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MONDAY – 5:30 P.M.         SEPTEMBER 25, 2006            WORK SESSION 
 
 
 
 
The City Council of the City of Elizabeth City held its monthly work session on the 
above date and time in the City Council Chambers of the Municipal 
Administration Building with Mayor C. L. Foster presiding.  Council members 
attending were:  J. M. Baker, M. E. Brooks, L. A. Hummer, B. S. Meggs, E. K. 
Rivers, D. K. Stallings, J. A. Stimatz and J. B. Walton.  Staff attending were:  City 
Manager R. C. Olson, City Clerk D. S. Pierce-Tamplen, City Attorney W. H. 
Morgan, Deputy City Clerk V. D. White, Finance Director S. E. Blanchard, Human 
Resource Director K. W. Felton, Fire Chief W. C. Pritchard, Parks and Recreation 
Director J. D. Overman, Public Utilities Director E. T. Weatherly, Planning Director 
J. C. Brooks, Interim Police Chief G. F. Koch and Inspection Director S. E. Ward. 
 
Mayor Foster opened the meeting by welcoming those attending.  He called upon 
Councilman D. K. Stallings to give the invocation after which Fire Chief W. C. 
Pritchard led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 
 
1} APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA: 
 
Mayor Foster called for the approval of the prepared agenda. 
 

A motion was made by Councilman D. K. Stallings, seconded by 
Councilwoman B. S. Meggs to approve the agenda as presented.  
Those voting in favor of the motion were:  Stallings, Meggs, 
Baker, Brooks, Hummer, Rivers, Stimatz and Walton.  Against:  
None.  Motion carried. 

 
2} EMPLOYEE PAY PLAN: 
 
Mayor Foster called upon City Manager R. C. Olson for comments. 
 
Mr. Olson stated that included in your package was two Pay Plan Options that 
the City staff has worked on since the September 6th meeting where we had a 
number of our employees that voiced their concerns about the police department 
getting pay adjustments and why other departments in the City had not had a 
chance to get those.  Before you really look at any type of pay plan we have to 
determine how much money we have available to fund such a pay plan.   To 
determine how much money is available for supplemental salary adjustments, 
staff looked at our existing undesignated fund balance in the General Fund.  As 
of July 1, 2006, the City’s General Fund undesignated balance was $2,383,649, 
excluding Powell Bill funds.  This equates to an 18% fund balance.  The City 
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Council had set a targeted fund balance reserve in the General fund at 15%.  If 
the Council decided to spend down the reserve account to the 15% goal, there is 
$394,310 available for pay adjustments.  In the General Fund we have 180 full 
time employees, 46 of the sworn officers have already received increases so that 
leaves 134 employees.  In the Electric Fund we have 30 full time employees with 
13 of them receiving pay adjustments last year so that leaves 17 employees.  In 
our last fund, the Water and Sewer, we have a total of 44 employees.  The total 
employees is 254 and 59 have received pay adjustments already.  We have 
submitted two separate option pay plans.  They are as follows 
 
Option I – This option includes giving all employees except sworn police officers 
and electric line crew personnel a $1500 increase in their base wage and 
institute a longevity pay program where all employees would receive $100 per 
year for every year of service, paid on their anniversary date.  Those employees 
whose anniversary date fell between July 1 and September 26, 2006 would 
receive their anniversary pay immediately.  This would be $196,946.10 for the 
longevity pay and $158,120.00 for the $1500 increase through the end of this 
fiscal year bringing it to a total of $355,066.00.  It would be no problem giving 
the increase to those employees in the General Fund. 
 
Let’s look at the Water and Sewer Fund where it becomes a little bit more of a 
problem.  It would be the same scenario of the General Fund. The total cost to 
the Water and Sewer Fund would be $88,626.80.  The operating fund balance in 
the water and sewer account is not where it should be.  The housing market 
where we depend heavily on for impact fees has softened quite a bit.  To fund 
this particular amount out of the Water and Sewer fund we will need to make a 
decision on several of the projects or pieces of equipment will have to be 
deferred or wait until the end of the year to see exactly where we stand with this 
particular fund balance. 
 
The final fund that we have is the Electric Fund.  The same scenario once again, 
the total effect on the Electric Fund is $66,414.0.  The Electric Fund would have 
no problem with the pay adjustments.   
 
The longevity pay of $100 per year would be paid to the employees would be 
paid to them at the time of their anniversary.  This would become effective with 
a recommendation of making it effective of July 1, 2006.  Those employees that 
have already passed their anniversary date, it would be retroactive to those 
employees at that time.  The average years of service with the City right now is 
roughly nine years.  Some departments are longer and some are shorter.   
 
Pay Option II – The second pay option would be to adjust the base wages of all 
City employees except sworn police officers and electrical line crew personnel by 
$2,000.  This approach is a very simplistic way of addressing the pay issue.  This 
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does not address the salary compression issue caused by length of service and 
salary creep.  The amount to the General Fund is $237,180, the Water and 
Sewer Fund is $77,880 and the Electric Fund $30,090.   
 
Staff is recommending that City Council look at Pay Option I.  There are a variety 
of different reasons.  It has to do with salary compression issues we have within 
our overall pay plan.  A number of years ago the City stopped paying merit 
increases so basically what happens is an employee is brought in at the entry 
level of any pay range.  That employee will most likely just receive the COLA.  
That COLA is usually around 3-3½%.  Whenever we give a COLA, to the 
employees, we also raise the employee’s range.  Those employees are always at 
the lower end of the range.  The longevity pay which we had tried to work in this 
years budget but did not feel comfortable enough financially to put it in there, 
would basically help alleviate some of the salary compression issues that we 
have. 
 
Councilman J. A. Stimatz said that he guesses it still comes back to the problem 
of not having enough time to update the salary survey used to base your pay 
plan on 18 months ago.  He will go back to the issue that last year we raised the 
linemen pay but we didn’t give everybody a pay raise because obviously it was 
justified on a business basis.  The same way you did the police department.  It is 
nice to know that we have this money now.  He has two questions about the 
salary study, it is unclear who deserves how much of a pay raise.  Secondly, we 
have this amount available in the General Fund now, but if we spend this now, 
how do we make up this $355K next year from the General Fund from the 
current revenue we have without increasing our revenues or by increasing taxes 
or some other things?  An analytical presentation on the police issue, high 
turnover, non comparable salaries made sense so we did it.  Most of the people 
on this Council did this last year for the electric linemen.  You said that it was the 
thing to do and it made sense.   We did the same thing with the police.  
 
Mr. Olson asked to explain a little bit about how we did the pay plan. What we 
have seen is a number of most municipalities have gone to what is called the 
“broadband paying system.”  This is where you may have between the entry 
level and the max out of the salary may be anywhere from $10 -$25,000 
different.  The City Council told us to look at five different cities.  Shelby, 
Monroe, Lumberton, Tarboro and Morganton.  That is what we did.  What we did 
is that we looked say at an Equipment Operator I position.  That is what we did 
and basic got the medium of that particular broadband pay range.  Then we 
averaged those out.  That is how we basically determined what all employees 
should be paid, which would be the mid range of that.  If those employees were 
not paid at the mid range, then they were adjusted up to the mid range of that 
system eighteen months ago. 
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Mr. Stimatz said that he is not disputing the dollars as he is just asking if you 
have had time to do that again. 
 
Mr. Olson replied that we started to look at it and had some numbers that busted 
on us.  It would have taken a lot longer time to really do a thorough job on that 
to determine why our numbers were not balancing on that.  A lot of the cities 
have changed their entire pay plan.  A lot of the salary ranges that were 
normally $10,000 between the high and the low suddenly went to $20,000 
between high and low.  The numbers were just not good numbers.  
 
Mr. Stimatz said that we have this money now in the bank and if we spend it for 
the pay raise, it is gone.  Then the surplus is not in the bank.  How do we pay 
for this next year and the year after? 
 
Mr. Olson said that over the last three years we have experienced an increase in 
the average growth.  This year we have a $1,000,000 increase in our fund 
balance.  You are correct that what we do here we will continue to have to write 
the checks.  We realize that.  We looked at other simplistic options and that is 
why we did not bring them forward because we did not believe that in the future 
years we could afford the adjustment.   
 
Councilwoman J. M. Baker stated that in your research, what other departments 
were out whack like the police department such as not competitive salaries with 
like jobs in the area or similar jobs in other cities. 
 
Mr. Olson said that added to the problem that we had in the sense that we 
looked at the five target cities that the City Council told us to use several years 
ago and in his conversation with the employees they wanted us to take a look at 
the local market area.  That is where we could not reconcile on that quickly. 
 
Councilwoman Baker asked when and why did we stop giving merit increases. 
Were you here? 
 
Mr. Olson replied that no he was not here.  He thinks that it happen four or five 
years ago when the government took our money and the employees got no pay 
increases for two or three years.  That is when it was taken away and of course 
that is when our pay system started to go out of whack. 
 
Ms. Baker said that she doesn’t remember giving them up.  She is not in favor of 
an across the board raises for employees for just showing up for work.  
Employees that are working side by side as you know some work harder and 
pass through longer than others.  They would feel that it was a fair thing but the 
guy working next to them may not be working as hard or at the same level to 
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get a raise just because he has shown up.  Is there any way that we can go back 
or at least look at the merit pay? 
 
Mr. Olson said that we can definitely institute a merit pay plan.  Put in a 
maximum amount like 5% of the employees that can receive a merit increase 
per year.  The key to any type of merit program is the educating of the 
supervisors that make sure that the instrument that they use does a fair 
evaluation.  A lot of supervisors basically say well this guy needs extra money so 
I am going to give him a raise.  That is the problem with the merit system.  
 
Councilwoman B. S. Meggs stated that she agrees with Jean about the merit but 
in dealing with this problem in teaching it was always who was the one to decide 
who gets the merit.  How are you going to put it so that if you happen to have a 
boss that maybe is not in favor of you, this could be a problem?  Her real 
question that she wanted to ask Rich is do you feel comfortable with the City 
taking this Option I that this would be something that we could afford next year 
and the year after.  
 
Mr. Olson stated that we have ran this out over a five year period figuring a 
number of different assumptions which may not come true and that is any 
employee with thirty years of service is eligible for retirement so they would fall 
off.  Most of his department directors are getting close to thirty years of service 
but they would basically retire when it became available to them which most of 
his department directors will not and most of your long term employees cannot 
afford to retire with thirty years.  We have two department heads right here, Jim 
Overman and Billy Pritchard who have over thirty years of service.  We do see 
the growth in longevity component.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem L. A. Hummer said that she has looked at this long and hard and 
she would like some clarification.  But first of all after almost ten years that she 
has served on Council the employees has had to bear the brunt of budget 
shortages.  There have been two or three times that she knows of and she feels 
that is what has brought about this salary compression.  She has worked on 
several pay plans and you work on one and then the next year maybe you didn’t 
have the money so you don’t fulfill that plan but start back on another expensive 
study.  She thinks that we are about studied out.  In looking at Plan I she would 
like to do what is the most beneficial to the employee.  $3,000 sounds good but 
she thinks that we need to look at the benefits and it looks to her and after 
talking with the manager and some of the employees, it looks to her that Option 
I gives them more money over a period of time.  If they get $3000 then what 
are they going to get next year.   This should take care of the longevity which 
we failed to look at overall and salary compression too.   
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Mr. Olson said that Mayor Pro Tem Hummer is correct.  One of the reasons that 
during the budget process one of the reasons that it was pulled out at the 
eleventh hour was because of the salary compression issues that basically goes 
to how we bring people in and with no merit pay increases we create a salary 
compressed issue.  Someone that has been here five years and some of those 
that have been for one year make about the same amount of money. The 
longevity will start to separate them for the length of service that they have. 
 
Councilman E. K. Rivers said that he likes the option that we have already done 
for the police department.  We have already set the trend and it is $3,000.  He 
thinks that is fair to all employees.  He remembers that night when we voted on 
it for the police department a couple of days later he stopped and said, hold on, 
we don’t have a high number of turnovers in upper management in the police 
department.  Maybe in the Police Officer I and II but all the lieutenants and 
sergeants he can’t remember a turnover there.  He thinks that they deserve it 
just like the Police Officer I & II does.  We need to take the same stance on all 
employees.  The city employees feel that they need to be treated the same.   
 
Mr. Olson said that the total cost of giving the remaining employees $3000 would 
be $474,000 until the end of this fiscal year.   Right now we are a quarter way 
thought the fiscal year. 
 
Mr. Stimatz said are you saying that the $355K is not for the full year? 
 
Mr. Olson said that is right it is not. 
 
Mr. Stimatz asked how much would it cost annually.  For a full year it would be 
almost $500K.   He would like to know what that figure is. 
 
Mr. Olson said that he wanted to say that we do have a longevity program that 
we would be getting rid of if Option I is chosen.  Employees with five years of 
service get 1%, ten years get 2%, fifteen years get 3%, twenty years 4%, 
twenty five gets 5% and twenty five plus gets 6% of their annual salary.  That 
would take off some of the longevity pay.   
 
Councilman D. K. Stallings asked on Option I, is the Christmas bonus still in there 
and the 3% COLA in there? 
 
Mr. Olson replied yes.   
 
Councilman M. E. Brooks said basically what you are saying is that we will have 
to keep the fund balance up each year to pay for it.  If we have a bad year we 
would be in bad trouble.  Option I seems to be the best option to him.  What 
happens if we don’t have that? 
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Mr. Olson said that if we have revenue shortfalls then there are two options, we 
raise property taxes or we lower our fund balance below the 15%.  Those are 
the only two options that you would have. 
 
Mr. Brooks said that he does not know of anybody that wants their taxes to go 
up.  What is the problem with having Option I with the merit included? 
 
Mr. Olson said that with the merit pay system you need to determine at the 
beginning of the year how many dollars you can afford to put in the General 
Fund for merit increases.  Then you have to put limitations on what is the 
highest amount of merit increase that you can give an employee.  The reason 
why staff recommended Pay Option I is because the longevity component treats 
everyone the same.  A department director with thirty years of service, 6% of 
what their annual salary compared to what a dump truck drive makes shows a 
lot of difference.  While in this case no matter what your position the longevity 
pay is the same. 
 
Ms Hummer said that it was her understanding that employees would receive the 
first of the longevity pay immediately, as soon as this was adopted.  Is that 
right? 
 
Finance Director S. E. Blanchard replied that those that their anniversary dates 
are between July 1 and the 26th of September.  Those with anniversary dates 
after today, they would received it on their anniversary date.  If an employee 
during that time has received their longevity pay according to the present 
longevity, we would look at those and make any necessary adjustments. 
 
Ms. Hummer asked that someone with ten years of services would get $1,000 
plus the $1500.  That is very close to the $3,000.  She thinks this option is more 
beneficial to the employees. 
 
Mr. Olson said that is correct. 
 
Councilman J. B. Walton said that he likes this process a lot better than we 
coming in here one night and pass something.  This way everybody has the 
same input.  It is more logical than what we had that first night.  One thing 
about all employees or anybody that is part of anything, everybody wants to feel 
their worth.  He thinks that you have already given us the information that will 
magnify what we would like to keep for our fund balance.  This is something that 
he would have like to have seen in writing.  He likes to see everything written 
down so it can be clear for him.  Kirk put another option out there and even if 
that option was on paper where we could see it would be a little clearer for us.  
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He likes Option I.  It is very clear, but you need to put everything out on the 
table so we can put emphasis on everything that we see. 
 
Mr. Rivers asked if the employees had the opportunity to see the options.  As 
you stated before some employees will probably favor on option over the other 
one.  Both benefit the city employee because we are increasing their salary.  He 
is trying not to do something tonight that will cause a week from now a problem. 
Have they seen the options? 
 
Mr. Olson said that no they did not know. 
 
Mr. Rivers said that he is not in any rush to night to make a decision.  A week 
will not be that long or even two weeks to see which way to go.  The earliest you 
can implement it would be when. 
 
Mr. Olson said that it would be at the next regular pay period.  We can 
implement it at any time.  If we took the $3000 option and within the public 
works department we have 60 employees. 16 of those employees would benefit 
more from the longevity pay because they have more than 15 years of services.  
We have several departments where we have our long term employees.  
 
Mr. Rivers said then the majority would probably not benefit from the longevity. 
He doesn’t want to rush this.  He is glad that we have gotten this information. 
 
Mr. Olson replied that yes they would benefit but the break even point is 15 
years of service with the City.  Anything above the 15 years of service you do 
better with Option I.  Our average years of service with the City is about 9 years.   
 
Mr. Stimatz said that he is really confused by these numbers.  We have 54 sworn 
police officers, so technically when we fill the vacant positions they should get 
the pay raise also. So we are talking about 54 positions and not the 46. That is 
$162,000.  Now, you said something that bothered him.  It is his understanding  
that this year because we had positions that aren’t filled we were going to use 
the money from the unfilled positions to pay for this and the balance would come 
out of the police department’s operating budget.  But, long term our goal is to fill 
all these positions and therefore, that means that $162,000 has to be made up 
out of the General Fund revenues.  In addition if we use Kirk’s $3,000, another 
$402,000 that is $562,000 plus $51,000 in Electric plus another $132,000 in 
Water and Sewer.  We are up to $732,000 that we have to make sure that we 
come up with in the General Fund and two of our businesses to insure that we 
have that money.  But, he does not see that showing here.  What is the real cost 
down the line.  What is it going to cost us next year and the out years.  Again, 
he is having trouble getting a handle on what the real number is. 
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Ms Blanchard said that for the General Fund for Option I it would be $430,000. 
 
Mr. Stimatz said that if you hire a man tomorrow he is going to get that $3,000. 
So it is 54 not 46.  Those numbers are wrong.  He is sitting here looking at 
incomplete numbers.  He is with Kirk he had rather have a much better look at 
what the real numbers will be.  Not, what it is going to cost this year but what it 
is going to cost the taxpayers.  That is what he has to worry about next year and 
the following years thereafter. 
 

A motion was made by Councilman J. A. Stimatz to table the 
decisions until our next meeting so that we can get some more 
answers from the staff.  Councilman J. B. Walton seconded the 
motion. 

 
Mr. Brooks stated that he finds this amazing that everybody was is throwing this 
out here with a big power ball last week and everybody wanted to do this or that 
and now we are tabling it.  You will need a crystal ball to come up with what 
everybody is saying.  He wants a crystal ball so we can look ten or fifteen years 
in the future.  The employees are saying that they need their money and they 
need it now.  So we are doing the same old thing between surveys and tabling 
this stuff and he finds that amazing in itself.  He understands what Councilmen 
Rivers and Stimatz are saying but in the meantime, we are going back to the 
same thing we always do.  The employees are the ones suffering.  His concern is 
now what was the power ball last week, we wanted to do something quick fast 
and in a hurry and make this problem go away, but now we are delaying it 
again.  Let the problem go away.  What is the problem and let’s make it go 
away.  It is still within our option, he thinks.  You can go to the what ifs, what if 
we hadn’t given the police department $3000 on to their salaries.  This wouldn’t 
even be an issue.  So, since it didn’t happen like that we have to go to the most 
expedient way.  We can do the numbers and then we don’t like the numbers and 
table it again.  But in the mean time the employees are still suffering.  
 
Councilman Walton, ask the staff if they knew what we expect at the next 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Olson said that he believes so.  You want to have three options and a five 
year run out.  We will also put those assumptions in there. 
 
Councilman Rivers said that he is glad that you reminded him of that.  He thinks 
that we should have a special meeting next Monday night.  We don’t need to let 
the morale of our employees get any worse.  He concurs with Councilman Brooks 
that we do need to move forward.   
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Councilman Stimatz said that he was willing to accept the friendly amendment to 
his motion. 
 

Councilman E. K. Rivers made an amendment to the above 
motion to table action on the employee pay option and to hold a 
Special Meeting on Monday, October 2, 2006 at 7:00 p.m. in the 
City Council Chambers of the Municipal Administration Building.  
Those voting in favor of the motion were:  Stimatz, Walton, 
Baker, Brooks, Hummer, Meggs, Rivers and Stallings.  Against:  
None.  Motion carried. 

 
3} UPDATE ON OAK GROVE DRAINAGWE AND STREET 

IMPROVEMENTS: 
 
Mayor Foster called upon City Manager to bring Council up to date on this item. 
 
Mr. Olson advised that the engineering firm, Hobbs Upchurch and Associates has   
Completed design plans and costs estimates for the draining improvements of 
Oak Grove Subdivision.  He called upon the City’s Public Utilities Director for his 
presentation. 
 
Mr. Weatherly stated that about a year ago we talked about Oak Grove and we 
also talked to DOT about some drainage improvements.  DOT at that time 
informed us that they wanted us to go ahead and prepare our plans and costs 
estimates and come back to them.  That is what initiated this meeting.  The 
engineers have put together a plan.  The engineering firm has completed       
plans for drainage improvements within this subdivision.  The improvements 
consist of piping in the roadside ditches within the developed portion of the 
subdivision.  The pipes range in size from 30” to 15” in diameter.  Catch basins 
are placed in low areas.  The pipes will discharge in the ditch between Oak Grove 
and Meadowlands and the ditch on the back that goes around the cemetery.  
Estimated cost of the project is $561,758.  This project also includes $22,500 for 
cleaning out and re-grading the ditch between Oak Grove and Meadowlands and 
the roadside ditch from Oak Grove to the crossover culvert in front of Spaulding 
Park. 
 
Mr. Weatherly presented a power point presentation showing the undeveloped 
roads within this subdivision and the areas that flood when we have heavy rains. 
He showed the elevations and how the water flows to the river. 
 
Councilman Walton stated that he was also an advocate of the Spaulding Park 
and he wanted to know if this was inclusive of it too. 
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Mr. Weatherly stated that no that this presentation just applied to Oak Grove.  
He continued by saying that the cost estimates were also prepared in June of 
2005 for street improvements including piping in the ditches, installing sidewalks 
and paving the streets in the undeveloped section of the subdivision.  This cost 
was approximately $2,000,000.  The cost to re-grade the ditches and construct 
gravel roads in the undeveloped sections was $228,125. 
 
Mr. Brooks asked if he was basically saying that behind where those pipes are 
laying is wetland. 
 
Mr. Olson replied that the map shows the characteristics of being a wetland area.  
That does not mean that it is a wetland.  It would require some type of 
determination by the Core of Engineers to whether or not it is indeed a wetland 
area.  There has always been soft land back there.  If you build back there it 
would most likely have to be placed on pilings. The Army Core of Engineers 
would have to make that determination.    He would say that half of the area 
falls within that category.  
 
Mr. Weatherly stated that we have the option of doing all the improvements or 
various levels of improvement in phases.  Installation of the piping system in the 
developed area of the subdivision will improve the quality of the area, help 
improve the drainage and lessen the amount of standing water.  However, it is 
pointed out that simply re-grading the ditches between Oak Grove and 
Meadowlands and the roadside ditch along Peartree Road from Oak Grove to the 
crossover pipe at Spaulding Park should provide some immediate improvements 
to the flooding problems in the subdivision 
 
Mr. Olson said that we presented DOT with a copy of the work that Hobbs and 
Upchurch has done plus the costs estimates.  We also asked them how much 
DOT willing to contribute toward the project.  What DOT informed us was that 
they would determine what the surface area of the roadways are within that 
subdivision and the percentage of the overall land map of the subdivision.  
Basically that amounts to a small percent of the property within Oak Grove is 
DOT.  So, they would be responsible for 12% of the overall costs of the 
improvement project.  They did suggest that we could contact Stan White, Bill 
Owens or a number of people to see if we could get some discretionary funds 
and maybe $150,000 to $200,000 on top of that.  The other issue fits in what we 
did over on Carver Street and couple of the other streets that they would love to 
give us these roads.  So they may be willing to put a little bit more money in the 
project with the understanding that once they brought up the standard of 
draining that we would take over the maintenance and then we would start 
receiving Powell Bill funds on it.  They are very receptive to that.  There will be 
some tradeoffs. DOT seems like they want to divest themselves from all roads 
that they can because of the maintenance responsibility.  We have had those 
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discussions concerning Carver, Celeste, Hardy and Lowry.  They are going to be 
doing that.  Of course, we have had those same discussions concerning Water 
Street but we don’t take over any road unless it is brought up to our standards.   
DOT is aware of that and they are willing to put extra money in the project 
knowing that they will divest themselves of that some point in time. 
 
Mr. Weatherly stated that if a decision is made to do this in phases he would like 
to point out that the engineers and in talking with some of the residents feel the 
ditches and the re-grading would be the thing to start with.   
 
Mr. Stallings asked on the undeveloped land, who is the developer for this area. 
 
Mr. Olson replied that all of that is broken up.  We provided the documentation a 
couple of meetings ago showing who owned what property.  There are probably 
20 different owners in that back area.  There are two or three individuals that 
have some large parcels back there containing more than ten lots.   
 
Mr. Weatherly stated that improvements to the undeveloped area can range 
from paving the streets, undercutting the unsuitable material and putting down 
6” of gravel or simply having public works do minimum clearing and top dressing 
the existing roads with some gravel. 
 
Mr. Weatherly answer several questions that different members of Council had. 
 
Councilman Stimatz stated again this sort of gets back to the issue of when this 
place got annexed.  What were they promised and what did they get?  He feels 
that we need to do more research on that.  What was supposed to be done and 
what hasn’t been done.  What do we in a morale sense still owe these folks or 
the DOT owes these folks.  There is some potential for a community project.  It 
is a win-win here if we work it right.  And, what he really is concerned about with 
this issue, that we fulfill our obligation that we took on when we annexed them 
and do not let that lie in the dust.  We need to look at that very careful. 
 
Councilman Walton said that what we need to do if we can, is to get the 
concerned citizens of those two subdivisions together and Eric present it to them 
even if we have to faze some of the costs in.  He thinks that we are going to try 
to use some of this storm water money.  We know that won’t be in until after 
people pay their taxes, so if we phase certain things in, he thinks they will be 
more satisfied than us not doing anything.  He thinks that Eric presenting it will 
be better than his trying to do that. 
 
Mr. Olson asked to explain what his concerns are especially with the Public 
Utilities Director leaving very shortly.  The pictures of Oak Grove show the 
flooding.  If we challenge that and put culverts in there that is going to get 
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worse.  It is not going to get better. You cannot carry the volume of water 
through the pipe as you can in a ditch.   You are probably looking at another six 
inches of rain over which you have now.  But, during a light, normal rain it will 
be more than enough, if we have a storm like the one we just had, we are going 
to have problem out there and it is going to be much worse than what you see in 
these pictures. It is not a cure all.  We have to make sure that the citizens know 
that.  Once we canalized that we cannot carry as much volume and that is 
critical.  They are going to think that it will never flood out there again and that 
is not the case. 
 
Councilman Stimatz asked Public Utilities Director Weatherly to what 
level the water had risen during Ernesto and did it exceed any 
particular flood level, 10 yr., 15 yr., 100 yr., etc.  He asked that we look 
at this event and talk to the State NWS to determine what had 
occurred and if necessary re-evaluate our baseline assumptions 
regarding adequate drainage and retention ponds.  He also asked if we 
were going to look at extending the drainage for Oak Grove directly to 
the creek along the railroad right-of-way and if this would have a more 
positive impact on drainage.  
 
Mr. Weatherly replied that this could be evaluated. 
 
Mr. Stimatz asked that it be evaluated. 
 
4} CLOSED SESSION: 
 
Mayor Foster advised that due to the lack of time, he would ask that a motion be 
made to carry over this item to our regular meeting. 
 

A motion was made by Councilman E. K. Rivers, seconded by 
Mayor Pro Tem L. A.  Hummer to move the Closed Session Item, 
Consultation with the City Attorney to the following regular 
meeting’s agenda.  Those voting in favor of the motion were:  
Rivers, Hummer, Baker, Brooks, Meggs, Stallings and Walton.  
Against:  None.  Motion carried. 

 
5} ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Mayor Foster entertained a motion for adjournment. 
 

A motion was made by Councilman D. K. Stallings, seconded by 
Mayor Pro Tem L. A. Hummer to adjourn the meeting.  Those 
voting in favor of the motion were:  Stallings, Hummer, Baker, 
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Brooks, Meggs, Stimatz and Walton.  Against:  None.  Motion 
carried. 

 
Mayor Foster adjourned the meeting at 7:00 p.m.   
 
 
 
 
      ________________________________ 
      Dianne S. Pierce-Tamplen, MMC 
      City Clerk 
 
________________________________  
Charles L. Foster 
Mayor 


