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Meeting Framework 
Version 4.1 

 
Adopted March 12, 2024 

 
The Commission adopted amendments to the Meeting Framework Version 4 to facilitate final 
conversations about conclusions and recommendations on the General Pan efficiently.  
 
Ground Rules –These ground rules will be posted in the room, and members or staff can refer to them 
as necessary. The draft ground rules include:  

1) Come prepared to take action.  
2) Review the material and prepare cogent positions on any changes you feel are necessary ahead 

of the meeting.  
3) Be prepared to state your position concretely and succinctly. 
4) Be willing to accept the majority position and move on.  
5) Share the air; we want equitable contributions among Commissioners. 

 
Purpose – Our purpose is to develop a recommendation to the Council supported by the majority, if not 
consensus, on changes to the drafts of the General Plan Elements, including the Gateway Area Plan 
dated December 12, 2023.  
 
Objective – Our objectives are:  

1) Address Commission and public comment on the drafts;  
2) to provide concise changes in policy referring explicitly to the draft provided by staff;  
3) to work to build consensus efficiently; and 
4) if consensus cannot be reached to advance to a vote, to work towards a recommendation that 

the majority can support. 
 
Outcome – The outcome of this work will be revised drafts of each Element that will receive a 
consensus, or lacking consensus a majority, recommendation.  
 
Meeting Method  

1) Materials will be posted in the meeting agendas and tracked using a running tally in a 
spreadsheet.  

2) Items that are likely to have majority support will be placed on a list for en mass adoption. 
Commissioners will consider whether to pull policies off the consent list before adopting the list. 
Any items removed from the en mass list will be taken up before the remaining items.  

3) To remove an item from the en mass list, a majority of Commissioners must vote to do so. This 
may be done through a mix of polling techniques (negative voting, straw polls, Gradients of 
Agreement, etc.)  

4) Each item is taken in turn for polling. A simple majority in each vote sways the decision.  
5) Policies that have no counter proposal are generally voted on in the following way: 

a. Proposal is shown on the screen.  
b. Proposer is allotted 45 seconds to succinctly provide an argument for the change.  
c. Commissioners may ask staff for a recommendation. 
d. Staff or Chair conducts a negative vote: Is anyone opposed to this change? 
e. If no, the change is made, if yes, go to e. 
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f. Allow debate rules deliberations: any commissioner provides their counter proposal or 
argument, the proponent provides an up to 2-minute response, the counter proposal is 
allowed a 1-minute rebuttal.  

g. Consider whether there are other points of view that need to be considered. If no, move 
to g, if yes, move to e with alternative point of view. 

h. Show of hands vote for each of the various proposals on the table. Simple majority 
resolves the matter.  

6) Staff will track the votes and changes in real time on the screen.  
7) Staff will provide a table or other visual to track progress.  

 
Polling Options – There are several polling techniques that the Commission can use to efficiently resolve 
policy changes and/or disagreements. Staff will help facilitate when each is best used, but the 
Commission should consider the options to ensure they concur with the process. Among the polling 
options, staff recommends at a minimum, the Commission use simple straw polling, negative polling, 
and gradients of agreement.  
 
Straw polling is familiar to the Commission. This is a show of hands for or against when the question is 
called. Straw polling can be used in combination with negative polling to quickly resolve matters in an 
equitable and efficient way. Negative polling is essentially asking whether there are any in opposition to 
a proposal.  
 
Negative polling and straw polling result in binary (for or against) decisions. Often, decision makers feel 
that they land along a continuum. That is, they do not feel completely for or against, or they have mild 
objections but would not necessarily vote for or against.  
 
Gradients of agreement is a polling technique that allows non-binary consensus building. The range of 
polling responses in a gradients of agreement are: 1) I fully support this and will vote for it; 2) I have 
some reservations, but I will vote for it; 3) I am neither for nor against it, and will go with the consensus; 
4) I have concerns about passing it, but will not block it; and 5) I have serious concerns and will vote 
against it. Polls are conducted by each participant holding up their hand with the number of fingers 
showing that corresponds to their position along the gradient.  
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Policy Pitch Tool 
 
 

The following structure could be used to succinctly pitch your ideas for policy change.  
Pitch format 
I propose changing Policy [cite policy number] to reflect/incorporate [state the major concept]. 

This is important because X, Y, and Z.  
As currently drafted, the policy doesn’t address A, B, and C.    

If we make this change, positive outcomes will include Q, R, and S.  
 

In practice, this might look like: 
Commissioner A: 
“I propose changing the Objective under Policy LU-2 to read: “compatible with established and planned 
neighborhood design elements.” The full language is shown on the screen.  
As currently drafted, the policy does not appear to allow changes to neighborhoods we would like to 
see, it focuses on “character”, which has historically racial undertones we do not wish to perpetuate, 
and the policy establishes a vague, subjective standard that cannot truly be communicated – each 
person probably has their own view of what the neighborhood character is.  
The proposed change focuses on existing and future desired design elements, which we can convey 
explicitly through zoning and design regulations. The proposed language will strengthen compatibility 
between the form-based codes we develop for the Gateway, and other Infill Opportunity Zones, and the 
General Plan.”  

 
Objective.  Allow for a mix of housing types and densities to ensure residents at all ages 
and abilities have safe, healthy, and affordable homes that meet their physical, social, 
and economic needs through housing production, preservation, and conversion that is 
compatible with established and planned neighborhood character design elements. 

Chair:  
“Are there any opposed to this change? Seeing none, consider it amended.”  
or  
“Are there any opposed to this change? Commissioner B, please provide your counter proposal” [and 
the cycle repeats.] 
 


