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Inclusion Diversity Equity and Access Working Group 

 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

Thursday September 23rd , 2021 – 6:00pm 
 

 

 

Call to Order – 6pm 

 

Roll Call 

- Members Present: A. Besaw, J. Sweeney, A. Shade, A. Canary, B. Lamb 

- Members Absent: L. Blackmer, K. Hartman, M. Obasohan, R. Hailey 

 

Statement for virtual meetings 

 B. Lamb read the statement on virtual meetings into the record 

 

Approval of Minutes 

 Minutes of August 2021 Meeting 

o Motion to Approve: A. Shade 

o Second: A. Besaw 

o Yes: 4 No: 0 Abstention: 1 

 

Communications 

 No Communications 

 

Primary Business 

 Follow up on communication to Council regarding working group duties 

o B. Lamb provided an update on the presentation of the working groups 

correspondence to the Council which A. Canary assisted with and which was 

shared and read into the record at the most recent City Council Meeting. He noted 

he added additional commentary of his own during the meeting to emphasize the 

need to stop minimizing the work of the Working Group. 

o No additional comment from working group members 

o No additional comment from attendees 

 Follow up on inquiry regarding removal of gender pronouns from City Charter 

o B. Lamb noted A. Shade raised the topic at the previous meeting, at that time B. 

Lamb was tasked with inquiring if gender pronouns could be removed from the 



charter without going through the full charter review process. He had reached out 

to the state however it was not within their purview to address it. He inquired with 

the Mayor who felt it was important and reached out to the City Solicitor 

independently to seek opinion as the Administration. He communicated to B. 

Lamb a summary of the response from the solicitor which indicated that there are 

legislative ways of changing pronouns in the City Ordinance in an expedited 

fashion but that a full charter review process would be needed to change anything 

in that particular document.  

o B. Lamb noted for the record the R. Hailey arrived. 

o B. Lamb added that the fact that a charter review would be necessary may be a 

driving factor to pursue a full charter review since this is a very tangible thing at 

this time. 

o A. Besaw asked what a charter review would be and who does it. 

o B. Lamb gave a brief overview of what a charter review process and charter 

review body would be based on his knowledge. It requires a ballot initiative 

through petition which would get a process started but also the need to elect a 

charter review committee. He noted that this process normally takes 2 full 

election cycles to get started because of the required steps. The review would be a 

full review of the charter not just picking of specific pieces, which would likely 

take some time. The reviewed charter would then need to be adopted by another 

public vote. There may be an alternative manner of moving in an expedited 

fashion through home-rule orders via legislation, but that is yet to be fully 

determined. 

o A. Shade asked that wouldn’t the charter be considered discriminatory and require 

change. 

o B. Lamb noted his understanding was driven by legal counsel opinion that we 

need to go through the process as a city and can’t just change it. He also noted 

that the charter generally needs a full review, so fighting for one piece to be 

changed now while disregarding all of the other elements that need review could 

be a mistake worth avoiding as well. If it is considered discriminatory however, 

that makes an even stronger case for it being pursued.  

o A. Canary asked to make sure that the process isn’t stopping and emphasized the 

need for community involvement.  

o B. Lamb assured the group that this was not coming off the agenda and is 

certainly an issue to be pursued. 

o A. Canary added that we should let the caller know how to raise their hands. 

o B. Lamb noted that any folks calling in should dial *9 to raise their hands to 

participate in the conversation. 

o No further comment from working group members 

o No comment from attendees 

 Discussion about Year 1 training in preparation for Year 2 in 2022 

o B. Lamb noted the need to discuss how training went for 2021 so that the group 

can plan for 2022. He opened up discussion for the first of the three sessions to 

begin with. The session was facilitated by M. Obasohan and K. Nichols from 

MCLA. 



o R. Hailey who ran tech for the first session noted she found it straight forward and 

direct, provided common terminology and language for folks. 

o J. Sweeney agreed and felt it ran smoothly from the consumer perspective. Felt 

organized and provided quality content. 

o B. Lamb agreed that the facilitators did a great job and he appreciated having R. 

Hailey run technology so that he could fully participate. He wishes there could 

have been more dialogue or perhaps an expansion on session one through more 

time being made available. 

o A. Besaw asked if we had received any official reviews from other Councilors. 

o B. Lamb noted that conversationally yes, but that there were initially concerns 

from some that the first session didn’t feel directly applicable to their work. He 

noted there were certainly notable concerns about what the training should or 

should not be. After session 2, many of those concerns seemed to be relieved as it 

made more sense. 

o A. Canary noted that we hadn’t sent out the initial survey afterwards and that it 

felt too far past to do that at this point, but it should be in future years. 

o B. Lamb added that there should be feedback after each session. He noted that 

session 3’s work was never fully completed, which ultimately diluted the value of 

doing a final assessment like we had originally planned.  

o R. Hailey noted that she sees benefits to including an assessment into the actual 

time of the session which helps to avoid chasing people for a survey after the fact.  

o A. Besaw noted that in other conversations she has been in the idea of “common 

language” is sometimes over-used and that a more competent approach would be 

to learn what each other’s languages are since people may define things 

differently.  

o No comments from any attendees on session 1 

o B. Lamb moved on to discussing session 2 which was community members 

sharing their stories almost exclusively for the entire session, which was by 

design.  

o A. Shade felt it gave a good perspective to hear community member experiences 

and how everyone has a different experience and perspective. She felt good about 

being able to share her experiences as a member of the panel, and also found it 

eye opening hearing from fellow panelists.  

o B. Lamb echoed A. Shade and noted it’s rare to be able to just listen to people 

share for an extended period and felt it is an exercise we don’t do enough as a 

society. It was refreshing to listen with an open mind. He noted that even if we 

try, we could never have a truly comprehensive representation of every group in 

our community, but he felt that hearing stories from various moments in time and 

across the groups represented was very valuable. He felt it was the most valuable 

of the 3 sessions.  

o A. Shade noted that knowing how decisions impact different communities of 

people was powerful and gives the opportunity to think about how you make 

decisions on the council.  

o B. Lamb noted that that was some of the anecdotal value raised by councilors he 

heard. They felt the stories hit home and made the concepts real and impactful.  



o A. Besaw asked if 60 minutes of listening and 30 minutes of Q&A was enough or 

the appropriate structure time-wise.  

o J. Sweeney didn’t feel like she wasn’t given enough time but wonders what more 

time could have provided. She felt it was the most valuable part of the training.  

o A. Canary remembered feedback that all the panelists were noting hearing the 

stories was good but that they shouldn’t be responsible for educating the council. 

There is other work the councilors need to do on their own, even if the panel is a 

good contributor. She is torn on if there should be a back and forth during the 

session or not.  

o A. Shade noted that there weren’t a lot of questions afterwards but that that was a 

good thing. As a listener you need to to let it sink in rather than jumping to 

questions or assumptions. Perhaps another time to ask questions would be 

appropriate. She noted that there was compensation for the panelists, but that it is 

also important to have forums for sharing of experiences.  

o J. Sweeney agreed and felt that perhaps councilors together reflecting afterwards 

could have been done and could have a positive impact. It could have benefited 

communication between councilors in a more long-term way and put the stories 

into the context of the work.  

o B. Lamb agreed that the idea of reflective discussion amongst the councilors 

would be great. 

o A. Besaw clarified that she agreed and that’s what she was driving at in terms of 

giving the councilors that space to process together. 

o R. Hailey echoed everyones sentiments. Having facilitated the session it felt good, 

but that something that could be added is a follow-up session soon after where 

processing can occur and internal councilor discussion can happen.  

o B. Lamb agreed with that specific sentiment. He would have preferred a third 

session that did that type of facilitated processing to what the third session was, 

and feels that it could be done internal to the members of the working group 

rather than requiring a third party facilitator. He also felt there could have been 

more writing between sessions beyond the readings. He enjoyed that councilors 

weren’t to respond to the stories, it was not supposed to be political or solution 

based dialogue, it was supposed to be a listening exercise. He appreciated the 

intimacy of the training and thinks that while he agrees that we need more space 

for sharing of stories, like the Human Library, the training needed to be intimate 

and not open to the public to make it feel safe to share deeply.  

o B. Lamb noted L. Blackmer’s arrival to the meeting. 

o A. Shade agreed that the reflection needs to be a separate thing to keep the 

dialogue from degrading the listening and hearing.  

o A. Besaw added that the coalition forums are most impactful when stories are 

shared. It can change the work and does.  

o No attendee comments on session 2 

o B. Lamb opened up to discuss session 3. 

o L. Blackmer asked if there was supposed to be another step following the third 

session? 

o B. Lamb noted that yes, it was supposed to happen but there has not been a 

fulfillment of that final piece. 



o J. Sweeney didn’t find the third session to be the most valuable, and she felt 

disappointed that there wasn’t the follow up that we had expected which was 

centered around action. That part would have added meaning but didn’t happen. 

o B. Lamb added that that impacted the non-pursuit of the not in my county pledge 

since it didn’t feel like the work was done, plus there as been so much change in 

the council since concluding the training that it didn’t feel like a quality use of 

time. He agreed with J. Sweeney and L. Blackmer that there were some missed 

opportunities and that it wasn’t the training that stuck most with him. From his 

perspective, if one session had to go to be replaced with expansion of the others, it 

would have been this session to remove. He felt that the specific goal of 

translating this work into municipal function is unique, and perhaps it is 

something that we don’t have local support to do specifically, and that it might be 

best to focus on what can be done well via the working group. He liked having 

three sessions, and thinks that number of trainings is reasonable and significant.  

o A. Shade noted that the facilitators weren’t there for the first two sessions and 

didn’t have a chance to meet and discuss the first two before facilitating. She 

believes that the working group could facilitate the series of three on their own 

however, maybe with a little guidance. 

o B. Lamb noted the continuity of facilitation is powerful, but did note that he had a 

call with the team from the third session facilitators before the third training and 

included sending along materials from the prior sessions and the goals the 

working group had set. He noted that the working group has a ton of capacity and 

skill for providing these trainings and that shouldn’t be underappreciated when 

thinking about the future.  

o There was consensus to seek an alternative model for the third session.  

o L. Blackmer asked how the returning verses new councilors make up will impact 

future trainings. 

o B. Lamb emphasized that the council rules make it an expectation that every 

member of the council, new and returning, would participate in the training each 

cycle.  

o L. Blackmer wants to make sure that the training evolves to keep people engaged 

year after year. 

o B. Lamb noted that the training will naturally evolve each year and that a huge 

focus is making it so the council can communicate across all members which in 

itself is a training outcome and of immense value in participating annually. 

o A. Shade asked if maybe mixing it up order wise might help in keeping it from 

being stagnant 

o No additional comment 

 Training guide status update 

o A. Canary asked where the definitions guide we created should live. 

o B. Lamb said he thought it was to live on the IDEA page on the city website to 

make it linkable across the city pages. 

o A. Canary will follow up with the city to have it put up. She asked about videos 

from meetings and where those live. 



o B. Lamb said they could be linked to our webpage and clarified that all meetings 

are to be shared and posted with NBCTC. He also noted that all minutes from 

meetings must be posted in draft form at least within 2 weeks of a meeting. 

o B. Lamb summarized that as soon as materials are ready it can go to the Mayor 

for future use. 

o No attendee comments 

 Updates from members about various ongoing efforts as self-identified in the 

included document 

o Codifying the Working Group 

 It will be before General Government in October 

o Municipal Bias Incident Reporting  

 No updates currently 

o Indigenous Peoples Awareness 

 No updates currently 

o Training Guide 

 Feeling complete 

o Future policy work of working group 

 No updates currently 

o Participatory budget process 

 A. Canary noted that an issue in other communities that do this work is 

that it keeps landing in a path of requisite completion verses the process of 

engagement. Amherst is currently going through a 2 year process. The 

“why” gets lost commonly. 

o City Spirit 

 No updates currently 

o Working with Committees and Committees 

 No updates currently 

 

Other Returning Business 

 Advisory building, outreach and newsletter 

o B. Lamb noted anyone interested in getting newsletters can find the link to sign 

up on the city website. 

o J. Sweeney apologies for not producing a newsletter recently.  

o A. Canary asked how people can get the reminder of our meetings. If there is a 

way to forward to our mailing list that would be helpful. 

o J. Sweeney noted that she usually says the dates of the meetings when they have 

gone out.  

o A. Canary offered to send a meeting message to folks 

o B. Lamb said he could just BCC those on the mailing list whenever we post a 

meeting to prevent additional steps, and in the newsletters it could just say what 

day of the month the meetings happen. 

o A. Canary noted Houa is still getting the links but as a panelist. 

o B. Lamb said he updated the zoom links so she is no longer a panelist and can just 

attend as an attendee. 

 Discussion of available trainings and opportunities to share and recommend 

o A. Canary shared that there is a disabilities film festival coming up.  



o R. Hailey shared that enrollment is open for the DEI outdoors certification with 

Greenfield Community College as workforce development through a 6 week 

program. 

o J. Sweeney shared Common Capital is a great resource for BIPOC women and 

LGBT community members in businesses 

o B. Lamb added that Franklin County CDC is connected with Common Capital as 

well and is locally available in person weekly. 

 

New Business 

 B. Lamb noted that with security improvements in zoom, all future meetings will be 

straight “click to access” or “dial in to access” verses registering for the calls. 

 B. Lamb noted he plans to add the conversation of leadership of the working group to the 

next agenda as was discussed previously and decided to revisit after a full year of the 

working group operating. 

 B. Lamb noted that on the next agenda we will discuss how the working group is not at 

full capacity and how to recruit new individuals interested in doing this work. 

 J. Sweeney asked to add the not in my county pledge to the next agenda  

 

Adjournment 

 Motion – A. Shade 

 Second – R. Hailey 

 Unanimous approval 

 Meeting adjourned – 7:28pm 
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