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Charter Review Commission 
City Hall | Training Room, Lower Level | 101 First Street SE 

June 8, 2022 | 12:00 – 1:00 p.m. 
 

MINUTES 
  
Committee Members Present: Gary Streit, Mugisha Gloire, James Klein, Dave Lodge, Jim Sherman, Amy 
Stevenson, Monica Vernon  
Committee Members Absent: Mary Kay McGrath and Monica Vallejo 
Staff Members Present: Angie Charipar and Vanessa Chavez 
Elected Officials Present: None 
 
Meeting was brought to order by Chair Gary Streit at 12:00 p.m. 
 
Chair Gary Streit explained why there wasn’t a meeting in May and noted that meetings have been 
scheduled for June 22 and July 7.  He also indicated that, based on decisions at this meeting, there may 
not need to be anymore scheduled after July 7. 
 
Chair Gary Streit noted that the corrected minutes for the March 21 meeting and minutes for the April 19 
meeting were emailed out and were also left in the packet at each commission member’s place at the 
tables.   
 
Amy Stevenson moved and Monica Vernon seconded that both minutes were approved.  Motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
Chair Gary Streit said that the Commission would need to discuss asking the City Council to approve 
extending the completion date of the Commission to July 30. 
 
Chair Gary Streit noted that comments received since the April 19 meeting were left in the packet at each 
commission member’s place at the tables for their review.   He said there was another comment that a 
gentleman brought to the meeting that was circulated and available to commission members to review.  
He asked that the comments be distributed to commission members a little earlier before the meeting so 
all have time to review prior to the day of the meeting.   
 
Chair Gary Streit briefly explained that the Commission had an extensive discussion at the last meeting 
from Workgroup 2 regarding Ranked Choice Voting but didn’t make any decisions.  He asked Monica 
Vernon if there was anything she wanted to add to that discussion.  Monica Vernon said she didn’t have 
time to go through the whole discussion but noted that Chair Gary Streit had said the Commission should 
consider whether the Ranked Choice Voting method should be dropped or if it needs to be discussed 
more.  She received a slide deck from Better Ballot Iowa that was very detailed and explained the method 
well that she sent out to commission members for review.  She suggested the commission take time at 
the next meeting to review it more thoroughly and possibly have a representative from Better Ballot Iowa 
attend the next meeting and review the process with the Commission.  She suggested that the 
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Commission could put language in the Charter that would have Council appoint a new Charter Review 
Commission to just look at the Ranked Choice Voting method because this commission may not have time 
to make an informed decision about it. 
 
Chair Gary Streit summarized three options for the Commission to consider.  The first choice would be to 
choose the Ranked Choice Voting method, which would be considered the trigger language approach.  
The second choice would be to ignore the issue altogether but that would be a disservice to the 
workgroup that researched it.  The third choice is to have the Commission learn more about it and if 
commission members agree that it has enough merit, it can be recommended that when and if the State 
allows it, the City Council should put together another commission to study it further.  He noted that it 
would better involve and educate citizens if the Commission dedicated one full meeting to learn more 
about it since it’s a complicated process. 
 
Dave Lodge said he was part of the workgroup that researched this method and was initially not in favor 
of it but after doing more research, he would support the option of allowing the City Council to appoint a 
new commission to review it further.  Mugisha Gloire and Amy Stevenson agreed with Dave.  James Klein 
said he would like to see the Commission discuss and approve the recommendations from Workgroup 3 
at this meeting and focus on any parking lot issues at another meeting.  Jim Sherman agreed that the 
three options are great and learning more about Ranked Choice Voting at another meeting would be 
helpful.  He noted that comments from the public are in favor of Ranked Choice Voting.   
 
Chair Gary Streit suggested that at the June 22 meeting the Commission could learn more about Ranked 
Choice Voting and have a public input session.  The July 7 meeting could focus on any parking lot issues.  
That would leave another three weeks in July to review the final report and get it ready to go.  He 
suggested that the Commission ask the City Council to extend their completion date to August 30, 2022 
so the final recommendations could be placed on an August City Council meeting agenda for their 
consideration. 
 
Jim Sherman reviewed the recommendations from Workgroup 3, regarding Article V, Departments, 
Offices and Agencies, and reviewed public comments received.  Workgroup 3 suggested no changes to 
any of the sections in Article I. 
 
Jim Sherman moved and Amy Stevenson seconded that Article V, Departments, Offices and Agencies 
remain unchanged.  Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Jim Sherman reviewed the recommendations from Workgroup 3, regarding Article VI, Conflicts of 
Interest; Board of Ethics.  Regarding Section 6.01, Conflicts of Interest, the following changes were 
suggested: 
 

• Under Section 6.01, update the first sentence to say “The use of public office for private gain 
(financial and/or non-financial) is prohibited.” 

• Under Section 6.01, update the second sentence to say “The city council shall implement this 
prohibition by ordinance, the terms of which shall include, but not be limited to: acting in an 
official capacity on matters in which the official has a private (financial or non-financial) interest 
could clearly separate from that of the general public;…” 
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Workgroup 3 also wanted to confirm: 
 
The Charter simply creates the Board of Ethics as stated in the Charter, and that the Board of Ethics 
creates their own protocol and processes to administer the Board of Ethics. 
 
Discussion by Commission members of Section 6.01, Conflicts of Interest, was held in regard to the role 
the Charter plays in creating the Board of Ethics, how the Board of Ethics Rules and Procedures were 
created, and who the Rules and Procedures cover and how that was decided.  City Attorney Vanessa 
Chavez provided the code section in the Municipal Code for the Board of Ethics to the Commission for 
their reference. 
 
Further discussion by Commission members was held regarding the recommendation to expand Section 
6.01, Conflicts of Interest, to include “non-financial” as well.  City Attorney Vanessa Chavez noted it is 
important to define “non-financial” so there are clear parameters.  Monica Vernon asked if Workgroup 3 
could provide specific examples of what “non-financial” would be defined as.  Chair Gary Streit noted that 
the recommendation has merit and asked how far the Commission would like to go in giving direction to 
the Board of Ethics.  Amy Stevenson asked if change is better suited to be decided by the Board of Ethics, 
rather than that detail being included in the Charter.  James Klein reported that one suggestion received 
from the public was to use “benefit” instead of “gain” in this section.  Commission members decided 
more research would need to be done to define “non-financial” and this would be moved to the parking 
lot to be addressed at a later meeting.  City Attorney Vanessa Chavez said she would research that term 
and report back to the Commission at a future meeting. 
 
Discussion by Commission members was held regarding who the Board of Ethics Rules and Procedures 
covers.  City Attorney Vanessa Chavez said she would send the Board of Ethics ordinance to the 
Commission and provide information regarding things that can be imposed on employees but can’t be 
imposed on elected officials. 
 
Jim Sherman reviewed the recommendations from Workgroup 3, regarding Article VII, Charter Review 
and Amendments.  Regarding Section 7.02, Charter Review Commission, the following changes were 
suggested: 
 

• Recommend changing to a 5-year review and shorten to a 6-month review process. 
• Recommend minimum number of members (9 or 11). 

 
Workgroup 3 also had the following question: 
 
Should membership on the Commission also be limited and include a statement such as that in the Board 
of Ethics, Section 6.02, “No member of the Commission may hold elective or appointed office under the 
city or any other government or hold any political party office.”? 
 
Discussion by Commission members was held regarding the recommendations for Section 7.02, Charter 
Review Commission.  Commission members agreed that it might be more beneficial to appoint a Charter 
Review Commission more often due to the amount of changes that can happen at the local government 
level in a ten year time frame.  Amy Stevenson noted that depending on how much changed every time a 
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new Charter Review Commission was appointed, it may get disruptive and confusing for Council 
members, staff and citizens to keep up with the most recent changes.  Chair Gary Streit and Jim Sherman 
noted that appointing a Charter Review Commission more frequently may only present one big issue for 
the commission to consider during the length of their appointment, instead of three or four which can be 
more time consuming.  They also agreed that it would be important to keep the appointment of the 
Charter Review Commission out of sync with the election cycle and thought review every six years would 
accomplish the right amount of time between reviews and would avoid election years.  There was 
unanimous consent that the new review cycle should be every six years and the length of the review 
process should remain at 12 months.  There was also unanimous consent that there should be a fixed 
minimum number of members and the fixed number should be nine members. 
 
Discussion by Commission members was held regarding whether or not members appointed to the 
Charter Review Commission can hold elected or appointed office during their terms on the commission.  
Chair Gary Streit asked what the definition of “appointed official” is and City Attorney Vanessa Chavez 
said she would research it.  Commission members agreed that membership should be limited to persons 
not currently holding elected office or not currently elected or appointed to a city board or commission or 
any other governmental or political office.   
 
Monica Vernon moved and Dave Lodge seconded that membership should be limited to persons not 
currently holding elected office or not currently elected or appointed to a city board or commission or 
any other governmental or political office.  Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 1:08 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Alissa Van Sloten, City Clerk 
City Clerk’s Office 
City of Cedar Rapids 
  
 


