
CED IDS 
City of Five SeasonS' 

Charter Review Commission 

City Hall I Training Room, Lower Level I 101 First Street SE 

June 22, 2022 I 11:30-1:00 p.m. 

The Charter Review Commission will hold an in-person meeting on Wednesday, June 22, 2022 at 11:30 

a.m. in the City Hall Training Room.

Purpose of the Charter Review Commission: 

The Charter Review Commission shall review the existing charter and may, within twelve months, 

recommend any charter amendments that it deems appropriate to the council. 

AGENDA 

1. Call to Order

2. Welcome and report on meeting scheduling

3. Approval of June 8, 2022 meeting minutes

4. Review of written public comments and input received since June 8, 2022 meeting

5. Presentation from Better Ballot Iowa; followed by discussion and vote on next steps with

regard to ranked choice voting. Please refer to the attached options.

6. Additional comments from commission members on recommendations from Workgroup 3

on Articles 5, 6, and 7. To be reviewed in greater detail and voted on at July 7 meeting

7. Outline of plans for next meetings and request to Council to extend term to August 31

8. Adjourn

Next meetings: July 7, July 21, and August 4, 2022 

Anyone who requires translation services, an auxiliary aid, or other service for effective communication or a 

modification of policies or procedures to participate in a City program, service, or activity, should contact the City 

Manager's Office at (319) 286-5080 or citymanager@cedar-rapids.org, as soon as possible, but no later than 48 hours 

before the event. 



MINUTES 

Charter Review Commission 

City Hall I Training Room, Lower Level I 101 First Street SE 
June 8, 2022 I 12:00 -1:00 p.m. 

Committee Members Present: Gary Streit, Mugisha Gloire, James Klein, pave Lodge, Jim Sherman, Amy 
Stevenson, Monica Vernon . .. 
Committee Members Absent: Mary Kay McGrath and MonicaVaUejo 
Staff Members Present: Angie Chari par and Vanessa Chavez 
Elected Officials Present: None 

Meeting was brought to order by Chair Gary Streitatl2:00 p.m. 

Chair Gary Streit explained why there wasn't a meeting ill May and noted that meetings have been 
scheduled for June 22 and July 7. He also iridicated that, based ondecisions 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 rneeting and minutes for the April 19 
meeting were emailed out a.nd were also left int.he packet at each cornmission member's place at the 
tables. 

Amy Stevenson moved and Monica \/ehion secondeclthat both minutes were approved. Motion passed 
unanimously. 

Chair Gary5treit said thatJhe Commission wouldneedto discuss asking the City Council to approve 
extendingthe completion dat� 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 thet;ibles for their review. He said there was another comment that a 
gentleman broughtt9the meetingthat 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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City of Five Seasons• 

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 commissiqllto �tudy it further. He noted that it 
would better involve and educate citizens if the Commission dediccited 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 aQd was initially not in favor 
of it but after doing more research, he would support the option of allowingthe.pty Council to appoint a 
new commission to review it further. Mugisha Gloire ,md Amy Stevenson agreedwlth 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 12meeting the C:ommissioncould learn more about Ranked 
Choice Voting and have a ptJblic input session. The July 7.meeting could focus on any parking lot issues. 
That would leave another three we.eks in July to revtewtheJinal report and get it ready to go. He 
suggested that the Commis.sion ask the City Council to extend their completion date to August 30, 2022 
so the final recommendations could be placed on anAugust City Council meeting agenda for their 
consideration. 

Jim Sherman reviewed the recommeodations from Workgroup 3, regarding Article V, Departments, 
Offices and Agencies, and reviewed public comments received. Workgroup 3 suggested no changes to 
any of the sectiqns in Article I. 

Jim Sherman moved and Amy Stevef)�on seconded that Article V, Departments, Offices and Agencies 
remain unchanged. Motion passed ullanimously. 

Jim Sherman reviewed therecomm.ehdations 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 rec()mmendation to expand Section 
6.01, Conflicts of Interest, to include "non-financial" as we.II. Clty Attorney Vanessa Chavez noted it is 
important to define "non-financial" so there are clear par;:irneters. Monica \temon asked if Workgroup 3 
could provide specific examples of what "non-financial''. would be defined as. C.h.air Gary Streit noted that 
the recommendation has merit and asked how far the.Commission would like to gb.>in giving direction to 
the Board of Ethics. Amy Stevenson asked if change is .better suited to be decided b}the Board of Ethics, 
rather than that detail being included in the Charter. James l<leinreported 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 Chave.z. sa. id she would research that term 

. ' 
. 

' 

and report back to the Commission at a future meeting, 

Discussion by Commissionmembers was held regardir,gwh� theBo�rd of Ethics Rules and Procedures 
covers. City Attorney Vanessa Chavez .sa.id 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 th�recommendations frornWori<group 3, regarding Article VII, Charter Review 
and Amendments. Regarding'Section 7,02., Charter Review Commission, the following changes were 
suggested: 

• Recommend changing to a S�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 ohime 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 conser:it 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 offic:e during th�ir terms on the commission. 
Chair Gary Streit asked what the definition of "appoir:ited official" is and City.Attorney Vanessa Chavez 
said she would research it. Commission members agreed that membership shbuld be limited to persons 
not currently holding elected office or not currently elected or appointed to a city baa rd 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. MC>tion passed unanimously. 

Meeting adjourned at 1:08 p.m; 

Respectfully submitted, 

Alissa Van Slaten, City Clerk 
City Clerk's Office 
City of Cedar Rapids 
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Charter Review Commission Potential Actions on Ranked Choice Voting 

1. The Charter Review Commission could vote to amend the City Charter to require the
City Council to adopt rank choice voting for all City elections scheduled to take place as
a specified date after the Iowa Legislature passes legislation to allow cities in Iowa to
utilize that form of voting in city elections.

2. The Charter Review Commission could vote to make no mention of rank choice voting in
its recommendations to the City Council

3. The Charter Review Commission could vote to recommend or direct that the Mayor
appoint a special Charter Review Commission be formed for the sole purpose of
reviewing all potential forms of rank choice voting that could be implemented and make
appropriate recommendations to the Council for its review and adoption or rejection.



To: Warfield, Matt <Matt.Warfield@linncountyiowa.gov> 

Subject: RE: Charter Review Commission Meeting Agenda- June 8 

Hi Matt, 

Nice seeing you today. I will make sure your comment gets shared with the commission. 

Vanessa 

Vanessa R. Chavez 

City Attorney 

City of Cedar Rapids 

Office: 319-286-5025 

www.cedar-rapids.org 

The information transmitted by this email is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed. If you are 

not the intended recipient of this message, be aware that any use, review, retransmission, distribution, reproduction or 

any action taken in reliance upon this message is strictly prohibited. 

From: Warfield, Matt <Matt.Warfield@linncountyiowa.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, June 8, 2022 12:58 PM 

To: Chavez, Vanessa R.<V.Chavez@cedar-rapids.org> 

Subject: Re: Charter Review Commission Meeting Agenda- June 8 

How about "council must vote every two years to hold a charter review with no more than x years between "? 

On Jun 8, 2022, at 10:12 AM, Chavez, Vanessa R. <V.Chavez@cedar-rapids.org> wrote: 

Hi Matt, 

Just realized I never provided this to you. The meeting got set pretty late this time around, so I 

apologize for the short notice. Hopefully you already knew about the meeting. 

Vanessa 

Vanessa R. Chavez 

City Attorney 

City of Cedar Rapids 

Office: 319-286-5025 

www.cedar-rapids.org 

The information transmitted by this email is intended only for the person or entity to which it is 

addressed. If you are not the intended recipient of this message, be aware that any use, review, 

retransmission, distribution, reproduction or any action taken in reliance upon this message is strictly 

prohibited. 
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Drew, Andrea M. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Jim sherman <jim.r.sherman@gmail.com> 

Thursday, June 9, 2022 8:43 AM 

Charipar, Angie M.; gjs@shuttleworthlaw.com; Chavez, Vanessa R. 

Fwd: Employee manual 

ACFrOgDHpTTVW73w66TuPShT8s24GWBMFwVZ

muHzp4TEIIIJLVMSbPek33sWlxqYrbKJ2kVz3TwAuYQNJn0YCtGLQOJWFCcEWjF _O2XtMT 
-7OEHZXK20AuxnYc3kFAA-0AGgslaB 1 DOhF-Ndnlj.pdf

---------- Forwarded message --------

From: Bob Teig <bobteig@gmail.com> 

Date: Wed, Jun 8, 2022 at 11:16 PM 

Subject: Employee manual 

To: Jim sherman <Jim.R.Sherman@gmail.com> 

Hi,Jim 

Here's a start. Attached is a document regarding the City Personal Policy Manual. 

I hadn't heard of limitations on rules that can be imposed on elected officials until Vanessa brought it up. I asked her 

after the meeting where that law was, and she didn't know off the top of her head. When I asked if she could direct me 

to that law, she said she would "consider it." 

I don't want to miss anything, so if you can find out what she was talking about, that would help. 

Let me know if there's anything specific you want me to look for. 

More to come. 

Thanks. 

Take care. 

~sob 

Complaining about a problem without posing a solution is called whining. -- Theodore Roosevelt 
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CEDAR RAPIDS CITY CHARTER REVIEW 

WORKGROUP 1: Preamble, Article I-Powers of the City and Article II - City Council 

Gary Streit, Amy Stevenson, Mary Kay McGrath 

Preamble - Written comments were received from a citizen suggesting the Preamble include 

language regarding City accountability to the public and those they represent, including the 

right to have their questions answered on the record at a City Council meeting. Our group 

feels accountability can be addressed in section 2.01 - General Powers and Duties of City 

Council (see below). In regard to the public comment re citizen participation at a Council 

meeting we feel this is a Council policy issue and suggest Council review their Council 

Procedural Rules regarding citizen participation and decide as a group if the Council Procedural 

Rules should be amended. 

ASK IF ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that the Preamble remain unchanged. VOTE 

Article I - Powers of the City. 

Our group suggests no changes to any of the sections in Article I. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that all sections in Article 1 remain unchanged. VOTE 

We request that Article 2 be reviewed by section rather than as a whole. 

Section 2.01 - General Powers and Duties: As discussed earlier, to address the public comment 

received re City accountability to the public, we suggest Section 2.01 be amended to include 

the following: 

In the exercise of its powers, the Council recognizes and adopts the following principles: 

(a) The Council is ultimately responsible to the citizens of the City and will strive to assure that the Council

and all City officials and employees of the City are accessible and responsive to the citizens of the City in

a timely and respectful manner, within the limits of the laws of the State of Iowa.
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(b) The Council and all City officials and employees of the City and the citizens of the City will treat one

another with fairness, courtesy, respect, and civility in their interactions with one another.

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.01 be amended to include the language included above. 

VOTE 

Section 2.02 - Composition: A written comment was received suggesting there be no At Large 

Council Members stating they don't really answer to anyone and suggested that each Council 

member should be elected for a particular geographical area of the city. We feel the current 

composition of the Council serves the public well. There was only one public comment received 

suggesting this change and our group therefore suggests no changes to this section. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.02 remain unchanged. VOTE 

Section 2.03 - Division into Council Districts - the footnote referencing district maps is no 

longer necessary. In 2011 redistricting maps weren't approved yet when Charter Commission 

submitted their final report to Council (thus the need for a footnote). This is not the case this 

year since district & precinct maps were approved in December 2021. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that the footnote referencing district maps be stricken from Section 2.03. VOTE 

Section 2.04 (a) - Eligibility: Our group suggests no changes to this section. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.04 (a) remain unchanged. VOTE 

2 



Section 2.04 (b) - Terms: The majority of this language is no longer necessary now that terms 

have been staggered accordingly (in past elections). Suggest this section be amended to 

update this language and only state that all Council members shall be elected to four-year 

terms. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.04(b) be amended to delete outdated language and restate that all 

Council members shall be elected to four-year terms. VOTE 

Section 2.05- Compensation: We question whether the first few sentences are necessary 

since Council compensation is adjusted annually by same percentage as the change in the 

Consumer Price Index every year and an ordinance is not adopted annually. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.05 be reviewed and amended by the City Attorney if necessary. VOTE 

Section 2.06 - Mayor 

Section 2.06 (a) - Power and Duties: 

A public comment was also received suggesting language be expanded upon in the Charter 

regarding boards, commissions and committees (except Council Committees). Additional 

language was proposed by this citizen regarding the establishment of boards, commissions and 

committees; appointment, vacancies and removal of members; and rules of boards, 

commissions and commitees. Our group feels it is not necessary for the Charter to include this 

amount of detail. Each board and commission has different regulations (either approved by 

State or Municipal Code) and their own bylaws so enacting blanket regulations for all in the 

Charter would not be beneficial. Also, Mayor/Council determine the process for 

appointments/reappointments which best fits the needs of the Council holding office at the 

time. Our group would recommend, however, that a statement be added that addresses a 

general philosophy on the appointment of members of boards and commissions. Our group 

would like some advice from City staff on the extent to which information on boards and 

commissions is easily accessible by the public on the City web-site so that citizens have an easy 

and convenient way to get any information they want on boards and commissions, e.g. 

membership, terms, purpose, operating rules, etc. 

In regard to Section 2.06(a) we suggest the following changes: 
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1) In regard to the annual state-of-the-city message given by the Mayor of each year.

Current language states the message must be given by February 28 of each year. More

time should be allowed to present this important message. It can be especially difficult

for newly elected Mayor's to draft and present the state-of-the-city message after being

in office for just a short time. We suggest the Charter language be amended to allow up

to six months for the Mayor to present an annual state-of-the-city message.

2) We would suggest that this section also be clarified to state if the Mayor is serving as an

ex-officio on a Council Committee they have the power to vote. It has been the

presumption that the ex officio is voting unless stated otherwise - but it would be best

to clarify in the Charter that the Mayor can vote when serving as ex-officio on a Council

Committee.

3) The following language or its equivalent be added at the end of Section 2.06(a): In the

appointment of members of citizen advisory boards and commissions, the mayor shall appoint

as members only persons who are residents of the City and eligible electors and shall strive to

achieve broad representation of the citizens of the City and avoid the appointment of

individuals who currently serve or who have recently served as an elected official or member of

another citizens advisory board or commission.

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.06(a) be amended to state that the state-of-the-city message shall be 

given by the Mayor by July 1 (?) of each year and that this section be updated to state that the 

Mayor can serve as an ex-officio voting member on any Council Committee and that additional 

language be added to address the composition of boards and commissions. VOTE 

Section 2.06(b) - Election: Our group suggests no changes to this section. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.06(b) remain unchanged. VOTE 

Section 2.06(c) - Mayor Pro Tern: Our group suggests no changes to this section. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 
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I move that Section 2.06(c) remain unchanged. VOTE 

Section 2.06(d) - long Term Planning Commission: Our group suggests no changes to this 

section. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.06(d) remain unchanged. VOTE 

Section 2.07 -Appointments: Our group suggests no changes to this section. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.07 remain unchanged. VOTE 

Sections 2.08 through 2.ll(a) and (b): Our group suggests no changes to any of these sections. 

ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.08- Rules and Records remain unchanged. VOTE 

I move that Section 2.09 -Vacancies remain unchanged. VOTE 

I move that Section 2.10- Council Action remain unchanged. VOTE 

I move that Section 2.ll(a) and (b) - Prohibitions remain unchanged. VOTE 

Section 2.12- Removal from Office: A public comment was received suggesting the Charter 

include recall rights or ways to remove an elected city official from office. This section of the 

Charter currently addresses this and states Council members, including the Mayor, may be 

removed from office as provided by Iowa law. The City Attorney advises that Iowa law 

provides a procedure for removal of an elected city official from office after a hearing and a 2/3 

vote of the entire council. What is not clear is whether the provisions in the Iowa Code pre

empt the ability of the Charter to contain separate removal procedures. Since it would take 

litigation that may ultimately go to the Iowa Supreme Court for a definitive ruling, it is our 

recommendation that this language remain unchanged. 
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ANY DISCUSSION BY COMMISSION? 

I move that Section 2.12 remain unchanged. VOTE 
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OTHER TOPICS NOT SPECIFICALLY DEALT WITH IN EXISTING CHARTER TO BE DISCUSSED BY THE 

FULL COMMISSION

1} A public comment was received suggesting the Charter should include the rights of

Initiative and Referendum. The City charters of Clinton and Iowa City include explicit

procedures for Initiative and Referendum. The Iowa Supreme Court has determined

that the Clinton provisions are a permissible exercise of Home Rule. It is our

recommendation that the Commission solicit input and guidance from the Iowa League

of Municipalities and similar organizations on the merits of these procedures before the

Commission makes a specific recommendation.

2) A public comment was received suggesting a censure and reprimand procedure for

elected officials be established {citizen upset at previous Mayor's behavior). Either

section 2.08 or 2.12 of the Charter may be the appropriate section to amend to allow or

direct the Council to adopt a mechanism for addressing inappropriate behavior by the

Mayor and Council Members. Our group feels that this requires the input of the full

Commission before a final recommendation is made.

3} A public comment was received suggesting that the Municipal Code be reviewed at least

every five years to make sure it is up to date. Our group feels that the Municipal Code

should always be up to date (content is to be updated by each applicable City

department) so this could be managed by the City Manager under the provisions of

Section 4.04(a)(i) ("Insure that the laws of the city are executed and enforced") and

does not need to be included in the Charter.
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Drew, Andrea M. 

From: 

Sent: 

Jim sherman <jim.r.sherman@gmail.com> 

Thursday, June 9, 2022 8:50 AM 

To: 

Subject: 

Charipar, Angie M.; Chavez, Vanessa R.; gjs@shuttleworthlaw.com 

Fwd: Charter 

CAUTION:This email originated from outside the organliation. Do not click links or open attachments .unless 
you know the content is safe. Never proVide yollr userJD c1hc:I passVl(9rd! 

---------- Forwarded message--------

From: Bob Teig <bobteig@gmail.com> 

Date: Thu, Jun 9, 2022 at 7:23 AM 

Subject: Charter 

To: Jim sherman <Jim.R.Sherman@gmail.com> 

Good morning 

First, thanks for letting me help. That's all this is intended to be, and, if it looks like I'm astray, tell me -- or, better 

still, ignore me. I can give you information and suggestions based on my research, experience with federal ethics rules, 

and work as former chair of the Ethics Board. But that's all it is -- information and suggestions. Your workgroup is the 

independent unit deciding what to recommend. 

That being said --

The idea of a City Ethics Board was pretty much unique when the Charter included the section. Ten years later is a good 

time to look at its history and workload and evaluate the process. 

There has been mention of having one basic set of rules that applies to all. One concern I've heard is that would 

overwhelm the ethics board if they had to look at every employee matter. But I've never heard specific numbers. 

Could you ask how many employee ethics matters the City handles on average each year? That way there would be 

some idea of the potential volume. 

From experience, the Ethics Board has very little to do. A provision could be included that the Board could defer to HR 

resolution when a referral to the Board includes a statement of the alleged violation, proposed HR action, and request 

for deferral. 

That way there is a process to encourage uniform treatment for all ethics violations without the Board being bogged 

down in employee issues best handled by HR. 

As far as requests for advisory guidance, the Board also could be given discretion to refer a request to HR. For this it 

would be good to know how many employee requests for guidance HR receives in a year. 

The two pieces of information could help in deciding how to apply ethics rules. 

Final thought for now. Under the present system, all employees can be subject to some differences in ethics rules. 
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1. The City Clerk, Attorney, and Manager already are subject to borh the ethics ordinance and the Employee Manual.

2. The Employee Manual allows a department to add its own rules.

Number 1 could be a reason to add all department heads to the ordinance. They are each in a position of power and 

enhanced trust beyond those who work under them. 

Number 2 is a reason the section could include a provision allowing the ordinance to include a section allowing HR, 

departments, and boards and commissions to establish rules and procedures not inconsistent with the section and 

ordinance. Those rules could be submitted to the ethics board for consistency review and then approved by the council. 

Anything you need? 

More to come. 

Complaining about a problem without posing a solution is called whining. 

Teddy Roosevelt 
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Drew, Andrea M. 

From: 

Sent: 

Jim sherman <jim.r.sherman@gmail.com> 
Monday, June 13, 2022 8:00 AM 

To: 

Subject: 

Charipar, Angie M.; gjs@shuttleworthlaw.com; Chavez, Vanessa R. 
Fwd: Art VI 

Attachments: Article VI suggestions (1).docx; Charter review op-ed 6-6 edit.docx 

--- Forwarded message --------

From: Bob Teig <bobteig@gmail.com> 

Date: Thu, Jun 9, 2022 at 2:47 PM 

Subject: Art VI 

To: Jim sherman <Jim.R.Sherman@gmail.com> 

Hi,Jim 
Here are some notes for consideration. Section 6.01 is an entire replacement. There are no definitions of non-financial 

interests. That kind of detail isn't supposed to be in the Charter. That is up to the City when it enacts the ordinance. Let 

me know if you need explanations. More to come. 

I also want you to know I've submitted an op-ed to the Gazette. They said they will use it Monday, and I didn't want the 

Commission to be blindsided. Feel free to send it to the other members. I don't think there's anything of substance that 

I haven't already told the Commission. 

The concern about legal advice is a major issue. Among other things, if the Commission proposes an amendment and 
the Council objects to it, it is the City Attorney who would challenge it in court. That is what happened in Iowa City in 

2001 when three charter amendment petitions were submitted to the City for public vote. Berent v. City of Iowa 

City, 738 N.W.2d 193 (Iowa 2007). I also am concerned that comments from some of the members make it seem they 

don't know the role of a Charter and seem too deferential to city government .. For example, not wanting review in 

election years is counter-productive to the purpose of the Charter. If there are important issues related to the Charter, 

the more awareness and discussion, the better. If there are controversies, they should become political issues 

so the public can be involved in their resolutions .. 

I appreciate you being open to my offer to help 

Take care. 

~sob 319.432.4695 

Complaining about a problem without posing a solution is called whining. -- Theodore Roosevelt 
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Article VI - Conflicts of Interest and Board of Ethics 

Section 6.01 Conflicts of Interest 

Public service is a public trust, requiring those associated with City government to 

place loyalty to the laws and ethical principles above private interests. 

(a) General Policy. Each elected official, employee, and person appointed to a

board or commission (covered person):

(1) has a responsibility to the City of Cedar Rapids and its citizens to place 

loyalty to the law and ethical principles above private interests; 

(2) shall respect and adhere to the principles of ethical conduct in this section;

and

(3) shall comply with:

(a) the implementing ordinance passed by the City Council, and

(b) standards contained in supplemental City, Department, and board or

commission regulations.

(b) Governing Principles. The following general principles apply to every

covered person. If a situation is not addressed by City ordinance or standards

contained in supplemental City, Department, or board or commission regulations,

a covered person shall apply the principles in this section in determining whether

their conduct is proper.

A covered person: 

(1) shall not hold financial or other interests that conflict with the conscientious

performance of their duty.

(2) shall not engage in financial transactions using nonpublic government

information or allow the improper use of such information to further any private

interest.

(3) shall not, except as permitted by Iowa Code Chapter 68B.22, solicit or accept

any gift or other item of monetary value from any person or entity seeking

official action from, doing business with, or conducting activities regulated by

the City, or whose interests may be substantially affected by the performance or

nonperformance of the covered person's duties.

( 4) shall put forth honest effort in the performance of their duties.



(5) shall not knowingly make unauthorized commitments or promises of any

kind purporting to bind the City.

(6) shall not use public office for private financial reasons or to advance any non

financial private purpose.

(7) shall act impartially and not give preferential treatment to any organization

or individual.

(8) shall protect and conserve City property and shall not use it for other than

authorized activities.

(9) shall not engage in outside employment or activities, including seeking or

negotiating for employment, that conflict with City duties and responsibilities.

(10) shall not, on behalf of private interests, appear before the City, its

departments, or boards or commissions.

(10) shall disclose waste, fraud, abuse, and corruption to appropriate authorities.

(11) shall satisfy in good faith their obligations as citizens, including all just

financial obligations, especially those - such as Federal, State, or local taxes -

that are imposed by law.

(12) shall adhere to all laws and regulations that provide equal opportunity for

all regardless of age, color, creed, disability, familial status, gender identity,

marital status, national origin, race, religion, sex, or sexual orientation.

(13) shall endeavor to avoid any actions creating the appearance that they are

violating the law or the ethical standards in this section. Whether particular

circumstances create an appearance that the law or these standards have been

violated shall be determined from the perspective of a reasonable person with

knowledge of the relevant facts.

These principles shall be implemented by ordinance passed by the City Council 

within six months of adoption of this City Charter. The ordinance shall apply to all 

elected officials, employees, and persons appointed to a board or commission. 

Section 6.02. Board of Ethics Board 

(a) The Board. The city council shall, by ordinance, establish an independent

board of ethics Ethics Board. The Board shall te administer and enforce (1) the

conflict of interest and financial disclosure implementing ordinance□ and (2)

standards contained in supplemental City, Department, and board or commission

regulations that have been approved by the council.



A member of the Board may not: 

1. hold any City or other government elective or appointed office undei· the city

or any other government or;

2. hold any political party office;

3. be an employee of the City;

4. be a member of any other City board or commission, or

5. serve more than two consecutive three-year terms.

To avoid any potential conflict of interest, the Board may not seek or accept advice 

from the City Attorney but may employ independent counsel. Ne The city council 

shall appropriate sufficient funds to the Board of ethics to enable it to perform the 

its duties. assigned to it. and to provide annual training and education of city 

officials and employees, including candidates for public office, regarding the ethics 

oode--: 

(b) Powers of the Board Insofar as possible To the extent allowed under state

law, the city council shall authorize the Board shall have the power to:

1. issue binding advisory opinions;

2. conduct investigations on its own initiative and or on referral or complaint

from officials 01· citizens any person;

3. subpoena witnesses and documents records;

4. refer cases for prosecution:

5. impose administrative fines;

6. impose any sanction contained in a supplemental City, Department, or board

or commission regulation.

7. remove any employee or board or commission member from their position;

8. defer to the City Manager when the City Manager sends the Board a

complaint and proposed disposition regarding a City employee and the Board

determines the proposed disposition under the City Personnel Policy Manual

is appropriate;

9. defer to the City Manager when the Board receives a request for an advisory

opinion from a City employee; and

10.-te hire independent counsel. 

This section shall be implemented by ordinance passed by the City Council within 

six months of adoption of this City Charter. The ordinance shall apply to all elected 

officials, employees, and persons appointed to a board or commission. 



[Section 6.01 is based on the Code of Federal Regulations standards of ethical 

conduct for employees of the Executive Branch. 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-5/chapter-XVI/subchapter-B/part-2635 

Subpart A - General Provisions 

§ 2635.101 Basic obligation of public service.

(a) Public service is a public trust. Each employee has a responsibility to the United

States Government and its citizens to place loyalty to the Constitution, laws and

ethical principles above private gain. To ensure that every citizen can have

complete confidence in the integrity of the Federal Government, each employee

shall respect and adhere to the principles of ethical conduct set forth in this section,

as well as the implementing standards contained in this part and in supplemental

agency regulations.

(b) General principles. The following general principles apply to every employee

and may form the basis for the standards contained in this part. Where a situation

is not covered by the standards set forth in this part, employees shall apply the

principles set forth in this section in determining whether their conduct is proper.

(1) Public service is a public trust, requiring employees to place loyalty to the

Constitution, the laws and ethical principles above private gain.

(2) Employees shall not hold financial interests that conflict with the conscientious

performance of duty.

(3) Employees shall not engage in financial transactions using nonpublic

Government information or allow the improper use of such information to further

any private interest.

( 4) An employee shall not, except as permitted by subpart B of this part, solicit or

accept any gift or other item of monetary value from any person or entity seeking

official action from, doing business with, or conducting activities regulated by the

employee's agency, or whose interests may be substantially affected by the

performance or nonperformance of the employee's duties.

(5) Employees shall put forth honest effort in the performance of their duties.

(6) Employees shall not knowingly make unauthorized commitments or promises of

any kind purporting to bind the Government.

(7) Employees shall not use public office for private gain.

(8) Employees shall act impartially and not give preferential treatment to any

private organization or individual.



(9) Employees shall protect and conserve Federal property and shall not use it for

other than authorized activities.

(10) Employees shall not engage in outside employment or activities, including

seeking or negotiating for employment, that conflict with official Government duties

and responsibilities.

(11) Employees shall disclose waste, fraud, abuse, and corruption to appropriate

authorities.

(12) Employees shall satisfy in good faith their obligations as citizens, including all

just financial obligations, especially those - such as Federal, State, or local taxes -

that are imposed by law.

(13) Employees shall adhere to all laws and regulations that provide equal

opportunity for all Americans regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin,

age, or handicap.

(14) Employees shall endeavor to avoid any actions creating the appearance that

they are violating the law or the ethical standards set forth in this part. Whether

particular circumstances create an appearance that the law or these standards have

been violated shall be determined from the perspective of a reasonable person with

knowledge of the relevant facts.]



I fear for the future of Cedar Rapids. 

Not for the City as a City. It's too big to fail. But I fear City government is going to fail at being big. 

City government has grown and is thinking more about itself and less about the people it is supposed to 

serve. If you ask the City Council a question, they won't answer. If you make a written requests for an 

explanation, the City won't give it. City government refuses to answer to the public. 

But we have a City Charter that can fix that. 

Now is the time for that fix. A Commission is reviewing the Charter to see what changes should be 

made. 

But you're not hearing about what the Commission is doing - and, mostly, not getting done. Members 

are working, no doubt about that. But, so far, it's one step forward and three steps back. Most of the 

matters the Commission has been considering have been put in a "parking lot." It's been seven months 

since it was established, and the Commission hasn't made much progress. 

One thing the Commission has done is adopt a section that could land you in jail. 

Here's how that works. 

The City won't respond to citizen questions. This was raised with the Commission, and it added a 

section that says the City "will strive" to be accessible and responsive. The section also says, "The 

Council and all City officials and employees of the City and the citizens of the City will treat one another 

with fairness, courtesy, respect, and civility in their interactions with one another." 

This means the City isn't required to be accessible and responsive, but you are required to be nice to 

your neighbor. 

A violation would be a crime. So, if you are disrespectful to a fellow citizen by calling them a maternal 

intercourser, you could go to jail for 30 days and be fined $625. (But if you say the same thing to a 

visitor from North Liberty, it's ok.). 

Besides its questionable value, the "be nice" clause likely would be tossed by the Iowa Supreme Court. 

don't blame the Commission for this. I blame their legal advice. 

That is a big problem with the review process - the Commission is getting its legal advice from the City 

Attorney. This seems like a huge conflict of interest. 

I've asked the City Attorney for copies of advice she's given to the Commission. She has failed to 

respond to requests and has screened documents for "attorney-client privilege." The Commission 

hasn't authorized her to withhold her legal advice, and they should be hard-pressed to do so. Their 

work isn't secret, so the basis for their work shouldn't be secret. But this is standard practice for the 

City Attorney. 

The Commission is supposed to represent the interests of the public. But the City Attorney doesn't 

represent the public; she represents the government. 

You don't have to be an old Iowa farm boy to know you don't put a fox in the hen house and then ask the 

fox if the chickens are o.k. 



The Charter is supposed to rein in City government. But some of the Commission members don't know 

that. 

At the last meeting, one member said they didn't realize the Charter was the overall governing 

document and ordinances come from the Charter. Another said they didn't want to bind city 

government in advance. 

That's what a Charter is all about. 

Cedar Rapids government has forgotten that it answers to the public. Charter Commission review can 

tell City government why it is here - not for its own convenience to do as it pleases, but to ensure it 

always acts in the public interest and with public accountability. 

The Commission needs to refocus. It needs to redefine its purpose. It needs to be more public so 

people know how and why it is acting. It needs to be independent. 

It needs to make sure it puts citizens, not government, first. 

The Commission has a lot of work to do, and I truly hold out hope. But it has to remember it is an 

advocate for the public. Otherwise, this City is going to fail at being big. 



Drew, Andrea M. 

From: 

Sent: 

Jim sherman <jim.r.sherman@gmail.com> 

Monday, June 13, 2022 6:40 PM 
To: 

.Subject: 

Charipar, Angie M.; gjs@shuttleworthlaw.com; Chavez, Vanessa R. 

Fwd: Notes on Article VII 

Attachments: Article VII suggestions.docx 

--- Forwarded message -------

From: Bob Teig <bobteig@gmail.com> 

Date: Mon, Jun 13, 2022 at 3:34 PM 

Subject: Notes on Article VII 

To: Jim sherman <Jim.R.Sherman@gmail.com> 

Hi,Jim 

Here are some notes for Article VII. I tried to incorporate comments from the meeting, but don't know if I got them 

right. Hope these are helpful. 

Let me know if you need anything. 

Thanks. 

Take care. 

~sob 

Complaining about a problem without posing a solution is called whining. -Theodore Roosevelt

1 



ARTICLE VII- CHARTER AMENDMENTS AND REVIEW ANI) 

l\ ... MENDMENTS 

Section 7.01. CHARTER AMENDMENTS. 

This charter may be amended enly by one of the following methods: 

(a) The council, by resolution, may submit a proposed amendment to the voters at a
special city election. The , and the proposed amendment becomes effective if
approved by a majority of those voting.

(b) The council, by ordinance, may amend the charter. However, within thirty days
of publication of the ordinance, if a petition valid under the provisions of Iowa

Code section §362.4 of the Code of Iovm is filed with the council within 30 days of

publication of the ordinance, the council must submit the 01·dinance amendment
to the voters at a special city election. The amendment does not become effective
until approved by a majority of those voting.

(c) If a petition valid under the provisions of section Iowa Code §362.4 of the Code of

Iew-a---is filed with the council proposing an amendment to the charter, the council
must submit the proposed amendment to the voters at a special city election.
The, and the amendment becomes effective if approved by a majority of those

voting.

Section 7.02. CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION. 

1. Appointment of independent Commission

The council may appoint a Charter Review Commission at any time, but it shall 

establish appoint a Charter Review Commission in the year 2m April 2028 and 
every ten six years thereafter. 

2. Membership

The Commission shall have at least nine members appointed by the Mayor with 

the approval of the council. All members shall be residents of the City and eligible 
electors. No member may: 

(a) hold any City or other government elected or appointed office;
(b) hold any political party office;

(c) be an employee of the City; or
(d) be a member of any other City board, commission, or committee.

The council shall establish procedures for: (1) providing not fewer than 30 days' 



public notice that a Commission will be appointed, (2) encouraging and accepting 

applications for membership on the Commission, and (3) including broad 

representation on the Commission. The applications shall be open to public 

inspection, and members shall be appointed from those who apply for membership. 

3. Powers and duties

The Commission shall review the existing charter and may, within twelve 12 

months, recommend any propose charter amendments that it deems appropriate to 

the council. The council may not shorten this time. The council shall implement 

the Commission's proposals by using its either exercise its power of amendment -as 

provided above under §7.0l(b). on a matter recommended by the commission 

Alternatively, the council may er submit such amendments the proposals to the 

voters under §7.0l(a). The proposals shall be submitted in the form prescribed by 

the Commission. andsuch proposed amendment shall become effective ·.vhen 

approved by a majority of those voting. 

To avoid any potential conflict of interest, the Board may not seek or accept advice 

from the City Attorney but may employ independent counsel. The council shall 

appropriate sufficient funds to the Commission to enable it to perform its duties. 

4. Implementation

This section shall be implemented by ordinance passed by the council within six 

months of adoption of this Charter. 



Drew, Andrea M. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Terrence Reilly <twreilly@gmail.com> 

Wednesday, June 15, 2022 6:27 PM 

CharterReview; OnBase-City Clerk 

RCV Study based upon actual election data 

Minneapolis - RCV - By the data, still flawed- jacobs miller HL.pdf 

CAUTIQNffhis emaff originated from outside. the. organization. Do>not clic�links or open attachments unless 
you know the contentis safe

) 
Neverprovipe your user IOand password! 

Please distribute to Charter Commission for review and consideration. Please confirm receipt. 

Key Point: Our research is not an "interpretation" or "opinion." It is a sober, objective analysis of voting 
results from the Minneapolis city clerk's data. 

Best Regards, 

Terrence 

1 



* StarTribune

Ranked-choice voting: By the data, still 
flawed 

Article by: Lawrence R. Jacobs and Joanne M. Miller 

February 12, 2014 - 6:09 PM 

Ranked-choice voting - the grand experiment in elections that 

Minneapolis tried out again last fall - may salve some of what 

ails our democracy. But, for now, it leaves open the well

documented voting gap that favors white voters and the affluent. 

That populist conclusion arises from careful statistical analyses of 

votes in the Minneapolis election and the evidence it yields of 

Brian Peterson • Star Tribune, 

differences in participation between communities of color and the poor vs. their white and affluent counterparts. 

We take our hats off to the enthusiasts of ranked-choice voting (or RCV) for sizing up problems in our democracy and then 

rolling up their sleeves to do the hard work of actually reforming elections in Minneapolis. We also salute another 

accomplishment: The RCV process - in which voters rank up to three preferred candidates, and then the weakest vote

getters are dropped until one of those remaining achieves a majority - accomplished something that truly astounds us. 

Negative campaigning became bad politics. 

Slamming an opponent risked alienating his or her supporters and losing any chance of securing their second- or third

place rankings. Here's something we've never seen: The media and voters struggled to detect candidate criticisms of one 

another during the Minneapolis mayor's election. Did anyone following the 2012 presidential election struggle to identify 

Barack Obama's and Mitt Romney's differences? 

But fans of RCV promised more. FairVote Minnesota, its champion, announced in its 2013 press kit that the reform ensures 

that a "larger, more diverse swath of the electorate gets to participate in the political process." Important promise - equal 

voice for each citizen is a fundamental democratic principle. What does the evidence show? 

We carefully examined voting in the 13 wards in Minneapolis to see if RCV contributed to broader participation based on 

actual vote returns obtained from the Minneapolis city clerk. Unfortunately, the evidence shows a clear pattern. Voters who 

were more affluent and white turned out at a higher rate, completed their ballots more accurately and were more likely to 

use all three opportunities to rank their most preferred candidates compared with voters living in low-income neighborhoods 

and in communities of color. 

Specifically, we compared the three wards that stood out as the most affluent ( 11, 12 and 13) with those that were least 

affluent (2, 3, and 5), as well as those that had the highest percentage of white voters ( 10, 11, 12 and 13) with those with 

greatest proportion of people from communities of color (4, 5 and 9). We did not include the Sixth Ward, because its voting 

participation was an outlier; the disparities we describe below are stronger when the Sixth Ward is included. 

RCV did not close the well-documented turnout gap that favors affluent and white voters. Among registered voters in the 

most affluent wards, 42 percent turned out in the Minneapolis election, compared with 28 percent in the poorest areas. In 

wards with the greatest concentration of whites, 39 percent of voters turned out, compared with 26 percent in wards with 

the most people of color. These differences are statistically significant, justifying a high level of confidence in them. 

The complicated RCV ballot - including its new rules and rows of candidates - raised another obstacle. In economically 

better off sections of town, 3.36 percent of the ballots were "spoiled" - the legal term for voter stumbles in selecting 



candidates according to strict guidelines - compared with 4.92 percent in the poorer parts. The comparable proportions for 

communities with smaller and larger proportions of racial minorities were 3.37 percent and 5.77 percent, respectively. 

These differences are highly significant in statistical terms. 

Advocates for RCV also champion its pioneering process for recording a fuller range of voter preferences by allowing 

citizens to rank up to three candidates. Unfortunately, the better-off were advantaged here, too. In affluent wards, 21 

percent of voters failed to fill out all three preferences, compared with 24 percent in poorer neighborhoods. The comparable 

proportions for white and minority wards were 22 percent and 26 percent, respectively. Although these differences may 

appear small, they are highly significant in statistical terms, indicating a robust and important pattern. 

How important are these results? Racial and income disparities in Minneapolis triggered public alarm when they produced 

one of the largest "education gaps" in the country. What we are pointing to represents another disparity - a "democracy 

gap." 

Passions run hot on RCV. Our research is not an "interpretation" or "opinion." It is a sober, objective analysis of voting 

results from the Minneapolis city clerk's data. 

Let's turn down the passion around RCV and put on our thinking caps. RCV contributes to improving our democracy in 

certain respects but still falls short of its promise to improve participation by all parts of our community. 

What can be done? Plans to decrease the number of candidates and possibly revise the ballot to reduce its complexity 

might help. We also would recommend new thought about how the city and media can improve the quality of information 

that is distributed to all communities. 

Candidates have a role, too. Playing hide-and-seek on differences to avoid alienating opponents' supporters deliberately 

trips up voters who are trying to accurately sort the campaigns. We need to set expectations and scrutinize candidates to 

come clean on where they stand and how they differ from their rivals. 

Lawrence R. Jacobs is director of the Center for the Study of Politics and Governance at the University of Minnesota's 

Humphrey School. Joanne M. Miller is an associate professor in the university's Department of Political Science. 

© 2014 Star Tribune 



Drew, Andrea M. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Stephanie Lurk <stephanielurk@gmail.com> 

Tuesday, June 21, 2022 9:01 AM 

City Manager 

Ranked Choice Voting is important to me 

CAUTION:Jhis email originated from outside the organization, Do notclick links or open attachments unless 
you knowthe content is safe.Never provide your user ID and password! 

As the 2nd largest city in the state we have influence over how smaller communities - and the state at 
large - define and plan out their futures. As I'm sure you already know, Ranked Choice Voting 
provides several benefits to the communities it is used in, in the form of better voter turnout, more 
cost-effective election processes, and a more engaged and confident voter base. The last thing we 
need is for voters to lose trust in our election processes, and Ranked Choice Voting provides a more 
transparent and straightforward way for voters to choose their leaders. 
Being able to rank our selections will make elections run more smoothly and give us back the 
confidence that our votes actually make a difference and that we have the power to select the leaders 
that best represent what values we hold dearest. 
I have so much to be proud of as a resident of Cedar Rapids, and I would love to add Ranked Choice 
Voting to that list of reasons to love this city. Thank you for your time. 

-S1 .. e inie Lurk

ReplyForward 
,· 

1 



Drew, Andrea M. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Annette Busbee <ajbusbee58@gmail.com> 

Tuesday, June 21, 2022 12:11 PM 

City Manager 

Ranked Choice Voting 

(;AUTION:This �mail originatecffromoutside the organization, Do not click links or open attachments unless 
youknowthe·content is safe, Never provide your user IDandpassword! 

To the Cedar Rapids Charter Commission, 

It's my understanding the Commission is meeting tomorrow and will hear about Ranked Choice Voting for Cedar Rapids. 

I am unable to attend this meeting, but I want to voice my opinion that RCV would be good for Cedar Rapids voters. We 

only have to look back to the last mayoral election to see how RCV would have saved taxpayers the expense of a runoff 

election and saved us the time to show up to cast a second ballot for mayor. 

RCV has been used successfully by cities and states throughout the country. I wholeheartedly support RCV in Cedar 

Rapids and encourage the Commission to support it also, making our city a leader in Iowa for voting choice. 

Regards, 

Annette Busbee 

1427 Petrus Dr. NE 

Cedar Rapids 

1 



Drew, Andrea M. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Clark Rieke <crieke@mchsi.com> 

Tuesday, June 21, 2022 5:30 PM 

City Manager; Tiffany O'Donnell; Todd, Dale 

Please forward this comments on RCV to Charter Commission 

CAUTION:This email originated from outside the organization. Do notclick links or open attachments unless 
you know the content is safe. Neverprovide youru�erlD and password! 

City elections in Cedar Rapids are non-partisan. We often have more than two candidates 

running for a city office. Often no candidate receives a majority of the votes. Our city has 

decided it wants the candidate who is preferred by the majority rather than the candidate 

with the plurality. To identify the candidate who is preferred by the majority, a second runoff 

election is held between the two top winners in the first election. These runoff elections are 

costly in time and/or money for all concerned. Many voters do not spend the time to vote a 

second time. A runoff election can have a turnout as low as ten percent. 

Ranked Choice Voting {RCV) can be used to identify the majority winner without the cost in 

time and money to have voters go to the polls in a runoff election. With RCV the ballot asks 

the voters to rank their choices. Then these rankings can be counted and the result is an 

instant runoff that identifies the candidate who would have won the real runoff election. 

Besides saving time and money and having a higher participation rate, another benefit with 

RCV is that candidates realize that they will probably need second choice votes to be the majority 

winner. This need for second choice votes is an incentive for campaigns to not use negative ads. A 

good strategy to win second choice votes is for a candidate to explain both how he is different and 

how he is similar to the other candidates. This means that campaigns will be more forthright and 

positive. More positive and forthright campaigns are needed beyond the city level and cities are 

becoming a good place to demonstrate this benefit. 

In conclusion, once the principle of majority rule instead of plurality rule is recognized, RCV is 

mostly just a more cost-effective method for having runoff elections by not needing a second 

trip to the polls. 323 words 

Clark Rieke 319 521-5212 crieke@mchsi.com 

1614 D Ave NE, Cedar Rapids, IA 52402 

1 



Drew, Andrea M. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

WingFTP <WingFTP@cedar-rapids.org> 

Wednesday, June 15, 2022 10:25 AM 

Drew, Andrea M. 

Subject: public has sent files to you via Wing FTP Server 

Cedar Rapids - Aspen Repeal Case Study Full.pdf 

Cedar Rapids - Duluth Case RCV Study Guide Full.pdf 

Cedar Rapids - Oakland Ballot Errors + Executive Summary Full.pdf 

Cedar Rapids - Pierce County Repeal Case Study Full.pdf 

Cedar Rapids - RCV Discriminates - linked to lower turnout Full.pdf 

Cedar Rapids Charter Review Commission - Burlington Repeal Case Study - full.pdf 

Cedar Rapids Majority Problem Case Study Full.pdf 

Cedar Rapids RCV Costs Case Study sm.pdf 

Above are links to documents shared with the Charter Review. Due to the size, 

they will be uploaded to the City
1

s website to be downloaded individually. 

Thank you. 

1 




