Minutes, Annual Business Meeting advisory committee

Wednesday April 27th, 10 am, Don’s house

Present: Janet Zimmerman, Jim Roseberry, Anne Forbes, Micha Namenwirth, Karuna Namenwirth

Absent: Ed Jacobsen, Cheri Maples

Proposed next meeting (subject to feedback by absent members): Wed May 25th, 10 am, Don’s house

Structure of meeting: we told stories about why we chose to be on the committee (including what we were hoping to improve or change) and about an ABM meeting or portion of one that went well.  Anne talked about the values and practices she and Susan used in designing and facilitating the 2007 meetings. We then discussed what key issues/ideas we thought were important.

Key themes:

· Conflict/difference of opinion: need functional methods to address conflict/differences, without covering it up or pretending it is not there; bringing out concerns allows the community to respond, how can we make space for conflict and hold it well as a community; how can we help Sangha members learn to hold differences more lightly

· Deep, respectful listening is a key strength of our community

· Strong/sensitive leadership and facilitation is ideal, but can’t always hope to have such leadership, so need to find ways to support and help leaders, including using outside facilitation if facilitation is not their strength

· Using ABM to invite community members into roles (councils etc) broadens community participation and leadership

· Developing community practices (metta, peace treaty) to work with conflict/differences; 

· Shift email conversations before and after meetings to 1:1 conversations; do 1:1 meetings in advance of ABM’s to ferret out issues and minimize surprises, seek out people who have concerns/issues for 1:1 meetings with Sangha leadership

· Use gradients of agreement for polling (“straw vote”) to improve quality of decisions by deeper understanding of differences in the room and moving us into our bodies.

· We should use voting as little as possible – should we move to consensus model, or just consensus first, only voting if necessary? Can we better define what issues require timely decisions and therefore voting and which can afford the space and time to develop inclusive solutions?  More focus on process than ultimate decision.

· Delegate to councils to lighten task of ABM; encourage folks to be on councils if they want to be involved in decisionmaking; open councils up so people can bring specific proposals to councils

· Use ABM for celebrating what we’ve done (including thanking people for their service), identifying what we need to work on; more reporting than decision-making; nurturing community

· What are core values that should inform our meetings? Suggestions (from Kaner book): full participation (i.e. everyone’s input is heard); mutual understanding (i.e. deep listening, accepting legitimacy of other’s needs and goals); inclusive solutions (i.e. seeking solutions that incorporate everyone’s “truth”); shared responsibility (i.e. each person is responsible for ensuring they are satisfied with the decision, “owns the outcome”)

Detailed notes:

Introductory go-round: why did you choose to be on committee? are there particular things you hope to improve or change?

· need community structures that are consistent with our values, are likely to be different from conventional community practices, just as our personal practices are different from conventional personal practices. 

· been to one ABM, accustomed to Robert’s Rules

· joined for one meeting to share perspectives from earlier meetings, hopes practices she/Susan introduces can be revived as part of community culture

· need functional methods to address conflict so harmony in Sangha is not empty words.

· don’t think we should cover-up conflict; find ways to harmonize people with conflicting opinions

· revisit older meeting concepts, conflict is part of people coming together

Don read from STC minutes: “Ad hoc advisory committee to look into alternative procedures for the Annual Meeting that would balance the need for meeting efficiency whil better promoting harmony in the community.  This may include further changes in voting rules, perhaps using a “gradient of agreement” concept that was successful in a previous annual meeting. The committee… would report back to the Steering Committee with suggestions for improvement.” The report should occur no later than October, so suggestions can be incorporated in planning for next ABM.

Second go-round: Tell a story of an ABM or portion of one that went particularly well. Can use a different meeting or example.

· meeting some years ago where expressions of objections/concerns resulted in structure committee (and ultimately in our current structure).  Difference of opinions (desires for structure vs no structure) were clearly heard, strong leadership, sensitive leadership, people didn’t bear resentments.  

· asking for volunteers for various Sangha roles broadens Sangha leadership and makes Sangha more inclusive

· thinking together about community tools for working with conflict: Beginning Anew, Shining the Light, Peace Treaty, NVC – particularly metta (to work with anger) and peace treaty (two individuals) are things she has seen work

· discussion about Cheri’s role at last ABM – very respectful, deep listening

· discussion about Cheri’s role at last ABM – best not to use email to express distraught feelings, shift to 1:1 conversations; Do spadework prior to meetings using 1:1’s so surface concerns. 

· gradients of agreement in 2007, getting up to place dots on board brought people into their bodies; gradient moves towards harmony – if wide spread, talk it thru. High quality decisions. Dealing with fear of conflict, “hosting the conflict”, host the creativity around the proposal, holding differences as sacred

Anne then talked about the 2007 meeting: Kaner’s four values, full participation; mutual understanding; inclusive solutions, shared responsibility. Chair may be skilled leader, but may need support as meeting facilitator, need to provide support so they can be successful. Using gradients of agreement as a poll – something changes because people hear each other. Committees need to make own decisions.

Open discussion:

· move to consensus model, need skilled leader.

· revisit consensus? does 80% rule not work? it helps avoid situations where community can’t move forward because one person blocks

· Cheri’s skills were amazing, but not all can be as skillful. We must support our leaders.

· Finding a compromise, sangha in entirety is last word, should delegate to councils to lighten task of ABM, because difficulty o getting agreement

· believes majority of Sangha is OK with delegation, lots of opportunity to get
on councils if want to be involved in decision-making; people who come to ABM’s
are not representative of whole Sangha, often are people who have issues with Sangha; suggestion: people come to councils and present proposals or make comments on specific agenda items prior to the ABM

· Build a culture of steering council members doing 1:1’s with Sangha members who have concerns

· Problem to vote on every issue: consensus first, don’t vote unless necessary. If vote, secret ballot if so wish, so votes don’t have to be public.

· One ABM – if not decided now, then how decide? 

· ABM could be more reporting than decision-making, more celebration of what we’ve done, and identifying what we need to work on, more nurturing, thanking people, more focus on process than ultimate decision.

· is comfortable making case, having vote, and moving on – but finds others have more difficulty moving on

· sometimes decisions just have to be made right now, therefore 80% rule, but how often do we have to make decisions right now in Sangha?

