this community over a fixed period.  He is concerned whether there is enough land 
zoned at densities sufficient to supply housing for the Missoula Urban Area.  Half of the residents 
are renters and the density required for multi-family is quite high, around 35 units per acre.  He 
asked if there will be enough multi-family designated property to provide for housing over the next 
20 years.     

Mr. Hagemeier reiterated that the purpose of the land use map is to generally guide land use into 
the future.  The zoning is the detail part.  The map is only one component and it is easy to overlook 
the land use designations, which are more important as a policy foundation.  The intent of the map 
is to be at the 40,000-foot level.  As a value-based plan, the reader will not see a lot of data.  The 
population projections need to be looked at through both city and county growth.  The only way that 
can be accomplished objectively is to look at past development patterns.  Mr. Hagemeier explained 
how the planning map growth projection took into account annexation and Census data. He said 
the map generally guides where infrastructure may need to be extended if the update is to come to 
fruition.  6,000 housing units will be needed over 20 years, or 300 per year, to accommodate a 
population increase of 14,000. If annexation patterns proceed as they had from 2000 to 2010, 40-
50% of the anticipated growth will happen in the county but be annexed into the city. This map 
allows for between 21,000 and 44,000 housing units.  However, necessary infrastructure, water, 
sewer and roads, would allow for 3,400 to 8,500 housing units to be ready for development in the 
next 5 years.  If no planning is done for the 14,000 new people, they will be pushed further out to 
areas where development likely happens on large lots with well and septic.  This will be farther out 
from the city services and will encroach on wildlife and agricultural areas and negatively impact 
traffic.  The aggressiveness, or non-aggressiveness, of the City of Missoula’s inward focus policy 
will either drive more people to reside in the city or could drive more to the county level.  Two topics 
that need more information incorporates are climate change resiliency and wildlife. Language has 
been suggested in a couple of different sections to accommodate this.   

Mr. Improta thanked Mr. Hagemeier for his detailed explanation.  Much of the populace states they 
value open space, but he would like to see the energy grid and solid waste addressed as well.   

Ms. Hassanein sought clarification on how the growth policy facilitates the city’s inward focus policy.    
Mr. Hagemeier stated that the map is just a policy, without implementation.  The implementation 
strategy, updating the zoning regulations so they match the values of the community, subdivision 
regulations, zoning of un-zoned areas, and proactively re-zoning some of the areas within the land 
use map that are already zoned but may not be appropriate; doing these codes updates, being 
proactive about infrastructure, planning, financing, and building and managing infrastructure and 
working with our partner, the City of Missoula; all have to be done together in order to achieve the 
goals.  Changing the development paradigm of the community will take time.  The city has a lot of 
work to do to execute and implement the annexation plan.  With the purchase of Mountain Water, 
the city took a huge amount of control over their implementation strategy, but they still do not have 
an annexation policy.  Census data will come out in 2020 that will shed some light on whether the 
City of Missoula is making headway in changing the pattern of growth.   

Mr. Caristo discussed the cost of new housing developments:  school districts, fire districts, traffic 
lights and the transportation models to forecast traffic levels.  Currently there is insufficient 
infrastructure planning to accommodate the next 30 years.  He said that currently the city does not 
have the funding for capital projects, nor does the county.   

Ms. Hassanein asked about the perspective of the focused growth along the interstate.  On one 
hand, she likes it, but she also feels there are hazards.  These exist with interstates and railroad 
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corridors.  She felt that the transportation piece is important, and she appreciated the attempt to 
use existing roadways.  Ms. Hassanein cited recent and past incidents of railway spills and crashes.    

Mr. Caristo said that the regional transportation plan is ambitious for this area.  It aims to reduce 
single occupancy vehicle travel by 20-30%.  A company or community agency looking a placing an 
enterprise here is challenged by transportation options.   

Mr. Benson stated he appreciated the amount work done on the transportation aspect and that the 
land use planning map has been as much art as science.   

Mr. Hoffman said he asked if there would enough land to develop and is satisfied with the 
information provided, and that coordination will need to happen between the city and county to 
accommodate future growth.   

Ms. Hassanein questioned whether there would be a net loss of prime soils due to housing 
encroachment.  She would like to see a map that indicates how much prime soil has been 
converted to other uses, quantifying the impact housing is having on loss of soils. 

Mr. Newman stated, after deliberations with staff and board members, the decision was made to 
continue this discussion, but the public hearing/comment portion would remain closed.  Board 
members will study the materials and public comments and reconvene at the next meeting at 7:00 
p.m. on March 5, 2019.  At that time a focused list of specific items would be discussed along with 
staff recommended changes based on public comments and potential motions prepared.  

XII. Adjournment 

Mr. Newman adjourned the meeting at 9:55 p.m. 
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