I.  Introduction
Many folks are leaving meetings: 1) overwhelmed by the number of items we need to address and frustrated that discussions take too long 2) feeling not heard by others, distanced from decisions, or anonymous and under-valued.

We need to decide: what is the best use of our time together as a thirteen person community?  Many of us would say making decisions about the guests, and that quality of the discussion is more important than quantity.

To improve our meetings, we have a few ideas to offer:

1) Decrease the number of agenda items that come “undigested.” In other words, our discussions might increase in quality if one person, or a group of people, come prepared to present items. This could be accomplished by creating smaller pods within our community that act on regular items.

2) Adjust some small things within our meetings to make them more effective. 

3) Train, clarify, strengthen, the role of facilitator

II. Pod City!

When smaller in number, the community works fine with a system that brings all items to the entire group.  Now that the group is larger, we are no longer the smallest group to adequately handle some of the issues that are on the agenda (this is the principle of subsidiarity, which we promote).  We could therefore create a few smaller (decentralized!) groups that are empowered by the entire community to make routine decisions.  We are wondering about creating decentralized pods that address some of the routine items that often overtake our Thursday agenda.

Specific Ideas on the pods:

· Roughly four people on each, for ease of communication and scheduling

· Community members only participate on one pod at a time, to facilitate responsibility/empowerment (*Should everyone be on a pod?)

· Each pod might have a point person that convenes the pod, extracts items from the log, and generally keeps on top of things

· Pod meetings are open to other interested community members, so that if someone has strong feelings or special knowledge of an issue, they can attend
· The pods could discuss, research, and “present” many of our future items to the larger group (examples include evaluating bug status, how we raise money, etc). This might improve the quality of these discussions, so that we don’t start from scratch every time.

· We could have the option to switch pods every 6 months or so.

Future Steps

· Each pod could first meet to form proposals about how they will address log items: (What types of volunteers should the Volunteer Pod address, and what should they bring to the meeting? What parameters would the maintenance pod work within? Should the pod “report” to the community weekly?)

· Pod members can decide how they want to work, probably meeting weekly and going through the log to extract and act on appropriate items

· We could evaluate the pod idea in a few months

Proposed Pods

1. Volunteer Pod

2. Maintenance Pod

3. Money Pod (review monthly $ status, maybe present once a month?, discuss/digest things related to house money - fundraisers, drives, income and expenses, etc)

4. Outreach Pod (plan RT discussions, communication with housetakers, our relationship with the larger community, thank you parties, maybe also include requests we get for dishes, furniture, etc?)

Concerns about this Idea

· This model requires us to let go of the idea that all of us will handle every item as one big community.

· It would require more active involvement from each of us, rather than one big catch-all meeting.

· It would be something that needs evaluation and tweaking, as it is new to this community.

Questions to Discern About

1. What do folks think of the idea of decentralizing some areas of our decision-making?

2. Are these categories appropriate (volunteer, maintenance, outreach, money)?

3. What thoughts do folks have on the “specific ideas for pods”? (example - should everyone be on a pod?)

4. What next steps should we take?

III. Smaller Meeting Adjustments
1. If possible, we should avoid repeating each other, and avoid speaking for each other (especially couples, and close friends in community). Do folks generally agree?

2. We could “close” the log on Wednesday night, rather than Thursday afternoon.  This would help in these ways:

a. More of us (with varied schedules) could facilitate

b. The facilitator would have more time to plan the agenda, find out about agenda items, etc.

c. The facilitator could also check the log just before the meeting to insure that we aren’t missing any urgent items

d.  We could expect each other to read the log before the meeting. (Do we want to specifically make this a hopeful expectation?)

3. Should we start noting the finish times in the decision log, to help us be more accountable to the times on the agenda?

4. Should we agree on how much to say during agenda review?  Options could include:

A) “Paula has not been home when her kids got home three times this week, and we’re also wondering about using because we saw her.....”  (Fully describe the item)

B) “Paula: kids not home, wondering about using,” (Bullet-point version) 

C) “Paula has two items”  (Letting people read the board and use their knowledge of the log to fill in the blanks)

5. Concerning new community members: During the “orientation” process, we could more explicitly go through our rules with them, in order to pass on the ‘why’ behind them.  We might also want to do more explicit meeting/consensus/facilitation training information with them.

6. We could continue to define the Mini-Mtg:  should it be only future items? mostly longer items? always include community dynamics?

7. Could we agree to what consent looks like from members of the group?  When the facilitator asks the group ‘Are we ok with this?’ is it a head nod from everyone, or do we agree that silence is consent? 

IV.  Ideas on the Role of Facilitating 
1. Should we have a specific facilitator training?  Are 2-4 folks willing to meet with Ben to design the training?  Should we have it during tradition, or at another time?  Should we brainstorm problems we seem to have, or topics we’d like to see covered?  (one idea - discussing the process of discussion, proposal, decision, and what to do when multiple proposals are offered)

2.  The facilitator should have a complete understanding (as much as is possible, of course,) of items on the agenda. Ergo:

· We should write log notes that: 1) clearly, and as thoroughly as possible, explain the issue (except in rare cases when it’s very personal guest info - then it could be a note on the bulletin board addressed to ‘community’,) 2) have a I, II or III to determine urgency, and 3) a suggested time length for the item

· Communication between the facilitator and the person noting the issue is important.

3.  It is the facilitator’s role to keep the agenda on track. The community consents to the agenda presented (after changes are made), then empowers the facilitator make it happen.  This means:

a. If one item takes up more than the allotted time, we decide together what other item to remove (as opposed to rushing through the rest).

b. Setting aside realistic time for each item (again, communication between item-placer and facilitator is very important).

c. Should we start breaking the guest section into smaller sections, in order to give each guest appropriate time?

d. Should we avoiding grouping too many small items together (for example, have a guideline that we only group items that will together take 10 minutes)?

e. How do we decide when a discussion should be more “decision driven” or more of a time for processing?

4.  It could be standard that we do not facilitate when discussing: 1) our own contact person, 2) a guest that we are particularly close to, or 3) a subject on which we have strong feelings.  This could be easily done in the moment - “This is my item (contact person, etc), can someone else facilitate this one?”

5.  The facilitator might need to take on a stronger guiding, and less participatory role.  This would mean only offering an opinion when really necessary, and then explicitly saying that you are stepping outside the role of facilitating when adding your two cents. This might make our process more clear, and also help clarify the facilitator role.

IV. Discussion Items from Sharing about Meeting
1. Review how the consensus process works

a. Review decision making process, including what to do with too many proposals

b. Types of consensus, ways to express reservations, what defines consensus (that you’re willing to try it, that you completely agree with it, that you’re willing to enact it?)

c. What to do when we don’t have time to make a decision

d. Speaking as sharing different aspects of truth (rather than just sharing opinion or voting)
e. What to do with strong feelings

f. Review the process is for outside-of-meeting decisions

2. Prioritizing having discussions about longer, more philosophical issues? How?

3.  Could we write a little prayer for the beginning of the meeting silence, to help us get into a good space?

4. Do we need to do more to trust each other, gain a common ground on our ideas on hospitality?

5. How can we ensure that people feel heard, and that their voices count?

