MoCo Board Meeting
Tuesday, June 3, 2014, 5:30 p.m.
Morristown Centennial Library
Approved: June 17, 2014

Board members present: Peter Christie (presiding), Susan Titterton (minutes), Cheryl Hartt, Tim Sargent (arrived 5:45), Peter Merrill (arrived 5:50), Susanna Keefer, Davis Koier, Jackie Cassino
Board members absent: Jack Pickett
Others present: None

Call to order:  PC called the meeting to order at 5:39 p.m.

1. Minutes from 05/20/2014 board meeting. Motion to approve as written by DK, seconded by CH, passed with all in favor, JC abstaining, as she was absent. 
	
2. Review process for determining BOD view of Market Study (PC/all)
a. PM’s May 21st email “MOCO market study”: (See Appendix to these minutes) PM elaborated on his thinking, as shared in the email.
b. Report on meetings with Lynda Brushett: CH reported that MoCo is eligible for 5 hours follow-up per year from Co-op Development Institute (CDI) as a result of the RBEG/USDA grant. Lynda met with CH and ST two weeks ago. In her follow-up work for MoCo, Lynda has read both the Kennedy and Dakota studies, as well as Ben’s preliminary reconciliation report. Lynda is currently developing a list of questions about both studies to help us with the reconciliation.
c. Status of Ben reconciliation report: We are looking, not for an evaluation of which report is better, but an analysis of how each drew their conclusions, including the strengths of each. We agreed to wait on engaging Lynda to coach us through this part of the work, until after we get Bill Gessner’s work on the pro forma. (Revisit at next meeting.) We agreed to disengage from Ben as our consultant (PC will do this).  

3. Review BOD (and Bylaw) position on Business memberships: We will revisit this after we get an opinion from our attorney, Don Kreis. (NOTE: We are now using his services on an hourly rate.)

4. Report on memberships/calling pledges: ST reported 481 total on the pledge/ membership list; 208 completed memberships; 11 paid, but paperwork not completed; 8 completed Paypal, but not yet paid. Membership Recruitment Committee is setting up a protocol to call people to complete their memberships.

5. Any other business—Board elections: Jackie is considering not running. Tim and Davis will come up with a list of characteristics of the board member we recruit. We will revisit this at the next meeting.
 
Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 6:59 p.m., on a motion by CH, seconded by SK, with all voting in favor.

Next meeting: June 17, 2014 at 5:30 p.m., at Morristown Centennial Library. 


PM May 21st email “MOCO market study”: 
From my perspective, we currently have the following “experts” involved in the MoCo start up effort.

CDS - Food co-op development “experts”
Dakota Worldwide - Grocery store market research firm with some experience in looking at natural food coops
Doug Kennedy - Market research firm focusing on real estate/resort development with significant knowledge of New England market
Lynda Brushett - consultant to all forms of co-ops with focus on New England market

The “areas of expertise” described above are my impressions, and impressions that I think one would logically form by reviewing the websites/marketing materials of each of these entities.

I would love to know specifically what experience Lynda and Doug have with food co-ops - a list of food co-op clients including references we could speak to would be great - what I read from the websites does not lead one to conclude they are food co-op experts though clearly they have some food co-op experience as well as a good feel for the NE/Vermont market.  Verifying their food co-op expertise will make it possible to more heavily weight their input.

 If we use the Dakota numbers, I believe we will ultimately conclude that a food co-op is not feasible at any location or size.  I have not run the Kennedy numbers, but believe that they will support a financeable co-op in Morrisville.  Therefore, our job is to reconcile the two studies FIRST AND FOREMOST to satisfy ourselves as to what the true potential for a co-op is and SECONDLY, and assuming we conclude it makes sense to proceed,  to have a fully supportable/defensible business plan to present to capital providers (bank, member lenders, etc).

How do we do this?

In my opinion, we need to:
(1) Require CDS to reconcile the two market studies and to take a position on what the pro forma sales assumptions should look like.  The first step is to see what Ben comes up with. I share the view that he may not be up to the task and will call Bill G. to make sure we are not wasting our “4in3” consulting time on Ben’s analysis and to make sure he (Bill) is involved.  Peter C. and I have already done this in a private conversation with Bill but it’s worth reiterating.  i will also send Bill the two financial models I created using the two Dakota scenarios for comment. 

(2) Validate/determine Doug Kennedy and Lynda Brushett’s food coop expertise - I think we can and should rely on these firms to provide input on the local market and the “Vermont Effect” and that this could be helpful to CDS in forming their conclusions - it would be helpful if we could weight their input even further by confirming their food coop expertise.  Understanding Lynda’s direct food co-op expertise will also influence my thinking in terms of whether we should engage/pay her for additional work.

(3) Drive memberships - this will take more time, but I think that our progress on selling memberships will influence CDS in forming their conclusions.  In many ways, I think this will be most powerful in persuading CDS and/or Dakota that “Vermont is different”.  Conversely, if we fail in this regard, I think it will provide support for the lower Dakota numbers.

(4) Find a way create a narrative for the co-op using findings in (1)-(3) that puts into plain English concepts like “float”, “algorithms” “census tracts”, “propensity”, etc as this is what will deepen our understanding and be most persuasive when it comes to talking to potential members, lenders and investors.

I think we currently have a very good balance of perspective on the board with Peter C and I providing “healthy skepticism” and people like Cheryl, Jack and perhaps others “knowing” that a co-op can succeed notwithstanding “data” which might suggest otherwise.  As long as we work hard and respect the process I think we can eventually come to a reasonable and “shared’ view.

Please feel free to share this with any of our “consultants’ if you think it will be helpful.  I plan to forward it to Bill Gessner as a reiteration of our concerns as well as an outline of how we would like to proceed.
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