MONDAY-7:00 P.M. AUGUST 25, 2008 CITY COUNCIL

The City Council of the City of Elizabeth City held its second Regular Meeting on
the above date and time in the City Council Chambers in the Municipal
Administration Building with Mayor S. S. Atkinson presiding and those attending
were: J. M. Baker, D. B. Evans, L. A. Hummer, R. E. King, B. S. Meggs, E. K.
Rivers, J. A. Stimatz, V. C. Watts, City Manager R. C. Olson, City Clerk D. S.
Pierce-Tamplen, City Attorney W. H. Morgan, Deputy City Clerk V. D. White,
Human Resource Director K. W. Felton, Electric Superintendent K. F. Clow, Parks
and Recreation Director J. D. Overman, City Manager Intern R. Lyons, Finance
Director S. E. Blanchard, Interim Fire Chief B. Overman, Utilities Director P. A.
Fredette, Planning Director J. C. Brooks and Police Chief C. E. Crudup.

Mayor S. S. Atkinson opened the meeting by welcoming those attending. He
called upon Pastor Leigh Gillis for the invocation. Following the invocation Mayor
Atkinson led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America.

1} AGENDA APPROVAL:
Mayor Atkinson called for the pleasure of Council regarding the prepared agenda.

Councilman J. A. Stimatz asked to add, Mariner’s Landing-Phase IT
Discussion and Hugh Cale Audit Status Discussion.

Councilwoman B. S. Meggs asked to add, Consistency of Speed Limits.

A motion was made by Councilman J. A. Stimatz, seconded by
Mayor Pro Tem J. M. Baker to approve the prepared agenda as
presented to include the above noted items. Those voting in
favor of the motion were: Stimatz, Baker, Evans, Hummer, King,
Meggs, Rivers and Watts. Against: None. Motion carried.

2} COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC:

Mayor Atkinson called upon City Clerk D. S. Pierce-Tamplen for the number of
speakers that had signed up to address Council. Upon a reply of eight she called
the first speaker to the podium.

Ms. Selma White, 108 W. Cypress Street, Elizabeth City spoke regarding the
proposed Dolphin Docks on Southern Avenue. Her concern was that
Sawyertown neighborhood has a lot of problems and they don't have any
playgrounds for the children. The City is growing so rapidly that the cost of living



is not keeping up with the growth. She encouraged Council to vote this item
down.

Ms. Susan N. Matusik, Princess Ann Road, Elizabeth City, spoke regarding her
concerns with the judicial system and the corruption that she feels is in the
Sheriff Department.

Ms. Pierce-Tamplen advised that Mr. John Krider gave his 3-minutes to Mr.
McKinley

Mr. Darryl McKinley, 1216 Providence Road, Elizabeth City, spoke regarding the
recent trip that city officials went to in Myrtle Beach, South Carolina. He was
appalled at the costs of the trip in lieu of the recent increase in taxes and the
electrical rate. He went over the various costs of the attendance at this
conference.

Mr. Bart Van Nieuwenhuise, Maverick Consulting, Cusseta, Alabama, spoke
regarding the proposed Dolphin Docks Development. He wanted to remind
Council that the developers of this site are committed to installing public
infrastructure if the O&I zoning is granted in the excess of $300,000. The
request meets all requirements of standard planning protocol for approval

Ms. Alice Redding, 914 Riverside Avenue, Elizabeth City, asked to address
Council one last time prior to the vote on the Dolphin Docks Development. As
she has stated before the intention is to go forward with the plans for a
residential and retail center that they feel would be a great draw to our
downtown waterfront. The Planning Staff states that we can do the project with
the current R-6 zoning. That is absolutely untrue. The R-6 zoning does not
allow the density to do a project that is financially feasible. She encouraged
Council to vote favorable on this rezoning.

3} APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES:
Mayor Atkinson called for action regarding the previous meeting minutes.

A motion was made by Mayor Pro Tem J. M. Baker, seconded by
Councilwoman V. C. Watts to approve the minutes of the May 14,
2008 Budget Work Session; the May 21, 2008 Budget Work
Session and the Regular Council Meeting Minutes of May 27,
2008. Those voting in favor of the motion were: Baker, Watts,
Evans, Hummer, King, Meggs, Rivers and Stimatz. Against:
None. Motion carried.

4} CONSENT AGENDA:



Mayor Atkinson called upon City Manager Olson to read the Consent Agenda.
Following the reading he called for the pleasure of Council.

A motion was made by Councilman J. A. Stimatz, seconded by
Councilman R. E. King to approve the following Consent Agenda.
Those voting in favor of the motion were: Stimatz, King, Baker,
Evans, Hummer, Meggs, Rivers and Watts. Against: None.
Motion carried.

Consent Agenda:

a} Approved authorization of the City Manager to execute an agreement for
the professional engineering and surveying services with Hyman and Robey for
the design work for the taxiway portion of the Aviation Park project.

b} Adopted the following resolution authorizing submission of grant
application for CDBG and IDF funding.

RESOLUTION #08-08-02
AUTHORIZING SUBMISSION OF APPLICATIONS
FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (CDBG-ED) AND
INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT FUNDS

WHEREAS, the City of Elizabeth City has a need to construct $2,897,000
million in streets and storm water controls improvements to serve the Elizabeth
City Aviation Research & Development Commerce Park that will support the
creation of new jobs and investment; and

WHEREAS, DRS Technologies has committed to create 100 new jobs over a
two year period, 60% of which will be filled with persons of low to moderate
income, to assist the City in obtaining grant funds through the Community
Development Block Grant-Economic Development Program and Industrial
Development Fund to finance the cost of the infrastructure improvements;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF ELIZABETH CITY:

That an application for Community Development Block Grant-Economic
Development (CDBG-ED) funds in the amount of $1,000,000 and an application
for $500,000 from the Industrial Development Fund be made to the North
Carolina Department of Commerce, Commerce Finance Center, to assist in
financing the construction of infrastructure improvements to the Elizabeth City



Aviation Research & Development Commerce Park.

FURTHER, the City of Elizabeth City authorizes $1,437,000 in local funds be
committed to finance the balance of activities proposed in these applications.

That the City of Elizabeth City authorizes Stephen S. Atkinson, Mayor, to
execute all application documents necessary to secure funding; and

That the City of Elizabeth City will administer this grant in accordance with the
rules and regulations of the Department of Commerce, Commerce Finance
Center.

ADOPTED, this 25" day of August 2008.

Stephen S. Atkinson
Mayor

Dianne S. Pierce-Tamplen, MMC
City Clerk

C} Discussed the cost estimate for additional purchase of surveillance
cameras and forward to the next meeting of City Council.

d} Called a public hearing to be held on Monday, September 8, 2008
beginning at 7:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers of the Municipal
Administration Building for consideration of RZ-05-08 to rezone 107 acres on
North side of US 17 at Big Daddy Parkway.

e} Approved the following Budget Amendments:

BUDGET AMENDMENT
Number 2008-09
AUGUST 25, 2008

BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Elizabeth City that the
following amendment be made to the annual budget ordinance for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 2009:

SECTION 1. That the General Fund Balance Appropriated (103990.0000)
and the Hotel Conference Center (106600.5875) be increased by
$11,750.



(To record appraisals for possible Hotel Conference Center site.)
SECTION I1. That the School of Government Wing Contribution

(106620.5871) be increased by $664 and Contingency
(106620.6000) be decreased by $664.

(To record School of Government contribution.)

SECTION III. That the United States Coast Guard Day (106620.5872) be
increased by $1,000 and Contingency (106620.6000) be
decreased by $1,000.

(To record United States Coast Guard Day contribution.)

ADOPTED, this 25™ day of August 2008.

Stephen S. Atkinson
Mayor

Dianne S. Pierce-Tamplen, MMC
City Clerk

5} PUBLIC HEARINGS:
a} Registration of Burial:
Mayor Atkinson called upon Jim Overman for comments.

Mr. Overman said that this item pertains to the Registration of Burial. First he
would like to say that the City is in no way trying to prohibit someone from being
buried in a family cemetery plot. Last week staff met with the funeral directors
and discussed their concerns relating to the cemeteries and the requirement of
this new registration of burial form. This form would be required prior to a burial
by the funeral home conducting the service. It is very simple and shouldn't take
over five minutes to fill out but it will give us some type of record pertaining to



who is actually buried in the various cemeteries. He briefly went over the form.

He advised that we have made maps of the cemeteries that show the layout of
the plats. Some of the issues or concerns are that there is a need for information
on burial sites and information available on existing deeds. At one time, the City
sold cemetery plots to individuals and families for interment in Old Hollywood
Cemetery. The last lot was sold approximately 10-years ago. We do have
records of who bought those plots. The earlier plots that had been sold before
1960 which was by far the majority of Old Hollywood we have a map that tells
what family bought it, but not what actual family member may be buried in it.
One of the things that we want to do and one of the reasons that we brought
this to Council’s attention is that we need to limit the burials in areas of the
cemeteries where there is uncertainty about the family plots.

It appears that there have been a number of burials in one cemetery that are in
question. On several occasions, bones were unearthed when a grave site was
being prepared for a burial. Staff believes that the City must take steps to
prevent this from happening again. Therefore, pursuant to Section 18-4 of the
City Code, all future interments in any of the eight City maintained cemeteries:
Old Hollywood, Old Oak Grove, Highland Park, Christ Episcopal, Love, First
Baptist Church, corner of Herrington Road and B Street and corner of Culpepper
and West Grice Streets must be in a family plot for which there is evidence by
deed or bill of sale indicating ownership. The funeral homes will be required to
complete a Registration of Burial pursuant to Section 18-2 of the City Code and
file it with the City Clerk within 10 days of the date of burial. If the family cannot
produce a deed or evidence of purchase stating the location of a specific grave
site, the funeral home just contacts the Parks and Recreation Director for
authorization to proceed with a burial. A copy of the deed or evidence of
purchase of burial site will be attached to the Registration of Burial when
submitted to the City Clerk.

Mayor Pro Tem Baker said that there is an organization that has written a book
about North Carolina’s cemeteries and they go all over the state. She does not
know if they identify individual graves and she thinks that they do but she is not
sure if they have equipment that could determine if there is someone buried in
that place but they have written several books. She wonders if they might have
equipment that could determine if there was somebody buried there that could
help us. Or, maybe they would want to get actively involved in our dilemma
really trying to identify more space to allow more burials. She is not sure of the
name of the book but she knows it is on North Carolina cemeteries. If you want
she would be willing to try to help locate them if we think that would help us free
up more space and also get the help in identifying some of our own unknowns.

Mr. Overman said that we are certainly interested in locating gravesites.



Councilman Stimatz asked that the ordinance as written only addresses one thing
and that it requires each new burial be registered. That is all you are asking for
tonight. This is great information and he is all for it because if we are going to
own them we ought to manage them correctly.

Mr. Overman stated that after meeting with the funeral home directors we
figured that about 15% of them could produce a deed or bill of sale for their
family owned plots. He thinks a lot of it is based on our looking at a plot and
seeing that it is the Jones Family, the Sawyer Family, and whoever is going to be
buried there has a connection to that family or is a family member.

Mr. Stimatz said but this condition of burial in your analysis is not a condition of
burial in the ordinance. The statement is, “if the family cannot produce a deed
or evidence of purchase stating the location of the specific gravesite, the Funeral
Home must contact the Parks and Recreation Director for authorization to
proceed with the burial. Where is that going to be codified so everybody will
know that they have to do that? You are telling me that it is 85% of the burials
so we ought to be telling them some place. It needs to show that it is required
by the City. If you don't have any proof you need to come to us.

Mr. Olson said that the primary purpose of this ordinance is to have the City
receive prior notification so that we can make a determination whether or not
that is an issue. If an individual would have a deed or bill of sale it would be
accompanied to the Registration of Burial form that was given to the City Clerk.
After we met with the Funeral Home Directors we made some changes to the
form based on some insights they had given to us. We were shocked to find out
that less than 15% of the people could provide some type of proof of ownership
whether it is a deed or bill of sale for that. His office has received 29-30 calls
since the article ran in the newspaper. He has been told that the funeral homes
have also been receiving countless number of calls. What we are trying to
accomplish here in this ordinance is to have the Funeral Home give us some hint
of why this individual should be buried at that location. It is really a mess in our
cemeteries of how things are laid out because of the record keeping.

Mr. Stimatz said that he understands that but go back to your language. It says
in the change that they are going to register with the City Clerk. In your analysis
you specifically state that they should contact the Parks and Rec Director. How
do we make the connection? They are going to put their form in to the City
Clerk, they will go bury them and then the Parks and Rec Director is never going
to be notified that they didn't have documentation. Where does that happen?
Where is that linkage in process? That is his problem. He doesnt see it and
again he thinks it is a good requirement. The way the ordinance is written it
doesn't tell anybody that they have to check with the Parks and Rec Director.



Mr. Olson said that the way this is written is that the City Clerk if she has a
concern she will contact the Parks and Rec Director to basically do the probe or
whatever is needed to provide the documentation.

Mr. Stimatz said so we are adding to her workload. We are giving her another
job. Is that the appropriate place?

Mr. Olson said that he does not envision the City Clerk going out and probing,
she just doesn’t have the manpower or anything else to do the work.

Mr. Stimatz asked why don't they just register with the Parks and Recreation
Director and take the Clerk out of it.

Mr. Olson replied because the Clerk is the official record keeper of the City
records and the existing Code requires the City Clerk to do this work. That is not
a change.

Mr. Stimatz said then he goes back to his other question. Where and in what
document and what way do we tell the City Clerk to call Jim before they bury this
person?

Mr. Olson said that would be a standard operating procedure.

Mr. Stimatz said he wants to make it clear what is going to happen because
unfortunately his experience in all the years he has been in this City and the two
and a half years on City Council is we don't have written procedures and we
don't follow the ones that we have. On the form, he would like to see the date
of burial on the form.

Mayor Atkinson declared the meeting into public hearing in order to receive
public comments regarding the amendment to the City Code, Section 18-2,
Registration of Burial. There being no one who wished to speak for or against
the proposed amendment, Mayor Atkinson declared the public hearing closed.

A motion was made by Mayor Pro Tem J. M. Baker, seconded by
Councilman R. E. King to adopt the following ordinance amending
Chapter 18, Section 18.2, Registration of Burial of the City’s Code
of Ordinance with an effective date of October 1, 2008. Those
voting in favor of the motion were: Baker, King, Evans, Hummer,
Meggs, Rivers, Stimatz and Watts. Against: None. Motion
carried.

ORDINANCE #08-08-7
AMENDMENT OF CHAPTER 18, ARTICLE 1. IN GENERAL



SECTION 18.2. REGISTRATION OF BURIAL

WHEREAS, the City of Elizabeth City maintains eight cemeteries: Old
Hollywood, Old Oak Grove, Highland Park, Christ Episcopal, Love, First Baptist
Church, corner of Herrington Road and B Street and corner of Culpepper and
West Grice Streets; and

WHEREAS, it appears that there have been a number of burials in one
cemetery that are in question in that on several occasions, bones were
unearthed when a grave site was being prepared for a burial; and

WHEREAS, the City must take steps to prevent this from happening again;
and

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed
amendment during its meeting held on August 25, 2008;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED, by the City Council of the City of
Elizabeth City that the following is hereby deleted from Chapter 18, Article I, In
General:

SECTION I:

Section 18.2 Registration of Burial: “Every undertaker shall within ten days
from the date of each burial in @ cemetery owned by the City, register
such burial with the city clerk on forms provided by the clerk. Such forms
and registration shall contain the name, age, sex and race of the person
buried and a description of the exact location at which such person is
buried.”

SECTION II:
TO BE ADDED:
CHAPTER 18, ARTICLE 1. IN GENERAL
SECTION 18.2 REGISTRATION OF BURIAL:
“Every undertaker shall, prior to burial in a cemetery owned by
the City, register such burial with the City Clerk on a form
provided by the Clerk. Such forms and registration shall contain

the name, age, sex and race of the person to be buried and a
description of the exact location at which such person is buried.”



SECTION III: That all ordinances and sections of the Elizabeth City
Code, and parts thereof, inconsistent herewith be and the same hereby are
repealed to the extent of such inconsistencies.

ADOPTED, this 25" day of August, 2008.

Stephen S. Atkinson
Mayor

Dianne S. Pierce-Tamplen, MMC
City Clerk

b} Application RZ-03-08:
Mayor Atkinson called upon Planning Director Brooks for comments.

Ms Brooks stated that the applicant W. W. Owens and Son request to rezone an
18 acre tract of land located on the east side of Knobbs Creek Drive from R-15 to
I-2. This tract is in the City’s extraterritorial district and is adjacent to and north
of the City’s largest I-2 zoning classification area. The subject property is in an
area developed with industrial and manufacturing uses. The surrounding areas
are constrained by wetlands and future development is limited. The applicant
has indicated that he proposes to develop an asphalt plant similar to the Barnhill
Asphalt plant on the southern side. This rezoning request was heard at the
August 5™ Planning Commission meeting. They were of the opinion that the
rezoning was consistent with the existing area and the development of this tract
for industrial uses was compatible with the existing development and were in
favor of this rezoning.

Mayor Atkinson declared the meeting into public hearing.

Mr. Jason Mizelle, Albemarle Associates, 117 C N Water Street, Elizabeth City
spoke in favor of the proposed rezoning. He informed the Council that he was
representing W. W. Owens & Son in this request. City staff has given you a
good detail of what they are asking for. He would like to point out that this site
includes the piece between the pond and the railroad. This property from the
town limit line back to the railroad was R-15 designation carried over when the



City extended its city limits and took over the County’s original zoning.

Since there was no one else who wished to speak for or against the proposed
rezoning, Mayor Atkinson declared the public hearing closed.

A motion was made by Mayor Pro Tem J. M. Baker, seconded by
Councilwoman V. C. Watts to approve Application RZ-06-08 to
rezone 18+ acre tract located on the east side of Knobbs Creek
Drive approximately one half mile east of N Road Street from
Residential R-15 to Industrial — I-2. Those voting in favor of the
motion were: Baker, Watts, Evans, Hummer, King, Meggs, Rivers
and Stimatz. Against: None. Motion carried.

6} REGULAR AGENDA:
ay Application RZ-03-08:
Mayor Atkinson called upon Ms. Brooks for comments.

Ms. Brooks advised that a public hearing on this item was held at the August 11,
City Council meeting. To recap the applicants request this application is to
rezone 8 parcels on Southern Avenue from R-6 to O & I. The applicants
presented a conceptualized plan showing a net of retail and multi-family uses
along with the boardwalk being constructed along the water’s edge. Since the
City does not have conditional zoning the applicant is not obligated to construct
the site plan as shown to you. Once rezoned any use in the O & I zoning table
can be constructed on each individual parcel. The site has not been combined
under one parcel as of date. Since the original submittal of this rezoning
request, the applicant has changed their proposal three times. The original
request had no deviations from the UDO. The application changed at the
Planning Commission level with a reduction to minimum setback and parking and
at your council meeting last session a deviation in density was proposed. Staff
has included a table showing the permitted uses in the R-6 zone and the O & I
zone. Also you will find a table of uses that would not be permitted. As
indicated at the public hearing, staff does not support this rezoning request.
Staff is of the opinion that the density and the non-residential uses would not be
compatible with the adjacent neighborhoods and that the zoning is not necessary
to redevelop the site for residential uses.

Mr. Stimatz stated point of order. There is a motion on the table regarding this
issue.

Mr. Rivers was asked to repeat his motion. It was to approve without the
density requirement and he wanted it to come back before this group for parking



variance. Ms. Brooks just gave her additional information so she should have it.

Mayor Atkinson said that it sounds like we had a motion on the floor. The
following is the motion on the floor.

"To approve the request without granting the request for the
density and parking at this time.”

Mayor Atkinson called for discussion.

Councilman Stimatz said the reason that he tabled it the last time was to see if
there was anyway around this because conceptually we all like it. The problem
is in terms of execution. He has wrestled with this for two weeks. It doesn't
appear feasible. The problem that he has with it is as it sits you have eight
separate parcels with five different owners. If you make it O & I and you say
there are no conditions then they can go off and do whatever they want. They
can sell these parcels. This letter of commitment is a nice piece of paper but it
doesn’t mean anything. We don’t have contractual zoning so we can't contract
this whole thing. We have no assurance that they will give it to us. His biggest
concern is if it is all O & I you can theoretically have eight different uses for each
of those lots. You can have a pet shop in one and a dance studio in another and
on and on down the road. In affect create a strip mall. The other thing that he
wants to remind Council of is that we had a similar O & I request for a house on
North Road Street just beyond the school. This Council was adamantly that
moving O & I into that residential area was not the right thing to do. Well you
did it up there you will have to do it down here and not withstanding Mr. Van
Nieuwenhuise plea that it is already O & I. The only reason the park is O & I is
because we don't have a parks and rec zoning designation which he thinks we
ought to try and correct so we don't have this problem in the future. It is not
contiguous to O & I. It is contiguous to a bunch of parks next to a public use
facility which is the museum. He thinks that from his perspective he can’t make
this work and he will have to say no to this zoning.

Councilwoman Watts said that she would like to just say one thing here she is
going to piggyback on Councilwoman Meggs and she has kind of taught her a
little bit during her seven months stay here thus far and she reminds her many
times that it is a good thing to go with the recommendation of our staff and
certainly the recommendation of our City Attorney. She would like to remind all
of us that the staff recommends denial of this request as presented. Apparently
they have a reason for that. They certainly have been working very hard with
those who are involved and they have given us a recommendation and she feels
that we should follow Ms. Meggs recommendation and that is to go along with
our staff and also our City Attorney when it is necessary.



Councilwoman Hummer said that she would like to say while we do rely on the
Planning Commission and the Planning Department, the Planning Commission is
a recommending body and Council sees the situation from a different angle as in
this instance the revenue that it would bring in, the improvements in the
neighborhood and the fact that there is spot zoning all over around that area
downtown. She feels that there is a need for revitalization and this is a step and
they already had financing in place. Even though we have a recommendation
from staff we are still free to vote what we think is best for the City individually.

Councilwoman Meggs said that this afternoon when she was going over this she
wrote a little note at the top of her page that said, she sees your dreams and
imagination however as a representative of the City she is also concerned with
apprehension and she will have to go with what the staff is recommending.

Mayor Atkinson called for the vote on the motion.

Those voting in favor of the motion were: Rivers, Hummer.
Against: Baker, Evans, King, Meggs, Stimatz and Watts. Motion
was denied.

b} Financing for the Aviation Park:
Mayor Atkinson called upon Mr. Olson for comments.

Mr. Olson states as we discussed at an earlier Council meeting, the City will need
to go out and get some bridge financing in the amount of $1.5 million to make
the aviation park project work. We did put out a request for rates. We received
two quotes back. The best quote is BB&T who offered us a rate of 5.23% with
total payments including fees of $1,626,111.00 and staff is recommending that
Council approve the resolution calling for the financing terms.

Councilman Stimatz said that he wants to make sure that he is clear on what is
happening here. He is correct that this will reduce our Unobligated Fund Balance
by $1.5 million.

Mr. Olson replied that, no it will not. He wants to make sure that he says this
correctly because he and Sarah have different terms. Our first debt payment will
be due sometime this fiscal year. We have a short period of time roughly
$500,000 to $550,000 is what our Fund Balance will be reduced until we get the
money back from the Department of Aviation.

Mr. Stimatz said technically, he wants people to understand this, we are in
essence bankrolling this with cash and we are borrowing money from BB&T. We
are planning to get repaid by the State and/or the lease agreement.



Mr. Olson said that is correct there are two methods of repayment. One is with
the DRS lease but primarily it will be secured with the value of the property.
That is what will be used a collateral by BB&T on this particular project. They
are going to take the property/land as collateral.

Ms. Hummer said in the terms of the loan it says that the City intends that funds
that have been advanced or that may be advanced from the City’s General Fund
or any other City funds related to the project for project costs may be
reimbursed from the financing proceeds. This agreement gives the finance
officer sole decision in which accounts this comes out of. Is this correct?

Mr. Olson said that the debt payment will be coming out of the General Fund,
that his how it is structured. When we get the $1.5 million in, it will be put into
the aviation construction account along with all the rest of the grant proceeds.
We have not entered into any contracts with any construction companies yet
because we need to have this particular item in place before we can legally do
that.

Ms. Hummer said she would like to know since the cost of this bridge loan is
figured in and the fee would be $138,747.00, is that right?

Mr. Olson replied no it would be $126,111.00 of interest payment over the three
year period and that would be paid for out of the proceeds of the different grants
we receive.

Ms. Hummer asked what happens if this funding doesn’t come in if we don't get
these grants. She knows with her conversation with you the other day you were
confident the money would come in but is confidence enough. She needs to
know because she is a steward of the money, one of nine.

Mr. Olson said that we have provided Council with a very detailed breakdown of
what the financing options are to do this $10 million project. We do have a
letter from the Department of Aviation saying that they will make us whole and
will pay us the money. It is not a legal binding contract by any stretch of the
imagination as it is subject to legislature. Legislature doing something to their
budget like they did this year, but he is confident that all monies are now in
place especially with the early resolution for the CDBG funds which are still
outstanding.

Ms. Hummer said that when the first debt payment comes due that will
drawdown the fund balance for a period of time.

Mr. Olson said that is correct but just until we seek reimbursement. What we



are looking at now is $750,000 coming from the Department of Aviation after
July 1%, 2009, and then also we will have a $200,000 lease payment from DRS
due approximately around that same time. We will have roughly $950,000
available to make the first and second payment. Yes, we will drawdown a little
bit on the Fund Balance until such time we receive these funds. Earlier it was
mentioned that it would drop from 1% to 18%. Then it will be replenished.

Ms. Hummer said but you are still trying to say that it won't bring the Fund
Balance down. Her question is why can’t the County share in this? The Airport
Authority can’t borrow money and since this is a joint venture why can’t the
County share in this Bridge Loan rather than having the city tax payers carry the
whole burden.

Mr. Olson said because the property is in the City’s name and there is no
collateral that the County can offer on this particular loan.

Ms. Hummer said didn’t the County enter into a Bridge Loan with part of this?

Mr. Olson replied that no they did not. That is something completely separate
from this one but is the one you referring to is the one for $500,000. That was
for the ramp that was done roughly two years ago.

Ms. Hummer said she would like to correct a vote of hers in the last meeting.
There were two separate items, one was the Bridge Loan which we are
discussing now which she voted against because she felt that it is a risk and the
other one was the award of bids for the taxiway. The Virginia Pilot printed that
she voted against awarding those bids. She did not as she voted to award those
bids. It was different grants involved with that. She wanted to take this
opportunity to clear that up since the Virginia Pilot ignored her request to print a
retraction.

A motion was made by Councilman J. A. Stimatz, seconded by
Mayor Pro Tem J. M. Baker to adopt the following resolution
approving the financing from BB&T for the Bridge Financing at
5.23% for a total cost of $1,626,111.00 for the Aviation Park.
Those voting in favor of the motion were: Stimatz, Baker, Evans,
King, Meggs, Rivers and Watts. Against: Hummer. Motion
carried.

RESOLUTION #08-08-3
APPROVING FINANCING TERMS
BRIDGE LOAN
AIRPORT AVIATION CENTER
WHEREAS, the City of Elizabeth City ("City”) has previously determined



to undertake a project for the Airport Aviation Center (the “Project”), and the
Finance Officer has now presented a proposal for the financing of such Project;

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, as follows:

1} The City hereby determines to finance the Project through Branch Banking
and Trust Company ("BB&T"), in accordance with the proposal dated August 25,
2008. The amount financed shall not exceed ($1,500,000.00), the annual
interest rate (in the absence of default or change in tax status) shall not exceed
5.23% and the financing term shall not exceed three (3) years from closing.

2} All financing contracts and all related documents for the closing of the
financing (the “Financing Documents”) shall be consistent with the foregoing
terms. All officers and employees of the City are hereby authorized and directed
to execute and deliver any Financing Documents, and to take all such further
action as they may consider necessary or desirable, to carry out the financing of
the Project as contemplated by the proposal and this resolution. The Financing
Documents shall include a Financing Agreement and Deed of Trust as a Project
Fund Agreement as BB&T may request.

3} The Finance Officer is hereby authorized and directed to hold executed
copies of the Financing Documents until the conditions for the delivery of the
Financing Documents have been completed to such officer’s satisfaction. The
Finance Officer is authorized to approve changes to any Financing Documents
previously signed by City officers or employees, provided that such changes shall
not substantially alter the intent of such documents or certificates from the intent
expressed in the forms executed by such officers. The Financing Documents
shall be in such final forms as the Finance Officer shall approve, with the Finance
Officer’s release of any Financing Document for delivery constituting conclusive
evidence of such officer’s final approval of the Document’s final form.

4} The City intends that the adoption of this resolution will be a declaration
of the City’s official intent to reimburse expenditures for the project that is to be
financed from the proceeds of the BB&T financing described above. The City
intends that funds that have been advanced, or that may be advanced, from the
City’s General Fund or any other City fund related to the project, for project costs
may be reimbursed from the financing proceeds.

5} All prior actions of the City officers in furtherance of the purposes of this
resolution are hereby ratified approved and confirmed. All other resolutions (or
parts thereof) in conflict with this resolution are hereby repealed, to the extent of
the conflict. This resolution shall take effect immediately.

APPROVED this 25" day of August 2008.



Stephen S. Atkinson
Mayor

Dianne S. Pierce-Tamplen, MMC
City Clerk

c} Surplus City Property:
Mayor Atkinson called upon Public Utilities Director P. A. Fredette for comments.

Mr. Fredette stated during the past few weeks we have put a number of pieces
of equipment and vehicles at the Wellfield site and we have gone through the
proper paperwork to surplus them and advertising them for sale. We have a
request from the Solid Waste Director of Pasquotank County for a 1985 Dodge
Ramp pickup and a sewer rod machine. The surplus items total a current value
of less than $2,000.

Mr. Stimatz said that we are going to surplus a lot of vehicles and we may get
money for them. Is that correct?

Mr. Olson replied yes we do get money for them and the money goes back into
the fund of that department. Most of the vehicles will go back into the General
Fund for example.

A motion was made by Councilman J. A. Stimatz, seconded by
Mayor Pro Tem J. M. Baker to allow the City Manager to surplus
and transfer ownership of the two items as stated above to
Pasquotank County. Those voting in favor of the motion were:
Stimatz, Baker, Evans, Hummer, King, Meggs, Rivers and Watts.
Against: None. Motion carried.

d} Grappler Truck:
Mayor Atkinson called upon Mr. Fredette for comments.
Mr. Fredette stated that in the current year’s budget there is an approval for the

funding for the purchase of a grappler truck. In January of this year the City
purchased a grappler truck from Caviler Equipment Corporation from Cloverdale,



Virginia. We have contacted them and asked if they would sell the City a second
identical vehicle for the same price. Cavalier agreed to offer the truck at the
same price. This year the purchase request is for $99,404 compared to last
year’s price of $102,294. The difference is because last year we had the cost of
a diagnostic computer thereby this year Freightliner simply has to give us the
coding for the diagnostics of the new truck and we can use the same computer.

Councilwoman Watts asked if we really need this right now. Is it something that
is absolutely necessary and we can’t do without?

Mr. Fredette replied that in his opinion we need it now. We are using swag cars
and that becomes a safety issue in terms of picking up road side debris and
appliances.

A motion was made by Councilman J. A. Stimatz, seconded by
Councilwoman V. C. Watts to authorize the City Manager to
purchase a grappler truck from Cavalier Equipment Corporation
under the "piggyback” provisions of the purchasing guidelines for
a total delivered price of $99,404 in accordance with the City’s
budget. Those voting in favor of the motion were: Stimatz,
Watts, Baker, Evans, Hummer, King, Meggs and Rivers. Against:
None. Motion carried.

e} Animal Control and 911 Service:
Mayor Atkinson called upon City Manager Olson for comments.

Mr. Olson said that Councilman Stimatz asked that we put these two items on
the agenda for general discussion.

Mr. Stimatz said that this is an issue that we ran into during the budget work
sessions. We found we were paying $320,000 and now we are paying $360,000.
In the last six to eight months Ms. Hummer and he have both been bombarded
by our constituents in numerous Crime Watch Meetings about the performance
of the 911 Center and in many cases the non performances which in fact that
has led so many people not to want to call the 911 Center. When he asked if we
had a contract with them for services he was told lots of luck and what he found
was a resolution. The resolution does not in any way shape or form cover the
general operations, the level of services to be provided, the rights of the people
calling, the kind of response you are supposed to get and it provides no control
to the operating entities, the police or fire department nor provide direct
feedback. There is a commission and the duties of the commission are not well
spelled out in the resolution. The only thing that we have is two resolutions.
One is from 1989 and one from 1994. They are fairly broad and again with



Animal Control we had the same issues. We are paying for a service that we
have no contract saying what that service is. He went to the County
Commissioners meeting last Monday to ask them to consider working with us to
draft a MOU. He was corrected by the Manager that it should be an Interlocal
Agreement so he will change his terms to Interlocal Agreement. We need to say
for this money we get these services. That is just a clear contract for services.
There are many things that need to go into this and one that he feels is very
important is the caller’s rights and expectations. They have a right not to give
their name. They have a right to expect that their name will not be put out over
the air. They have a right to expect that somebody will get back to them and be
dispatched. They have a right to appeal this and what is that appeal process
and who do they go too. When he approached the County Commissioners the
County Manager basically said, “oh well we have a resolution that covers all
that.” Well he begs to differ with him. If he had read it and the County
Commissioners had read it they would realize that what you have if you read it.
He doesn't say it is mushy. It is pretty mushy. It doesn’t really say anything.
His feelings are that we and he has asked the Manager about doing this, that we
put this on the agenda for our joint meeting. In addition to that, he would like
us to direct staff to go ahead and draft two individual Interlocal Agreements that
we take to the meeting at the end of September and say here is what we think
the agreement should look like. If they don’t want to play in this game, and he
has had enough people to tell him this and even people on staff say, we know
we will take our $360,000, we will get part of that $1 for every telephone in the
City and we will go build our own center and run it ourselves. People are tired,
extremely tired, it is getting to the point that people are not calling because they
don't want to deal with this thing and that is worse. People are not going to get
help in time of need. If the County doesn’t want to come to the table, he will tell
you this, the reception that he got was worse than lukewarm. There wasn't a
whole lot of energy on this issue and a lot of it was, “oh well, we have got this
covered” and then they proceeded to discuss the fact that they didn't have it
covered because how do things get back to the County Manager. They didn't
know. There is no process. Again, you guys think that he is crazy because he is
a process nut. If you are giving a guy $360,000 a year you ought to know what
you are going to get for that. You have got to be pretty clear. What he is
asking for Council is, that we direct staff to go out and draft two Interlocal
Agreements and have them ready for our joint meeting at the end of September.
We go to the County and we say that we want to discuss these. Based on their
response then we respond to that. One thing if you have read this you will note
we have to give them a year’s notice before we pull out of the 911 Center. This
is a problem that the citizens are just fed up with.

Councilman King said that he agrees with Mr. Stimatz 100%. He is on the
Advisory Board and what is happening right now for services they were supposed
to write some type of SOP. Last month they got tied up with different types of



training and that didn’t happen. Now, we did go over another resolution and it is
basically a few things were taken out because he thinks DCI Committee was
taken out. He doesn't think that is needed and that was taken out of the
resolution. The next thing is that the Advisory Board is coming up with on 911 is
they are going to start monitoring the calls doing a survey. There is a problem
and he thinks everybody in the City knows there is a problem with 911. What Ed
is going to start doing is at random taking a survey of the call. It might be 20
calls a month or 15 calls a month and we need to find out exactly where 911 is
at. By the next meeting we should have an SOP of the way the calls should be
answered and the way that they should handle them. Right now, the Fire
Department is going through the same thing. What they are doing in the Fire
Department is they have a 911 person who deals with only the fire department.
That is a plus to them because those guys are going out and they don’t know
exactly where or what type of fire is in process.

Mr. Stimatz asked if Rich needed a motion for this.

Mr. Olson said that he and the Attorney can start drafting an Interlocal
Agreement. His concern is one of dealing with items for joint meetings as the
Council is well aware of. They are usually some type of consensus to put certain
items on the agenda and unfortunately whether it is a city and/or the county we
usually don't like to put substantially issues on the joint city/county meetings for
a variety of reasons which we are all familiar with. We have no problem writing
the Interlocal Agreement or at least a draft copy of it. We have no problem
sharing that with the County Staff. We have had numerous discussions with
County Staff concerning operational issues at the 911 Center. We have
exhausted everything that we can at the City Staff level.

Mr. Stimatz said that he would hope that we don't just go out to the hospital to
have a good meal and chit chat on things that we all agree on because there are
a lot that we don't agree on. He has no problem putting a controversial issue on
the agenda. If they don’t want to discuss it then that says something to the City,
the citizens in the City and the City Council and we need to move on from there.
Do you have enough direction to start working on it?

Mr. Olson said that he thinks he has enough direction. The other thing which
would be critical is that you basically instruct staff to look at if we have to set up

our own 911 Center and what is the cost benefit and everything else.

Mr. Stimatz said that he fully thinks that we ought to be doing that. We do have
to consider it. If we can't resolve the issue to benefit our citizens with the
County then we need to do it without the County. That is our job. At the same
time he will speak with all the citizens out there in TV land, especially those of
you that live in the City. “The County Commissioners meet the first and third



Monday at 7:00 p.m. in the Courthouse. They control this ball right now. If you
have issues with this then you need to, just like you come see us and stand in
front of the podium and tell us what we ought to be dong, you need to be
talking to them. One dollar every month for every phone line goes into the 911
Equipment Fund. That is controlled by the County. There is a half million dollars
in there right now in the reserves and we are paying $360,000 of operating
costs. So, you live in the county too. Don't just beat on us, please just go beat
on them too. He will be glad to share that load.”

f} Discussion on Mariner’s Landing.
Mayor Atkinson called upon Mr. Olson for comments.

Mr. Olson stated that you received a memo and it is kind of a follow up to one of
the items that we discussed at the work session dealing with one of those
developments that fell right between that period of time when the Council
changed its policy. This deals with Mariner’s Landing, Phase II. The name has
been changed several times. Grandville Phase II is really Mariner’s Landing
Phase I. Mariner’s Landing; Phase II is the River Glen Subdivision. Prior to the
changing to the current policy council had authorized spending $150,000 of
money for improvements for this particular subdivision. We purchased the
equipment and started installing the equipment prior to the July 1% effective date
in the change of policy. The total cost of the underground electricity for that
particular subdivision was $206,911.48. We have a request from the developer
for some type of waiver of the policy because he believes that he was already
underway and the change in policy should not apply. What staff is
recommending is that the City Council allocated $150,000 and that is $56,911.48
shy of what the actual cost was and if the Council so agrees that we would
charge the developer the difference between the $150,000 and the actual costs.

Ms. Hummer asked if this was in the cue.

Mr. Olson said yes he was in the cue. Karl had already started installing the
underground electricity within that subdivision. Some of conduit had already
been installed. He checked with Karl to make sure that we have no other
subdivision in a various similar type situations because if we did we would need
to treat them all the same. This one we were actively working on at the time of
the policy change. There is another one that we started working on about two
or three months later but we haven’t purchased all of the equipment yet.

A motion was made by Mayor Pro Tem J. M. Baker, seconded by
Councilman R. E. King to approve staff's recommendation for the
Mariner’s Landing, Phase II associated with that development
and the developer pay all costs over $150,000 which would be



$56,911.48. Those voting in favor of the motion were: Baker,
King, Evans, Hummer, Meggs, Rivers, Stimatz and Watts.
Against: None. Motion carried.

gy Hugh Cale Audit Status:
Mayor Atkinson called upon Councilman Stimatz for comments.
Mr. Stimatz asked to read for the record the following statement:

“In a memo from the Mayor dated 22 August, 2008 Council was informed that
“the auditors will shortly be completing the audit of the Hugh Cale Grant”. That I
was stunned is an understatement.

At the very beginning of this debacle, when we were made aware by a thankfully
persistent concerned citizen and the State Department of Community Assistance
of serious discrepancies in management and accounting procedures within the
Hugh Cale Revitalization Strategies Grant, Council was very clear in its direction
and through its questions that we wanted to determine what went wrong,
correct the accounting errors, reconcile the funds, and learn how to avoid this in
the future.

When we voted to get an outside auditor, Council had specific questions,
requirements and expectations of the auditor. The primary premise was that the
auditors were working for Council, not staff and that by the very nature of calling
for an external audit; Council had concerns regarding the performance of city
staff, DCA and the sub-recipients. I have subsequently become concerned about
the performance of the City’s regular auditor.

Throughout the process of getting an outside auditor, Council made it clear that
this was Council’s initiative and authorized the Mayor, not staff, to negotiate and
represent us with the auditor. Council’s role started with input to the letter of
engagement, a stated requirement to focus on program income issues first, the
need to determine DCA’s role in contributing to the situation, and a desire to
provide input at the beginning of the audit.

This last expectation was supported by our outside auditor’s letter dated 17 June
2008 which stated:

“The City Council is responsible for informing us of its views about the risk of
fraud within the entity, and its knowledge of any fraud, suspected fraud, or
abuses affecting the Federal Program.”

Despite repeated inquiries from Council members both in and out of chambers as



to when the auditors would start; this memo is the first notification I have had
that they have started work. How could staff ignore our interest and leave us in
the dark? Now at the eleventh hour, we are informed that the audit is nearly
complete and today we were told that Council can begin to schedule
appointments and that several members of council have requested an
opportunity to meet with the auditors to discuss their concerns prior to
completion of the process.

Yes, Mr. Mayor, councilors did request to meet with the auditor---AT THE
BEGINNING OF THE AUDIT NOT THE END. That is when I expected to fulfill my
responsibility to inform the auditor of my views on risk of fraud within the entity,
and any knowledge of any fraud, suspected fraud or abuses. To have this very
important issue so cavalierly handled is unsatisfactory to me.

I cannot begin to express my displeasure with how Council has been
disrespected and ignored in this process when we are responsible to the people
of Elizabeth City for seeing it is done right. I am very disappointed in staff and
the Mayor for not heeding our direction and doing what we asked. Itisn't
surprising that this has occurred, since not following the rules, lack of accounting
and accountability, and disregard for the direction of Council are what we have
gotten us to this juncture.

I only have two questions: When did the auditors start? Why weren’t we
informed?

Mr. Olson said that the auditors came in Thursday before last. What they are
dong is they are finalizing the field work. The audit is not complete.

Mayor Atkinson said that he doesn't recall that Council wanted individual
meetings with the auditors until you brought it to his attention last week. That
prompted a letter to all council members that we certainly wanted them to have
an opportunity to meet with the auditors on a one on one basis. You will have
the opportunity to meet with them. The meetings are scheduled for after 1:30
tomorrow. Please contact Ms. White to establish a time. They will be happy to
go over anything that you would like to discuss with them.

h} Consistency of Speed Limits:

Mayor Atkinson called upon Councilwoman Meggs for comments.

Ms. Meggs said that she has had quite a few conversations recently that people
are saying that there is so much inconsistency in speed limits on one street that

the first thing you know you are in a 35 mph then you are in a 25 mph, then you
are in 20 mph speed limits. They are saying it is just a speed trap that they are



trying to get tickets written. She would like for us to please if we want it 25 mph
or 20 mph or if they want it 15 mph but don't go in one strip and go from 35
mph, to 20 mph to 25 mph. She would love to see some consistency on these
speed limits. It doesn’'t make sense that we have so many different speed limits.

7y COMMENTS AND INQUIRES ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS:
Mayor Atkinson called upon City Manager Olson for any further comments.
Mr. Olson stated that he had no further comments.

Mayor Atkinson stated that he would go around the dais and call on members of
Council for comments.

Councilman Stimatz stated he had no further comments.

Councilwoman Meggs said that we had a Downtown Planning Meeting Thursday
night and there are a lot of good things being planned for this City. Peggy is
doing a great job and she thinks by the time we get through the plans that
everyone will be pleased with what is going on in the City.

Councilman Rivers said that he would like to inform the Council that Russ
Haddad has resigned from the Tourism Commission. His last day will be in
September.

Also, the would like to inform the Code Enforcement Officer or the police
department or Ms. Brooks that he needs to go out and write the City up. The
City is in violation of its own ordinance on Fish Court parking lot or the open land
that it used to be. If we are writing up other individuals for high grass and all of
these things then we need to make sure that we can adhere to our own rules
that have been set with that overgrowth on grass. The neighbors are telling him
that the overgrown grass has mosquitoes and they don't even like to come out in
their front yards.

Mr. Olson said that the grant that we received for that area does not allow us to
cut that grass. We have had discussions with the State and they have to come
down and look at it. What they have told us because it has been so dry that we
do have noxious grass taking over part of it. They won't allow us to cut it
because they believe that in the winter that will die out and what is supposed to
be growing back in there will grow in there next spring. We will just have to wait
and see.

Mayor Pro Tem Baker said that she has a few things. During a recent trip south
she brought back a newspaper that she has shared with the City Manager and



she would like for him to bring that back when we have our discussion about
surveillance cameras. She would like to have some information on that particular
camera. This was a camera that they had bought three and it is a stationary
camera but it is a recognition software camera that will process 60 license plates
in an hour. And, it will send the information if there is anybody wanted or if the
car is stolen or if there is a problem with any vehicle or whoever it is registered
too. It will automatically send that information. It was pretty exciting. It was
$29,000 for one camera. If we just had one and sat it out on Hughes Boulevard
as people are coming into town she thinks it would well pay for itself in short
order and maybe we could get some of the out of town problems out of here
that we are experiencing.

She was actually going to give a report on one of the vendors that she talked to
in Myrtle Beach regarding some software that would tie in our Inspections,
Customer Services and all those departments. She did not get the return call she
had made to the representative.

She does want to talk about this other piece of the information that she brought
back from Myrtle Beach. This is tax on liquor. She bought a round of drinks for
group and she did not submit them to the City for reimbursement. She bought a
round of drinks for a group that was sitting around because she does that.
When she got the bill, low and behold there is a 4.5 tax on liquor. This she
assumes is mixed drinks or prepared drinks that were served to us around the
pool or lounge or where ever. She would like to investigate this. She would like
staff to investigate this. 4.5% tax if we could get it through for drinks served by
the glass in our bars and restaurants. It wouldn’t impact any of our low income
people because they don't go out and do these things. This tax would be paid
by our tourist and people that have the means to go out and buy these drinks.
You know what 4.5% of the liqguor consumed in this City would be. Almost all of
our restaurants and our bars are in the City limits and she does not want to
share it with the county because it is all generated within the city limits. We
won't tax the one or two restaurants that are in the County. She thinks that it is
a fabulous way to get revenue and what we use it for, tourist, crime, and sewer
of whatever so be it. She thinks it is a great way to get revenue for the City.

Ms. Hummer said the item that Mr. Stimatz had removed from the Consent
Agenda was about surveillance cameras and both he and she want to talk about
that further. He asked for a cost. It was about putting a couple of cameras in
each ward. If we can't stroke a check to put two cameras in each ward in a time
when crime is at an all time high then we must have a serious cash flow
problem. She is glad that it is up for discussion again.

The next item is the article that appeared in the Daily Advance about the old
Elizabeth City Middle School building, formally the Elizabeth City High School.



She gave that to the newspaper and asked them to help us research it. She felt
that it would be a preservation of an extremely historical building as well as a
dual purpose building of public safety/city hall and to find out if there was such
an agreement. It may have been a gentlemen’s agreement and nothing on
record. You know if even there isn't anything that says it reverts back to the
City, why aren’t we in negotiations with the County in having them give it to us.
They are trying to give it to someone. It would save on a facility study. It would
save on a search for a larger building. We don't have to have this brand new
building. That would be a really great thing. It is city’s taxpayer’s money. You
know this is all the more reason to have regular city/county meetings. She is
glad that we are finally having one in September because we are never going to
do anything together with the County if we don’t have a dialogue. We have lost
that dialogue over the last nine months.

Also, Council directed the Mayor and the Manager to go across the street and
enter into some negotiations back during budget sessions on sharing some
revenue with us that we are entitled too and she hopes that is an on-going
dialogue that the Mayor and Manager are having with the County.

We were supposed to have a Special Meeting Thursday to discuss policy and
procedures. We have put this off for a long time. The City Clerk spent a great
deal of time and presented us with one and we didn't adopt it. Mr. Stimatz
wanted to go ahead and have this meeting even though Fleming Bell couldn’t
attend it. She thinks it is a great idea to go ahead with it. Any time a council
member wants to have a Special Meeting she doesn’t care which one of us it is,
then she thinks that we should be afforded that courtesy. We should be able to
have a meeting if we would like. This agenda is Council’s agenda. That is
something that is hard to get across over the years and we are hardly never
consulted as to what goes on it until we get it. Maybe that can be put in our
policy and procedures. She thinks our travel policy needs to be looked at among
other things. It could be just a workshop and then we are free to discuss
adding, deleting anything to do with policy and procedure. It will give council
members a better understanding of how meetings need to be conducted. She
thinks that we can all learn from such a meeting. If Mr. Stimatz still wants to
have this meeting she will be glad to second the motion.

Councilman King said that he had no further comments.

Councilwoman Watts said that you know she will have a little something based
on Mayor Pro Tem idea of revenue. She is not sure whether she is for that as
revenue but anyway it sounds like a good idea. She asked to put the citizen’s
mind to rest on their disappointment to our trip to South Carolina. She thinks
that the citizens would agree that those of us that are new on council should
have that opportunity to go. There was a gentleman here earlier that stated that



he was very sorry that the meeting was not held in North Carolina opposed to
be held in South Carolina. Some of the questions that he had were very good.
There was someone in the paper that had some questions as to how the money
was spent. One very good question sounded something like this: how and what
did we learn and how is it going to be implemented. There is a lot that she
learned. She thinks that some of her ideas were confirmed about solar energy
and green power and that sort of thing to help us with our electric bills, etc.

But, she does want to end with saying this. The citizens and we ourselves have
forgotten that at least you know that over $11,000 that was used in this trip and
she believes that there was monies budgeted for trips such as the ones that we
took and the trips that we shall take in the future. We know where that money
is going. At least ladies and gentlemen you can come here to Mr. Olson and find
out exactly how the money was spent. She wants to remind you that there are
many things that she has learned that the City has spent money on or it was
misappropriated. She believes that Ms. Sarah said that there is $58,000 or
more. We don’t know where that money or maybe we know where it is at and it
was put in the wrong place. The $11,000 the City spent for this trip to South
Carolina was used as a learning tool something that is justified. It was money
that was budgeted. Let us not forget that Mr. Stimatz's hame has been brought
up many times tonight but he brought to us $91,000 that we don't know how it
got there out of your tax dollars and her tax dollars. This is one entity and we
haven’t counted them all of wasted money that are unaccounted for or
misappropriated as some way form or fashion of another. So, there is a lot to
talk about. Come to the table and tell us what you think. She appreciates it.
You have a right as a citizen to come and tell us what you think. She
appreciates the young lady tonight that told us about playgrounds in her area in
Sawyertown. We need to hear these things. We need to hear from you but she
just wanted to bring that up and the other thing that she wants to ask Mr. Olson
once again is what is happening with Oak Grove.

Mr. Olson replied that we have provided the Council at least two different memos
over the last 60-days on the status of Oak Grove. The particular project is going
to be bid mid-September. We are still waiting on the reimbursable agreement
from NCDOT. They are in the process of writing that agreement but that won't
stop us from putting the project out to bid.

Ms. Watts said she has been looking back over the history of Oak Grove and God
knows they have been at this thing since 1996. She does not know when this is
truly going to happen for them. She hopes that in October that we are not told
that it is going to be December and then in December we are told that it is going
to be March 2009. Let's get it done.

Last but not least what is happening on the light in Edgewood? Have we got a
light coming up yet?



Mr. Olson said he was out in that area over the weekend and it does appear that
someone has been out there marking underground utilities. He believes that
construction will occur very shortly.

Mr. Clow stated that it started today.

Councilman Evans said that he would like to thank the City Manager for the rapid
response on Oxford Heights with getting that hole filled. He went out there
about two days ago and saw that the hole was filled. He appreciates that by the
bridge. As far as the snag and drag or whatever it is, he went back there and it
looks like there is a lot of debris still back there. Do you know if they have
gotten back there yet? He knows they did get the cooler and batteries and stuff.

Mayor Atkinson stated that he had two things this evening. As you know Griggs
has relocated out off of 17 North. They have a very nice facility. He was out
there and several council members were able to go and we are very happy to
welcome them in our community. They have expanded their retail area by two
thirds and quite a large better warehouse. A very nice facility.

Also he stopped by the new IHOP. He thinks that they are having a grand
opening tomorrow. A very nice facility. Two young men running the place that
own it. They are really striving to make it a first class operation. He encourages
people to stop by and meet and welcome them to our community.

8} ADIJOURNMENT:

There being no further business to come before the Council at this time, Mayor
Atkinson adjourned the meeting at 9:06 p.m.

Dianne S. Pierce-Tamplen. MMC
City Clerk

Stephen S. Atkinson
Mayor



