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WEDNESDAY – 5:30 P.M. JUNE 18, 2008 SPECIAL MEETING

The City Council of the City of Elizabeth City held a Special Meeting on the above
date and time in the city council chambers of the Municipal Administration
Building with Mayor S. S. Atkinson presiding. Those members attending were:
J. M. Baker, D. B. Evans, L. A. Hummer, R. E. King, B. S. Meggs, E. K. Rivers and
J. A. Stimatz. V. C. Watts was absent. Staff members attending were: City
Manager R C. Olson, City Clerk D. S. Pierce-Tamplen, Finance Director S. E.
Blanchard, Fire Chief W. C. Pritchard, Captain G. F. Koch, Planning Director J. C.
Brooks, Parks and Recreation Director J. D. Overman, Electric Superintendent K.
F. Clow, Public Utilities Director P. A. Fredette and Human Resource Director K.
W. Felton.

Mayor S. S. Atkinson opened the meeting by welcoming those attending. He
asked Councilwoman B. S. Meggs to give the invocation after he led the Pledge
of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America.

1} APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA:

Mayor Atkinson called for approval of the prepared agenda.

Mayor Pro Tem J. M. Baker said that she had a question on Item #5. It says
discussion of Fiscal Year 2008-2009 Budget Issues. Do we have to reflect what
was advertised in a Special Meeting and we can only talk about what was
advertised. Do we have to reflect that in the agenda as well?

Mayor Atkinson responding by saying that he has been thinking about this for a
couple of days and exactly how we would handle this so he decided to call our
City Attorney which he in turn has ruled on this and he just got copies in writing
of his ruling and he passed that to each member. Also with the titles in the
Fleming Suggested Rules and Procedures that we are going to be looking at in
the near future to adopt for our own rules. He read the following ruling.

“I rely on Fleming Bell’s book, “Suggested Rules of Procedures for City Council”
in rendering my opinion as to what items should be discussed at tonight’s special
meeting. It is legal for Council to discuss and even vote on items not listed in
the published “Special Meeting Notice” if all council members are present, and a
majority vote to add items to the published agenda is obtained. Mr. Bell makes
it clear, however, that Council should not deviate from the items listed on the
published Notice – if and only if a majority of Council determines in good faith
that it is essential to act on these added items immediately.”
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“Since we already have a meeting scheduled for Monday, June 23rd, I believe we
would be hard pressed to justify legally any attempt to enlarge the scope of
tonight’s meeting to include a discussion of anything not listed in the Special
Meeting Notice. In my opinion, there is no “emergency” requiring “immediate”
action tonight since we already have a meeting scheduled for June 23rd to
discuss the budget.”

Does that answer your question?

Ms. Baker replied that it doesn’t say whether it should be on the agenda or not
as advertised. That was her only concerned. As long as it is understood what
we can discuss.

Mayor Atkinson said that was his understanding when he got this. We will
discuss the items that are discrepancies.

A motion was made by Mayor Pro Tem J. M. Baker to approve the
agenda as advertised or as submitted. Councilwoman B. S.
Meggs seconded the motion. Those voting in favor of the motion
were: Baker, Meggs, Evans, Hummer, King, Rivers and Stimatz.
Against: None. Motion carried.

2} DISCUSSION OF FISCAL YEAR 2008-2009 BUDGET ISSUES:

Mayor Atkinson called upon Councilwoman Hummer as well as Councilman Rivers
for comments.

Ms. Hummer said that she doesn’t mind starting. First of all, she would like
thank everyone for coming tonight. This is a meeting as stated to discuss
misinformation that was put out in our last meeting through comments by
council members or information provided to city council whichever pertaining to
the employees’ COLA and the tax increase. That is a part of the budget. We are
very legal in our discussion. She knew there would be a dedicated effort to shut
down this meeting tonight but it will go on. She would ask the Mayor to allow
discussion by all council members ever how long it takes. We are here for the
people. A lot of people didn’t understand the actions taken because our last
budget meeting was so rushed and there were so many things that even the
Manager wasn’t clear on the directions he got in the end. For one thing we had
a public hearing on a budget that includes items from the County which haven’t
even been voted on in their budget yet. Their tax increase has not been voted
on. We don’t know what the 911 charges will be nor animal control as there is
surely to be an increase. To hold a public hearing and then tentatively adopt a
number of things before we even have all the information. In fact, their meeting
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tomorrow night is to finalize their budget. From the public I have had a lot of
phone calls and a lot of people have stopped her as they were very unclear as to
what was even discussed or voted on in the last budget session. She welcomes
Council to join us in making the public aware of just exactly what we did.

Mayor Atkinson stated that he would assure Ms. Hummer and every other
Council member that we are going to take as much time as we need for you to
discuss these discrepancies and in no way was there any effort to not have you
to do this. You are entitled to do this as every other council member is. He is
happy you are here and that we can clear some of these issues up.

Councilman Rivers said that he concurs with the Mayor that we take our time
because when you are talking about raising electric rates, taxes everyone needs
to make sure. He has been up here for eight years and sometimes it still gets
confusing to look at the numbers. As we were having our last meeting and when
we had information being presented and then after receiving calls and he will
start off first about talking about going from the 4.1% to 2.05%. He would just
like that when information is given that we made sure that we try to give facts
that in turns of when we are trying to make our presentations that the
information is correct. He was looking back over the issue of the COLA and it
was said that we had given a COLA out the last certain amount of years. Then
when he went back and looked at the information, we did not give our
employees a COLA in 2002-2003. We didn’t give a COLA to our employees
during that fiscal year. Then I wanted to have information so I will ask the City
Manager for the correct information so that way when we go forward you have
the right to zero percent that has been allocated. The 2% that has been
allocated and the 4.1% that has been allocated. That way when everyone gets
it in black and white they can make an informed decision on which way to go.
He would ask that out of all the CPI’s that have been presented, Rich do you
have the last six years of the CPIs and what was implemented by the formula
that we used. Not what we have given but what the CPI was. He hasn’t called
anyone on Council because he believes that when the information is presented
we all will make a decision. I received calls from different employees and they
were just informing him and letting him know that gas is going up and the
electric is going up and how can city employees be able to go forward. For the
first time they received a 4.1% and yet we cut it to a 2.05%. They were really
looking forward to the 4.1%. They were worried about their benefits and all of
those things and he wanted to make sure that we assured them that we are
going to do all that we can for our employees. One of the comments that he
received was you are going to cut our COLA from 4% and invest it into a
building. He does have a problem with that. He feels that we should invest into
our employees first. Then the building second. He is just bringing back the
comments that he has received so everyone around the table will be able to hear
what was said and what was presented to me. That is one thing because we are
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going to vote for the budget and he does not want to belabor with long
discussions when we go there. Everyone should get an amount of time and we
vote up or down for the budget. He definitely thinks that Council should think
about that when they go into voting for the budget. We need to invest in our
employees for the 4.1% COLA and just make sure that you look and see what
the CPI’s are. If we have been going with the CPI’s for the last seven or eight
years we should be going with the CPI this year when this is entirely the first
year that we have had everything and the economy has been predicted to be a
very vulnerable economy. The second thing that he remembers is it was said
that in 2004-2005 there wasn’t a tax increase? Is this correct?

Mr. Olson said the he believes the tax increase was 2004-2005. The City Council
went ahead and issued a million dollars worth of debt to do some street work
and also some sidewalk work within the community. It was 2004-2005 we
went from $.62 to $.67.

Mr. Rivers said that we raised it and he thinks that he voted against the budget
that year. He didn’t vote in favor of that budget. If you go back and check his
record you will see that he has voted for some budgets. Let’s make sure. That
money was projected for capital because we were talking about fixing sidewalks.
Correct.

Mr. Olson replied that was specifically earmarked for a number of different
projects.

Mr. Rivers said the year after we put a surcharge on the water. Did we not raise
the trash collection?

Mr. Olson said that the trash was raised in 2004-2005 from $11 to $13. He is
doing this by memory and that is pretty close. Of course we had a 7% rate
increase in 2007-2008 to Water Fund to pay for improvements to the Wellfield
site. We had a coal surcharge added to the Electric Fund in 2006-2007. Then
we took a 4.5% increase in 2007-2008 for the Electric Fund.

Mr. Rivers said that he is trying to get everything out so that colleagues will see
what he is looking and asking for is that when you begin to see and when we
implemented tax increases we had specific projects that we were implementing
for such as sidewalks. We had specific items, tangibles that could actually be
touched. When it went up $.05 it was because everyone had just finished
running and it was a big issue on potholes, sidewalks and things of that nature
that the money was actually spent where the people could actually see it. Where
as this year and he thinks that when we look back and take 4.1% from our
employees and just put it in a fund to spend on buildings that is not a tangible.
We have in our sheet just for a feasibility study for this year. Then to say that
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we have to raise taxes to be able to fund the 4% for the COLA for our employees
that is where we need to think about that. Look at that and to have those
answers when we come back on the 23rd. At the same time he noticed the sheet
that Rich sent out he put in there the feasibility study paying for it out of the
Electric Fund.

Mr. Olson replied that the feasibility study affects all three of the funds. It
affects the Water & Sewer Department, Electric Department and the General
Fund. We are looking at the Midgett Building and the Utility Complex on
Pritchard Street and possibly relocating that out to the Wellfield site and getting
rid of the sites we have on North Poindexter and combine all of them into one
large complex.

Mr. Rivers said with those expenditures coming out of the Electric Fund for the
feasibility study. It is one third of the amount.

Mayor Atkinson said to Mr. Rivers that what you are saying is very important but
tonight’s meeting as written in the letter from Mr. Morgan, we are going to have
a lot of time Monday to get into the entire budget, but tonight he believes that it
was the intent to focus as it was advertised that we focus on the discrepancies.
And, you are certainly touching on some of these things, but we may be
expanding a little bit from the focus of the discrepancies. So if you could narrow
it down to the discrepancies and then at the meeting that we are going to have
Monday night then we can go through all these issues. But it is very important.

Mr. Rivers said that he wanted to make sure as when we go into Monday night
he will not have a chance to ask questions of the employees or anyone sitting
around the table necessarily and get detailed information presented back to
Council on Monday. People might be thinking that this is an attack on a voter or
anything of that nature. Tonight is to ask questions so that way on Monday
because you are asking me to come back on Monday and make a vote on the
budget and he wants to make sure that he has all the information and if he
perceives something wrong you can straighten him out, the city manager can
straighten him out and that is why he is asking questions. That is discrepancies
because he just wants to make sure that he is going in on my final day to make
sure and he doesn’t think Rich wants any blindsides to come on Monday. If he
has already gotten his budget and all of a sudden a change comes up on
something then that puts pressure on him. He just wanted to make it open and
put it out there and ask questions so that way he receives the information. He
understands that everything is to a vote. He just asked about a year and he was
off when he asked about the tax increase. This is clearing up discrepancies that
he has.
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Mayor Atkinson said that he agrees with that but he just wanted to be sure that
since we advertised what we did and we need to follow that. He certainly
doesn’t want to inhibit anyone from the discussion. There will be no public
participation tonight as you well know. He just wanted to remind us to stay
focused on why we are here tonight. We will have the opportunity to review the
budget and come to a final conclusion on it the first of the week. He wanted to
remind everyone of where we are going tonight. He just wanted to comment on
that so we don’t get too far away from what we advertised as published.

Mr. Rivers said with what we were presented and we voted based off the
information that we were presented we went from a 4.1% to a 2.05% and it was
talked that they had received COLA’s every year. Now, that right there is a
question that he wanted to make sure that he was not wrong when we found
out the employees did not received a COLA. Correct.

Mr. Olson said correct. What you have up there right now are the COLA’s that
were given. These COLA’s were taken out of each of the respective budget
ordinances that were approved in those years. In 2005-2006 of course we had
the pay study adjustment and after the budget ordinance was passed for 2006-
2007 we did the pay adjustment for the police and instituted it a little bit
different longevity pay. What you have up there is correct.

Mayor Atkinson said that he wanted to be sure that any discrepancy that any
council member highlights that we make a note of it and he knows that Ms.
Tamplen is taking the minutes but he wants to be sure that any thing that is
construed as a discrepancy that you and your staff research it between now and
Monday and give each council person the results of that investigation. He feels
that it is very clear that any discrepancy in anyone’s mind be cleared up. A lot of
these things that may come up you may not be in a position tonight without
spending some time looking at it.

Mr. Olson said that could be the case depending what the issues are. We have
thoroughly reviewed things for any type of discrepancy. The COLA was one of
those issues that did come up where we did not give a COLA out in 2002-2003
but to his knowledge that is it. The sheet that you have in front of you is what
we have given.

Mr. Atkinson said if there is a discrepancy in anything that we have said
previously, any council person said previously that is highlighted tonight we want
to be sure that each council person gets an opportunity to have the actual
numbers and facts to it. That is what we are after.

Mr. Rivers said that is right so that way if there was something that was changed
and every councilmember has the right to change based off the information that
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is being presented. So that way you have the opportunity to stay the same or
change based off the information that is being presented. He just wanted to
make sure that you know the same thing that he knows. He thinks for the
employees, for them to let him know that they didn’t receive a COLA that year
then they must be watching. They are on top of what they are doing and he
thinks that when you hear that we could possibly have some persons that are
not in favor of staying with the 2%. You might be willing to go to the 4% or you
might be willing after you see everything in front of you go to something
different. At least you have the right to know the information and to go from
there.

Mayor Atkinson said that the only thing he could do is here the discrepancies and
address the discrepancies. We can highlight them but beyond that we are not
going to vote on it tonight. We do want to clear up the discrepancies.

Ms. Hummer said that she would like to expound on the COLA and the tax
increase. She thinks that we should clear up the discrepancy in how many times
the COLA was given. She does want to point out that this is the second time if
this COLA remains cut that City employees have been asked to give up a COLA
that was to be given them. It was about ten years ago when a capital
improvement fund was established it was done on the back of the employees.
Here we go again. That was discussed in the previous meeting that we always
ask the employees to give. There was a comment in public participation that she
would like to address on that too. Someone stated that if you want to give
public employees a 4.1% raise you should at least offer a recommendation
where the money is coming from. Well the City Manager presented a balanced
budget with that 4.1% in it from day one and a recommended $.01 tax increase.
That was all in there. The City Manager and his staff looked at that COLA,
looked at the Consumer Price Index and the fact that we do still have some
employees even though there has been a comment made that there is not an
employee making under $23,000 a year. That isn’t true. There are sixteen (16)
employees who make less than $23,000. One makes $20,133 and the other
fifteen make between $20,000 and $21,000. So they are far below the $23,000.

Also Mr. Rivers touched on the discrepancy of the fact that taxes hadn’t been
raised in the last five years. She believes that the statement was that the City
has not raised taxes to pay for increased operating since 1998. This whole
budget is for increase operating expenses whether it pays an employee salary or
fixes a street or what ever it does. Taxes were raised in 2004-2005 by $.05.
They were raised last year by $.01 so that two discrepancies. It was her
comment in the budget session and she doesn’t think that she is straying from
what we are here for that she felt that the $.03 additional tax increase is
unnecessary this time because of the state of the economy. We were told that
the $200,000 revenue short fall would come from the County raising their taxes
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and two days later we found out that was an error that would not come until
next year. We did have a year that we could ease things for the people. That is
why we are here tonight. We don’t care about each other but we should care
about the people. She thinks that it could have waited. The next reason and
she pointed this out in a community meeting that we were informed by the City
Manager as of one July our General Fund Balance would be 30%. It is 21% now
and it would be 30%. So with a 30% fund balance why do we have to raise
taxes by $.04? She does not understand that as there were ways that we could
have done something for the people this year because of the electric rate
increase. We don’t have any control over that.

She asked this question and she feels like it was a discrepancy. When the COLA
was cut in half and the motion to make the change and she touched on this a
little bit but she would like to touch on it a little more. The other half would go
toward establishing a building fund. For years we had a fund for Roanoke
Avenue. She doesn’t remember what the total was but she believes last year we
had to spend it for Southern Avenue. Her point is even though we established a
building fund the next Council can come in and spend that money any way that
they want too. It only takes a council action to do away with the fund or
whatever. We used to have a rate stabilization fund where we were putting
$225,000 a year in. We no longer have that. We haven’t had it for years and it
was a very good thing. But, her question in the last meeting and she doesn’t
feel like she got a very good answer. By cutting that COLA in half and putting a
reserve fund with the other half we still have to restrict money in the Electric
Fund, the Water and Sewer fund and in the General Fund. That money for that
capital reserve fund cannot be spent in the electric fund for electric needs. It
cannot be spent in the Water and Sewer Fund for water and sewer needs. So
what have we accomplished? We take it away from the employees and we can’t
touch it in those enterprise funds. Just like Powell Bill money. She was criticized
for asking the questions of the cameras last year could be funded out of the
Electric Fund. This is being done this year. The facilities study is coming out of
the Water and Sewer Fund, the Electric Fund as well as this special building
fund. That is what we are doing with the employees’ COLA. We are robbing the
Electric Fund and the Water and Sewer Fund. She would like someone else’s
opinion on that.

Mr. Rivers said that we need to refer to the City Clerk. Ms. Hummer made a
motion when we went from the 2.5% and she asked for a substitute motion.
The discrepancy was and he takes fought because he didn’t think it could be
done, but after doing some research and checking her motion should have been
voted on. Would that be a discrepancy in turns of not voting on her motion of
the 4.1% before we voted on the 2.05%? If we did not vote on the substitute
motion and it was legally called for then do we need to redo that just to make
sure that it carried. I received in big letters that the motion should have been
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voted upon. Could that vote been taken when her motion should have been
voted on. He apologized because he told Ms. Hummer it could not have been
done. He is man enough to make sure that we do what is right. She did make
the motion for the 4.1% but we didn’t vote on that motion, we voted on the
2.05%.

Mayor Atkinson called upon the City Clerk for a ruling. He knows that you have
researched it.

Mr. Stimatz stated point of order. That is not an issue. That is a procedural
issue on a Roberts Rule of Order.

Mr. Rivers said that it is a discrepancy. It is not a discrepancy in what was
provided for this evening.

Ms. Hummer said excuse me! May I. She was shut down once before on this
and now I am being shut down again. I have three rulings from the Institute of
Government, Fleming Bell, David Lawrence and Robert Ferrell. If that is not
good enough, what else do we do? We don’t have any rules and procedures.
We always have to call the Institute of Government and it plainly states in
Fleming Bell’s Rules and Procedures that since we allow substitute motions, her
motion should have stood.

Mayor Atkinson called upon the City Clerk.

City Clerk Pierce-Tamplen stated that we discussed this item today and it is her
understanding that since there was no change in the amount that was already in
the original motion that your motion did not amend it, did not change it and
therefore it was not a valid motion.

Mayor Atkinson said that anytime there is a substitute motion that is in total
opposition to the major motion we cannot do it. As it turned out after much
discussion he actually thought that the substitute motion was in order. Our City
Attorney stated that it was not in order. Had it been a motion for example from
4.1 to 3.0 then it would have been a modification of the original motion and a
total 180 degree substitute motion in its totality against it. That is his
understanding, our attorney and our clerk also agreed.

Ms. Hummer said that in June 2006 a motion was made by Councilman E. K.
Rivers to adopt the following budget ordinance for the FY 2006-2007 as
presented. Councilman D. K. Stallings seconded the motion. Councilman J. A.
Stimatz made a substitute motion by deleting designation of Skills, Inc, Girls Inc.
Boys and Girls Inc., Project Voice, and Food Bank of America as recipients of
funds and required a competitive process next fiscal year for allocation of the
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$41,000 earmarked in the budget for non-profits. Councilwoman J. M. Baker
seconded the motion. Isn’t that pretty much the same type of motion?

Mayor Atkinson said you know it kind of sounds like it but there is a difference
there. The example that he gave about the 4% verses the 0% which was a total
180 degree turn about. Although it does sound very much like it and believe him
he has learned a lot here in the last 48 hours on this sort of thing but it does
sound like it but in my opinion it is not the same.

Ms. Hummer said let her ask one more question. We voted for the 4.1% COLA
and you broke the tie and then Ms. Baker came back and made a motion to
change that, so that negated the original motion.

Mayor Pro Tem Baker said that he broke the tie on the 0 COLA.

Mayor Atkinson said that he broke the vote on the 0 COLA.

Ms. Hummer said that would have left the 4.1 COLA. Then the next motion
changed it entirely.

Mayor Atkinson said that he knows that it sounds like we are splitting hairs here
but Mr. Olson is that your understanding what he is saying?

Mr. Olson replied that is correct. When the substitute motion is in direct conflict
with the primary motion you cannot have that. What happened with the second
set of motions is first of all the first motion was defeated, the Mayor broke the
tie. So then it reverted back to the 4.1%. Then there was another motion,
separate and complete primary motion that basically lowers it to the 2.05% and
then that was basically subsequently approved. That motion was approved. You
had made your substitute motion on the first one when it was 0 if he remembers
it right and that was in direct conflict. Zero is an absolute value so anything in
conflict with the zero would be in conflict with the primary motion.

Ms. Hummer asked why isn’t the City Attorney here tonight. We shouldn’t be
getting legal advice from the City Manager.

Mayor Atkinson said that he couldn’t be here because of a family commitment.
He did ask him if he could attend and that was the response we got. But all of
these issues that have surfaced this momentarily he as well as the Clerk and the
City Manager have run all of this by him and we even had him to do this in
writing. He will certainly be here on Monday and if Council feels like they need
to revisit this at that time they can certainly do it. But right now we just want to
focus on the discrepancies.
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Mr. Stimatz said that he has one comment, Mr. Mayor. We don’t have a budget;
we have a recommended manager’s budget. Any action we want to take by a
motion is only changing a recommended budget. No differently than when we
earmarked $20,000 for Oak Grove. When he gave the motion to go to zero
COLA he was making a motion to amend the recommended budget and the final
version to say zero. Ms. Hummer’s point is that the budget went back to 4.1.
His answer is no the manager’s recommended budget was still there. We made
a whole lot of changes to the manager’s recommended budget and that is our
job. Ms. Baker came in at 2.05 which is perfectly acceptable. If no one had
done anything at all we would be sitting on 4.1 but until we vote on the budget
ordinance there is no budget. Nobody’s gotten anything and we haven’t taken
anything from anybody. It is just what we are discussing.

Ms. Hummer said that is why we are here tonight. Everyone could walk in
Monday night and make a motion to pass the budget with no further discussion.
So, that is why some of us felt it was important to be here tonight for the
people. And, put some fears at ease. There have been a lot of rumors as well
as discrepancies that the 401K was going to be taken away from the employees.
She would like to set their minds at ease. She doesn’t think that has been
discussed and hopes that it won’t be. She does think that we made a
presentation here tonight of discrepancies so that the public won’t think that
those employees just get raises all the time and you know that we absolutely
had to raise taxes. We don’t. We don’t have to have a fund that is a slush fund.
She thinks that the first thing that could have been cut as she stated before, is
Council’s big salary increase. Council gave itself a raise even though she voted
against it. We are going to raise taxes and cut the employees COLA it really
makes a lot of sense doesn’t it. She just wants the people to know that we are
here to listen to you. It is perfectly legitimate for you to be here tonight and she
knows that a statement was made that Council can’t vote on anything when
Council convenes they can vote on anything. There are so many rules that are
being made up as we go along. She agrees with Mr. Stimatz that we do need
policy and procedures but we need something that everyone has written.

Mayor Atkinson said that is a very good point and he will quickly touch on that.
The Fleming Bell Procedures Manual that the council to his knowledge of what he
is hearing that there has been no procedures that have been adopted by Council.
He knows it has been suggested by several councils ago and it was denied. He
has given each of you a book that he is planning on reviewing and having a work
shop to go through it page by page and it is his intent to ask council to adopt
that book with any changes that you would like. If you have any thoughts about
that, he has asked you to read the book and he is sure you all have memorized
it. Be sure to contact Ms. Tamplen with any changes or anything in there that
you feel needs tweaking because we will do that.
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Councilman King said that he thought that the Council’s raises were taken out.

Mr. Olson said that the Council COLA was and it is reflected in the budget
ordinance that you got last Monday

Mr. Rivers asked if the raises were in there.

Mr. Olson replied that the Council’s raise was in there but based on the City
Council’s action the COLA was taken away.

Mr. Rivers said that he thought that we had cut it. Council goes from $400 to
$600. 33% and we cut our city employees to 2%. He will not vote for himself
receiving a raise if we have to cut our employees. He thought that we had
already cut our raise out. We are giving ourselves a 33% raise.

Mayor Atkinson said that Council did approve the raise and it is not a lot of
money.

Mr. Olson said that it is approximately $16,000. He would like to say any changes
to the budget ordinance that involves the changing of the COLA or any other
changes in the budget will require that the City Council reconvene at another
time to adopt a new budget ordinance. The budget ordinance that you go on
Monday is very specific. Those numbers cannot change. That is why he put this
motion up there because that is the direction that city staff received at the June
9th meeting and that is what the budget is based on.

Mr. Stimatz said then he would note one thing in the package you provided us
both in the agenda and in here, Council indicated they wanted a net shift of one
employees pay to Powell Bill. The way that this is laid out there is a zero. You
have got the same amount in both columns twice. He doesn’t care how you
want to shake that it comes out to zero.

Ms. Blanchard said that is true. What she did was she moved it from Fund
Balance General Fund to Fund Balance Powell Bill. Yes, you do not receive the
benefit of that. If Council wants to change that we can do it.

Mr. Stimatz said that we have already done that because it was in the
recommended budget. We never changed it from one. That was a change we
made. That was in addition. If you go back to the 9 June minutes your
additions and deletions it was indicated in there.

Ms. Blanchard said that would just add $38,000 to the building fund.
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Mr. Stimatz said that it would reduce our side and what you show here is a net
zero.

Mr. Olson said that it would be a net zero. The total amount of expenditures in
the General Fund will stay the same.

Ms. Hummer asked did you say that we can’t change anything in the budget
ordinance.

Mr. Olson said no, he was not saying that at all. What he is saying is if you
decided to make changes Monday night then basically you will not be able to
approve the budget ordinance. In order to approve the budget ordinance council
will need to come back to basically approve a budget ordinance that reflects the
changes. Items such as a change in the COLA affects about every page in the
budget.

Ms. Hummer said that the facility study of $50,000 which will tell us which kind
of buildings that we need will eat into your Electric Fund and your Water and
Sewer Fund as well as the Capital Building Fund which will also eat into your
electric and water and sewer funds. The COLA and FICA adjustments for the
General Fund total $193,000.

Mr. Stimatz said the amount transferred to the Building Reserve is only $132,000
about a $60,000 discrepancy and the question is why. If he remembers Ms.
Baker’s motion correctly it was to transfer all of that. There is an apparent
discrepancy between the motion as proposed and passed on Ms. Baker’s behalf
and what is in this document.

Ms. Blanchard said that the other changes affected the bottom line. For example
we added the $20,000 to Oak Grove. That total was $193,000 with the COLA
reduction and the FICA adjustments. Then we subtracted $20,000 from that and
then the $38,000 which she just took from Fund Balanced Appropriated to Powell
Fund Balance Appropriated. That leaves you with $132,000.

Mr. Stimatz said that was not the intent of Council. Mr. Rivers asked for
$20,000 ear marked specifically for Oak Grove. That was a whole separate
thing. Her motion was not to transfer this amount less the Oak Grove and the
Powell Bill. That was not her motion. Her motion was to take this entire amount
and remove it. That should be the same 193,000 or whatever.

Ms. Baker said that her intent was to put half of the COLA into the employee
raises and the other half into the Capital Building Reserve Fund.
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Mr. Rivers asked on Monday when we talk about the COLA that can’t be changed
on Monday.

Mr. Olson said official action cannot be taken until Monday.

3} ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business to come before the Council at this time, Mayor
Atkinson adjourned the meeting at 6:35 p.m.

________________________________
Dianne S. Pierce-Tamplen, MMC
City Clerk

________________________________
Stephen S. Atkinson
Mayor


