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INTRODUCTION 

 
At the July 5, 2011 City Council meeting, Mayor McDavid requested that the Citizens 
Police Review Board, Chief Burton and the Columbia Police Officers Association 
prepare and submit reports to the City Council.  On July 13, 2011, Mayor McDavid 
provided the Board with additional information and told the Board that he wanted the 
special report to contain information on where the Board has been, where the Board 
sees itself in the future, and if any changes are needed in the ordinance.  At public 
meetings, the Board discussed Mayor McDavid’s request and developed recommended 
changes to the ordinances and a procedure for reviewing and evaluating proposed 
changes by the police chief or by the Columbia Police Officers Association.  The Board 
incorporated this information into a special report to the City Council.   
 
In its report, the Citizens Police Review Board recommended the following three 
changes to the ordinances: 
 
1. The Board recommended that the City Council amend the ordinances to require 

the police to post their policies online. 
 
2. The Board recommended that the City Council amend the ordinance to define 

misconduct as “any violation of federal law, state law, city ordinance, city 
regulation or police department policy, guideline, directive, rule, regulation or 
order.” 

 
3. The Board recommended that the City Council amend the ordinance to require 

the police to provide the Board with monthly and annual reports on complaints. 
 

Because all three reports were submitted to the Council at the same time, the Board 
outlined the process it would use to review any suggested changes to the ordinances 
that were proposed by the police chief or by the Columbia Police Officers Association.  
In its special report, the Board stated that the Board would ask the public to comment 
on any changes proposed by the police chief or by the Columbia Police Officers 
Association.  As stated in its special report, the Board intended to solicit public comment 
and to provide the council with information regarding the citizens’ concerns and with the 
Board’s perspective on any such proposals. 
 
The Board’s report, the police chief’s report, and the Columbia Police Officers 
Association report was formally submitted to the City Council during the August 1, 2011 
City Council meeting.  At the meeting, Mayor McDavid outlined seven areas or 
differences and proposed that the groups be given sixty days to discuss these issues in 
more detail. 
 
Mayor McDavid outlined the following areas. 
 
1. Should the ordinance be amended to define misconduct? 
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2. Should the ordinance be amended to place additional restrictions on who can file 

an appeal to the Citizens Police Review Board? 
 
3. Should Section 21-54(a) be amended to close records relating to complaints and 

the investigation of complaints? 
 
4. Should the ordinances be amended to close meetings during which the Board 

interviews witnesses? 
 
5. Should the ordinances be amended to require additional training standards for 

the Board members? 
 
6. Should the ordinances be amended to require the police to post their policies 

online? 
 
7. Should the ordinances be amended to require the police to provide the Board 

with monthly and quarterly reports? 
 
In response to Mayor McDavid’s request, the Citizens Police Review Board heard public 
comment during a public hearing followed by a work session on all seven proposed 
ordinance changes on August 24, 2011. See Exhibit A.  During the work session portion 
of the meeting, the Board engaged the police chief and representatives of the Columbia 
Police Officers Association in a discussion of the issues.  The Board then met again on 
August 30, 2011 to further discuss all seven issues.  See Exhibit B.  As a result of these 
meetings, the Board has prepared this supplemental special report for the City Council. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE CITIZENS POLICE REVIEW BOARD 
 
1. Should the ordinance be amended to define misconduct? 

On this issue, the Board unanimously agreed to recommend that that the City 
Council amend the ordinance to define misconduct as “any violation of federal 
law, state law, city ordinance, city regulation or police department policy, 
guideline, directive, rule, regulation or order in effect at the time of the incident.” 
 
In late 2010, Chief Burton requested that the Board recommend the ordinance be 
changed to define misconduct and he suggested the definition be based upon 
wording in Section 590.653 RSMo.  During the Board’s meeting on January 12, 
2011, Chief Burton announced that he was withdrawing his request to base the 
definition of misconduct on Section 590.653 RSMo because he did not want to 
be perceived as narrowing the functions of the Board.  Instead, Chief Burton 
asked the Board to use the police department’s Code of Conduct as a guide in 
evaluating the complaints to determine if the complainant had alleged 
misconduct.   The Board agreed to do so. 
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Subsequent to the January 12, 2011 meeting, the Board, using the police 
department’s Code of Conduct, prepared its definition of misconduct.  The 
Board’s proposed definition of misconduct is a simple summation of all of the 
provisions of the police department’s Code of Conduct document.  See Exhibit C.  
In addition, the Board’s definition of misconduct would hold police officers to the 
similar standards as any other City employee. 
 
Chief Burton, in his July 25, 2011 report to the City Council, has recommended 
that the City Council define misconduct based upon language in Section 590.653 
RSMo in lieu of the police department’s Code of Conduct.  The Columbia Police 
Officers Association preferred the definition proposed by Chief Burton.  The 
language proposed by Chief Burton would define misconduct as “excessive use 
of force, abuse of authority, discourtesy, or use of offensive language, including 
but not limited to, slurs relating to race, ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual 
orientation and disability.”  During the work session portion of the meeting on 
August 24, 2011, Chief Burton stated that he wanted the ordinances to include a 
definition of misconduct, but that he did not care if the Council adopted the 
Board’s definition or the definition he had proposed in his report to the City 
Council.   
 
On August 30, 2011, the Board discussed the definition of misconduct issue and 
unanimously agreed to recommend that the City Council amend the ordinance to 
define misconduct as “any violation of federal law, state law, city ordinance, city 
regulation or police department policy, guideline, directive, rule, regulation or 
order in effect at the time of the incident.” 

 
2. Should the ordinance be amended to place additional restrictions on who can file 

an appeal to the Citizens Police Review Board? 
On this issue, the Board unanimously agreed to make no additional 
recommendations for changes to Section 21-51.  The Board’s consensus was 
that the City Council amended the ordinance recently and that the Board had no 
additional recommendations to make on this issue. 

 
Section 21-51 currently states:  “Complaints may be filed with the police 
department or with the city clerk only by the following:  (1) Any person who is an 
alleged victim of misconduct of a police officer; or (2) Any family member, friend 
or attorney of an alleged victim of misconduct of a police officer; or (3) Any 
person who witnessed alleged misconduct of a police officer in person; or (4) Any 
resident of Boone County.”  Chief Burton has requested additional restrictions on 
who can file an appeal.  The Board unanimously agreed to make no additional 
recommendations to the Council on this issue because the Board felt that the 
City Council’s August 16, 2010 amendments to the ordinance resolved this issue.  
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3. Should Section 21-54(a) be amended to close records relating to complaints and 
the investigation of complaints? 
On this issue, the Board unanimously recommended that the City Council make 
no changes to Section 21-54(a).   
 
Section 21-54 (a) currently states:  “[n]otwithstanding the provisions of section 2-
25.3, all records pertaining to complaints filed against police officers alleging 
misconduct of the police officer shall be open records, except those closed by 
state or federal law and except that records or portions of records that would 
disclose the identity of an officer working undercover shall be closed.” 
 
Section 21-54(a) does not open a police officer’s personnel file.  Section 21-54(a) 
only opens all records pertaining to complaints alleging misconduct, except those 
closed by state or federal law or those portions of records that would disclose the 
identity of an undercover officer.  The Board unanimously agreed that no 
changes were necessary to Section 21-54(a) and felt that the internal city 
processes were sufficient to ensure that there was careful review of any 
documents prior to release to ensure that the requirements of Section 21-54(a) 
are followed. 
 

4. Should the ordinances be amended to close meetings during which the Board 
interviews witnesses? 
On this issue, a majority of the Board recommended that the ordinance be 
changed to allow the Board to go into closed session with a two-thirds majority 
vote.   
 
On April 13, 2011, the Board approved a motion to recommend an ordinance 
change which would allow the Board to go into closed session with a two-thirds 
majority vote.  After reviewing the Board’s request on May 2, 2011, the City 
Council asked the Board to prepare guidelines for closed sessions.  The Board is 
continuing to work on guidelines for when closed sessions would be appropriate.   
 
Section 21-54 (b) currently states:  “[t]he board shall not meet in closed session 
to discuss or hear statements concerning alleged non-criminal misconduct of 
police officers, except to the extent that the subject matter of the discussions or 
statements, under state or federal law, cannot be discussed or made in an open 
meeting and except that the board shall meet in closed session to discuss or 
hear statements that would involve disclosure of the identity of an officer working 
undercover.” 
 

5. Should the ordinances be amended to require additional training standards for 
the Board members? 
The Board unanimously agreed that the current ordinance sufficiently articulates 
the necessary training standards. 
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Section 21-48 states:  “[n]ew board members shall participate in orientation and 
training that includes review of the police professional standard unit’s operating 
policies and procedures and a ride along with police officers.  Training shall also 
include topics suggested by NACOLE in its recommended orientation and 
training for board members.”   

 
In addition to the requirements set forth in the ordinance, the Board has adopted 
bylaws which require an orientation program for new members.  Article I, Section 
4 of the Board’s Bylaws state:  “[w]ithin thirty days following the appointment of a 
new member, the Board Chair and Vice Chair shall meet with the new member(s) 
to review all pertinent City Ordinances and governing laws.  A new member 
packet will be presented which will consist of the following:  prior two years’ 
agenda and minutes; Citizen Police Oversight Committee Report; City Attorney’s 
memorandum on the Sunshine Law; City Ordinance No. 0203331; appropriate 
CPD Internal Affairs policies, NACOLE information; and any other material 
deemed appropriate.  As soon as practicable, the new board member will 
participate in a ride along with a CPD officer and any other pertinent training.”   
 
The Board is a member of NACOLE, the National Association for Civilian 
Oversight of Law Enforcement.  Current Chair Martin and former Chair LoCurto-
Martinez attended the 2010 NACOLE conference in Seattle.  Board members 
Smith and Dean are attending the 2011 NACOLE conference in New Orleans.  In 
addition, the Board has had sixteen different public training events in Columbia 
including a full day training session on February 26, 2011 with presenters from 
NACOLE.  The Board unanimously agreed that the current ordinance sufficiently 
articulated the necessary training standards and that the Board has received 
sufficient training in compliance with the requirements of Section 21-48 and the 
Board’s bylaws. The Board has received training from many different presenters 
on a variety of topics.  The Board looks forward to having continued training by 
both the police and other groups and individuals and encourage all to suggest 
programs. 

 
6. Should the ordinances be amended to require the police to post their policies 

online? 
A majority of the Board recommends that the ordinance be amended to require 
the police to place their policies online, except those policies that reveal tactics 
which might jeopardize the safety of the officers. 
 
During the Citizens Police Review Board meeting on Jan.12, 2011, Chief Burton 
agreed to place the police department’s policies on the internet, except those that 
would reveal tactics.  He agreed that placing the police department’s policies on 
the internet was a good idea.  Chief Burton did not address this issue during the 
meeting on August 24, 2011.  He did not appear or send a representative to the 
meeting on August 30, 2011. 
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7. Should the ordinances be amended to require the police to provide the Board 
with monthly and quarterly reports? 
The Board unanimously agreed to recommend that the ordinance be changed to 
require the police to provide the Board with summaries (without naming officers) 
of all externally generated complaints, all internally generated complaints, all 
mandatory reviews and all contacts categorized as an inquiry or a referral. 
 
The Board believes that this information is necessary to provide oversight and to 
fulfill its duties as outlined in Section 21-49 of the Code.  Chief Burton and CPOA 
did not express any opinion on this issue.  The Board proposes that the police 
department’s summaries should be in the format recommended by Dr. Aaron 
Thompson’s report and generated by the department for the years 2005-2007.  
See Exhibit D. 

 
 
 
Exhibits: 
Exhibit A - Meeting Minutes 8/24/2011;  
       Audio Recording of 8/24/2011 Public Hearing and Work Session (can be accessed 

at the following City website: 
http://www.gocolumbiamo.com/Council/Commissions_Archive/Citizen_Review_Boar
d/082411_police_review_board.mp3 

Exhibit B - Meeting Minutes 8/30/2011 
Exhibit C - City of Columbia Police Department’s Code of Conduct 
Exhibit D - One Page of Summaries Prepared by the Police Department 
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Exhibit A 

MINUTES 

Citizens Police Review Board Meeting 

 
August 24, 2011 
7:00 p.m. 
City Hall Building - New Addition 
Council Chamber 
701 East Broadway 
Columbia, Missouri 
 
Board members present: Dr. Martin, Mr. Highbarger, Ms. Smith, Mr. Dean, Ms. Wilson, 
Dr. Alexander, Mr. Dowis and Mr. Sheltmire.  
 
Staff Present: Rose Wibbenmeyer. 
 
Councilperson Schmidt was present. 
 
Members of the public, the Columbia Police Department and the Columbia Police 
Officer’s Association were present.   
 
The special public hearing and work session of the Citizens Police Review Board was 
called to order on Wednesday, August 24, 2011, at 7:00 p.m., in the City Council 
Chamber.  The Chair announced that the Board would take public comment for one 
hour before beginning the work session.  The Board heard public comment.  Twenty-
two members of the public shared their views. 
 
Ms. Wilson moved to extend the public comment for twenty minutes. Mr. Sheltmire 
seconded the motion. The motion was passed unanimously by the Board. The Board 
then heard additional public comment. 
 
At the conclusion of the public hearing, Chief Burton and Sgt. Wieneke joined the 
meeting.  At 8:35 p.m., the Board began the work session with Chief Burton, Eric 
Dearmont and Ashley Cuttle.   
 
Chief Burton directed the Board to his July 25, 2011 memo which outlines the changes 
he proposed. Chief Burton said that he did not care which definition of misconduct is 
used (his or the Board’s), as long as there was consistency with the definition the Board 
uses and the definition that the police department uses.  
 
Eric Dearmont, on behalf of the Columbia Police Officer’s Association, discussed the 
organization’s proposed ordinance changes as outlined in their report to the City 
Council.  
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Ms. Wibbenmeyer provided clarification on several points. Ms. Wibbenmeyer stated that 
Sec. 21-52 of the City Code outlines the investigatory powers of the Board. 
Ms. Wibbenmeyer explained that if the Board found that they needed more information 
on which to base their decision, the ordinance allows the Board to request additional 
information from the police department, hire a private investigator or question witnesses 
to the incident.  In response to concerns regarding retention of audio or video 
recordings that may contain evidence, Ms. Wibbenmeyer explained that audio or video 
recordings can be tagged by the police so that they are saved until the case is finally 
disposed. She explained that the police can and do save audio or video recordings as 
evidence or for possible use on civil and criminal cases.  Ms. Wibbenmeyer stated that 
the Board’s definition of misconduct was based upon what was expected for every City 
employee and was developed in response to Chief Burton’s request during the Board’s 
meeting in January of 2011 in that the Board use the police department’s Code of 
Conduct to determine what is and is not misconduct.  Additionally, Ms. Wibbenmeyer 
explained that Sec. 21-54 of the City Code only opens records pertaining to a complaint 
and does not open the police officer’s entire personnel file. 
 
Chief Burton discussed his belief that the Board previously heard complaints that did not 
involve allegations of misconduct.  Chief Burton expressed his disagreement with the 
standing requirement and his desire to see the individuals that have the ability to file a 
complaint limited.  Ms. Smith stated that the City Council had decided the standing 
issue when the Council last amended the ordinance.  She also explained that the 
example that Chief Burton mentioned occurred before Chief Burton requested that the 
Board use the police department’s Code of Conduct as a guide to decide what is and is 
not misconduct. 
 
Mr. Dowis offered his thoughts about the ability of the Board to make recommendations 
regarding policy. Ms. Wibbenmeyer offered clarification of the Board’s authority and 
cited Sec. 21-49 of the City Code as the basis for the Board’s authority to make policy 
recommendations to the Columbia police department. 
 
Ms. Smith asked Chief Burton if he would offer some of his training budget to assist the 
Board in receiving training. Chief Burton agreed that training, particularly training at the 
NACOLE conference, would be beneficial to Board members.  While he agreed training 
was important and was willing to talk about training, Chief Burton did not agree to use 
his budget to pay for Board members to attend the NACOLE conference. 
 
Ms. Smith expressed the need for the Board to have more time to work through the 
process before offering significant changes to the ordinance.  
 
Ms. Smith asked for clarification regarding the Board’s use of the police department’s 
Code of Conduct document.  Ms. Wibbenmeyer responded that the Board did not vote 
on adopting it as a definition of misconduct.  Rather, the Board did reach a consensus 
on using the police department’s Code of Conduct as a guide and subsequently drafted 
the Board’s definition of misconduct from the police department’s code of conduct 
document.  
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Ms. Smith proposed a work session where the Board would submit its 
recommendations to the City Council. Dr. Alexander discussed the importance of a 
consistent definition of misconduct. Dr. Alexander stated that it was his desire to come 
back and work on each of these proposed changes and issues one by one. Chief 
Burton asked if he was to attend the next meeting.  Dr. Alexander stated that he 
believed that it was important for Chief Burton to attend the meeting when the Board 
discusses each issue and stated that he appreciated certain clarifications that the Chief 
provides on issues.  Dr. Alexander stated that he was not sure if the Board would ask a 
lot of questions of the police chief.  Chief Burton said he would be certain that he or his 
sergeant would be present for the meeting.  Chief Burton stated that if the meeting was 
scheduled for September 1, 2011, he would not be able to attend, but if the work 
session was scheduled for August 30th or August 31st, he would be in attendance. Ms. 
Smith motioned to have a special meeting in Conference Rooms 1A and 1B in City Hall 
on August 30, 2011 at 7:00 p.m. Ms. Wilson seconded the motion. The motion passed 
unanimously.  
 
Ms. Smith moved to adjourn the meeting. Dr. Alexander seconded the motion to 
adjourn. The Board passed the motion unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 
9:43 p.m. 
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Exhibit B 

MINUTES 

Citizens Police Review Board Meeting 

 
August 30, 2011 
7:00 p.m. 
City Hall Building – New Addition 
Conference Rooms 1A and 1B 
701 East Broadway 
Columbia, Missouri 
 
Board members present: Dr. Martin, Mr. Highbarger, Ms. Smith, Mr. Dean, Ms. Wilson, 
Dr. Alexander, Mr. Dowis and Mr. Sheltmire. 
 
Staff Present: Rose Wibbenmeyer. 
 
Councilman Dudley was present.  Members of the public were present.  Ms. Cuttle with 
the Columbia Police Officers Association was present. 
 
The special meeting of the Citizens Police Review Board was called to order on 
Tuesday, August 30, 2011, at 7:01 p.m., in Conference Rooms 1A and 1B in City Hall.  
Ms. Smith discussed her concerns regarding independence of the Board and the role of 
the Board.   
 
The Chair announced that the Board will review all seven points the Mayor asked the 
Board to address. 
 
The Board discussed the proposed definitions of misconduct.  Mr. Highbarger said that 
the Board should follow the police department’s code of conduct.  Ms. Smith asked 
Ms. Wibbenmeyer to read the definition of misconduct provided by the Board in its 
report to the Council.  Ms. Wilson indicated that the police department code of conduct 
covers everything.   
 
Ms. Smith moved for the Board to accept the definition proposed by the Board in the 
special report.  Mr. Dowis seconded the motion.  Ms. Wilson moved to amend the 
definition proposed by the Board to add “in effect at the time of the incident” after the 
last word in the proposed definition.  Dr. Alexander seconded Ms. Wilson’s proposed 
amendment.  The amendment passed unanimously.  On the amended motion to 
recommend that the City Council amend the ordinance to define misconduct as “any 
violation of federal law, state law, city ordinance, city regulation or police department 
policy, guideline, directive, rule, regulation or order in effect at the time of the incident.”  
The Board then unanimously passed the motion to define misconduct as amended. 
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The Board discussed the proposal by Chief Burton and the Columbia Police Officers 
Association to recommend additional restrictions on who can file an appeal.  Dr. 
Alexander indicated that the current ordinance is appropriate.  Ms. Smith discussed a 
possible component of the mediation program which could address some of the 
concerns.  Ms. Wilson moved that the Board make no additional recommendation on 
the standing issue.  Mr. Highbarger seconded the motion.  The Board unanimously 
passed the motion.   
 
The Board discussed changes to Sec. 21-54 of the City Code regarding records relating 
to complaints.  Ms. Smith moved to recommend no changes to Section 21-54.  Ms. 
Wilson seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
The Board discussed the possibility of an ordinance change that would allow the Board 
to go into closed session.  Ms. Wibbenmeyer stated that the Board, on April 13, 2011, 
approved a motion to recommend an ordinance change to allow the Board to go into 
closed session with a two-thirds majority vote.  On May 2, 2011, the City Council sent it 
back to the Board to determine guidelines for closure.  Mr. Highbarger felt that the 
guidelines were a separate issue.  Dr. Alexander was concerned that if guidelines were 
written into the ordinance, that such guidelines would limit its ability.  Ms. Wilson 
expressed her opposition to closing the meetings.  Ms. Wilson believes the presumption 
of openness is very important.  Ms. Smith moved that the report to the council include 
the Board’s previous recommendation that the Board be allowed to go into closed 
session with a two-thirds majority vote and that the report state that the Board is 
continuing to work on guidelines for when closed sessions would be appropriate.  
Mr. Sheltmire seconded Ms. Smith’s motion.  The motion was passed with 
Dr. Alexander, Mr. Dean, Mr. Dowis, Mr. Sheltmire and Ms. Smith voting yes.  
Mr. Highbarger, Ms. Wilson and Dr. Martin voted no.   
 
The Board discussed the police recommendation that specific training requirements be 
included in the ordinances.  Mr. Sheltmire stated that he believed training is important.  
Mr. Dowis discussed his views relating to information provided to jurors.  Mr. Dowis 
believed that more training is important.  Ms. Wilson said that training is important, but 
that it should be voluntary.  Mr. Dowis said he was disappointed in his ride along.  Mr. 
Dowis recommended that the ride alongs be with a supervisor and that they be allowed 
to be present.  Ms. Wibbenmeyer read the current ordinance training requirements.  Ms. 
Smith moved that the current ordinance is sufficient with respect to training.  Ms. Wilson 
seconded the motion.  Dr. Alexander felt that the training has been very good and 
thorough and that the Board will continue to do training as it has been done.  The 
motion passed unanimously. 
 
The Board discussed its proposal that the police place their policies on the City’s 
website.  Because Chief Burton was not present, Ms. Wibbenmeyer recalled the 
minutes from the Board’s January 12, 2011 meeting in which Chief Burton stated that it 
was a good idea to place the police department’s policies on the internet except those 
policies that would disclose police tactics.  Ms. Wilson moved that the Board 
recommend that the ordinance be changed to require police policies to be placed 
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online.  Mr. Highbarger stated that policies should not include any that might jeopardize 
police safety. Mr. Dowis felt that the policies should not include any that jeopardize 
police safety and should avoid tactics.  Dr. Alexander felt that he was satisfied with the 
tactics exception.  Mr. Dowis moved to amend the motion to exclude the posting of 
policies that reveal tactics.  Ms. Smith seconded the motion.  The Board unanimously 
passed the motion as amended. 
 
The Board discussed its proposal to recommend the ordinances be revised to require 
the police to provide the Board with monthly and annual reports on complaints.  Ms. 
Smith asked for clarification.  Mr. Dowis indicated that he wanted to see everything, 
including things that did not get appealed to the Board and things that the police did not 
believe constitute misconduct.  Dr. Alexander believed that would be an expansion.  Mr. 
Dowis stated that he can see a problem with how they determine what is or is not 
misconduct.  Mr. Highbarger stated that he wanted information regarding any 
mandatory reviews, any internally generated complaints, and any externally generated 
complaints.  Mr. Highbarger pointed out that Dr. Thompson’s report was followed up 
until about two years ago.  Dr. Alexander indicated that he wanted more information on 
complaints.  Dr. Alexander believes that it is reasonable for the Board to have a look at 
what is coming in.  Ms. Smith said she wished that the police department would include 
those contacts that the police are designating as an inquiry or as a referral.  Mr. Dowis 
withdrew his motion.  Dr. Alexander wanted it to be more specific.  Mr. Highbarger said 
that the Board should recommend that the ordinance be amended to require the police 
to provide the Board with summaries of all externally generated complaints, internally 
generated complaints, and mandatory reviews and that the summaries should not 
include the officers’ names.  Ms. Smith seconded the motion.  Ms. Smith inquired if the 
motion included inquiry referrals.  Ms. Smith then moved to amend Mr. Highbarger’s 
motion to include inquiries and referrals.  Mr. Dowis seconded Ms. Smith’s motion to 
amend.  The Board unanimously passed the motion as amended to recommend to the 
City Council that the ordinances be amended to require the police department to 
provide the Board with summaries of all externally generated complaints, all internally 
generated complaints, all mandatory reviews, and all contacts that the police 
department is categorizing as an inquiry or a referral and that these summaries should 
not include the officers’ name. 
 
Ms. Wibbenmeyer asked if the Board wished to schedule another meeting or if the 
Board wished to review and approve the report at the next Board meeting.  The Board 
agreed to review for approval the draft report during its next regular meeting in 
September.  Ms. Wilson made comments on her observations as a Board member. 
 
Ms. Smith moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Dowis seconded Ms. Smith’s motion to 
adjourn. The Board passed the motion unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 
8:59 p.m. 
 
 






























