MONDAY-7:00 P.M. OCTOBER 2, 2006 SPECIAL MEETING

The City Council of the City of Elizabeth City held a Special Meeting on the above
date and time in the City Council Chambers of the Municipal Administration
Building with Mayor 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 members attending were: City Manager R.
C. Olson, City Clerk D. S. Pierce-Tamplen, Deputy City Clerk V. D. White, Finance
Director S. E. Blanchard, Fire Chief W. C. Pritchard, Interim Police Chief G. F.
Koch, Inspections Director S. E. Ward, Public Utilities Director E. T. Weatherly,
Planning Director J. C. Brooks, Parks and Recreation Director J. D. Overman and
Electric Superintendent K. F. Clow.

Mayor Foster called the meeting to order and welcomed those attending. He
gave the invocation after which Mayor Pro Tem L. A. Hummer 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 agenda as presented.

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

2} EMPLOYEE PAY OPTIONS:
Mayor Foster called upon City Manager R. C. Olson for comments.

Mr. Olson stated that tonight was a follow-up to our September 25, 2006
meeting when we discussed several different pay options. During that meeting,
members of the City Council asked for some additional information. One of the
concerns that was expressed by members of Council was what was the long
term financial impact of any type of pay increases we may give our employees.
Staff has done a five-year financial forecast. This is something that we do
annually. As with any type of financial forecast you use certain assumptions and
in this forecast we used a 5% growth factor. This year our growth factor was
close to 7%. We only looked at the General Fund per se because that is the one
that is dependent on sales tax and new construction for any type of growth
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component associated with it. The revenue that we are generating in 2007 is
roughly $15,646,253 and at the five year projection it is $19,018,118. Thatis a
growth of almost over $3.4 million over the next five years in total revenue to
the General Fund. It is very hard for staff to do modeling of water and sewer
funds or the electric fund because of the number of outside influences.

Pay Option #1 includes a $1500 per employee increase and $100 per year
longevity. The $1500 per employee with benefits equates to $237,180 for the
rest of this year or has a total annualized impact of $348,187. Our average city
employee length of tenure with the City is nine years of service. The longevity
amounts equates to a net $170,000 annually. We already have an existing
longevity policy that this particular year we had budgeted $26,644. The total
gross longevity is $196,946. Because this is the only pay option that we really
need to look at the out years because of the longevity pay component of it. As
you can see the total impact on the city’s fiscal budget in 2007-08 is $407,482,
2008-09 is $427,482, 2009-2010 is $447,482, 2010-2011 is $467,482, 2011-2012
is $487,482 in the General Fund. There are like increases in the Water and
Sewer and Electric Funds. Option #1 will cause the City to spend down our fund
balance in the General Fund from 18% to 15%.

Human Resource Director K. W. Felton explained the longevity program that we
currently operate under. She stated that you have to be employed for five years
before you receive 1% of your salary. At ten years you received 2% of you
annual salary, at 15 years it is 3%, at 20 years of services it is 4% of your
annual salary, 25 years you get 5% and 30 years you get 6% of your annual
salary. 6% is the cap. If you have 35 years of service you still only get 6% of
your annual salary.

Councilman Rivers asked with Pay Option #1, if he had been here two years, he
would get $200. Is this just one time or is it every year.

Mr. Olson replied that it would be every year on your anniversary date. We do
have a number of employees that their anniversary date has passed. By that he
means they occurred between July 1% and tonight. They would get their
longevity pay retroactive or they will get a check within the next few days or
whenever Council makes that choice of which pay plan. The advantage as staff
sees it is no matter what position that you hold in the city, you will get the same
amount per year that everyone else does. Based on the old system based on
what you received annually decided how much your longevity was. This way
there is equity among all city employees based on the longevity component of
this.

Mr. Rivers asked how easy would it be if we get into a crunch to cut it. Heis
worried about longevity because when we had that tight crunch with the
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governor taking our money that the first thing that happened was that the
employees had to take the hit. That is the worry that he has when we start
talking about longevity.

Mr. Olson said that Council needs to be aware that 60 to 70% of the budget is
personnel related. If you want to save money in the General Fund that is usually
the first place that you go too. We don't have that many capital projects in the
General Fund that we can delay. We have equipment purchases that we can
maybe delay a year. The Powell Bill money is already designated. Whenever we
bring forward a budget ordinance we would put in there that there would be a
COLA and the longevity pay of $100 per year of service as well as the holiday
pay bonus. They would all be placed in the budget ordinance.

Mr. Olson stated that Pay Option #2 encompasses giving all City employees
except sworn police officers and electric line crews a $2,000 increase in their
base wage. This option will have an annual cost of $316,240 to the General
Fund and $40,120 and $103,840 to the Electric and Water and Sewer Funds
respectively. The impact on Fiscal year 2006-07 budget will be $237,180 in the
General Fund, $30,090 in the Electric Fund and $77,880 in the Water and Sewer
Fund. The benefit amount in that would be the amount that we would pay in
FICA which is .0765%, 5% for retirement and 5% for 401K. That is what is
included in that benefit package. It doesn’t include other benefits that we offer
such as health insurance or anything else.

Pay Option #3 is one that a couple of Council members approached him after the
last meeting on and that is a flat $2500 per year increase. That would go to all
employees except sworn police officers and the electric linemen who have
already received something. The cost to fund this particular option for the
remaining part of this fiscal year would be $296,475 in the General Fund,
$37,613 in the Electric Fund and $97,350 in the Water and Sewer Fund. This
option will have an annual cost of $395,300 to the General Fund, $50,150 and
$129,800 to the Electric and Water and Sewer Funds respectively.

Pay Option #4 is the final option that encompasses giving all City employees
except sworn police officers and electric line crews a $3,000 increase in their
base pay. The cost to fund this option annually would be $474,360 to the
General Fund and $60,180 and $155,760 to the Electric and Water and Sewer
Funds respectively. The impact on fiscal year 2006-2007 budget will be
$355,770 in the General Fund $45,135 in the Electric Fund and $116,820 in the
Water and Sewer Fund.

Mr. Olson continued by saying that Councilman Stimatz had asked him to furnish

additional information concerning our medical coverage and also the 3% COLA
amounted to this particular year, what our 1% holiday bonus would be and how
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long would it take to do a comprehensive pay study? We estimate the study
would take between 90-120 days.

Councilman Stallings asked if the Fire Department sent any information
pertaining to salaries.

Mr. Olson replied that they did send him a folder with information on comparable
salaries in there. It is on his desk and he would be happy to distribute it to
Council.

Mr. Stallings continued by saying that a couple of months ago we asked that you
talk to one of the department heads on salary. Did you ever get a chance to
address that issue?

Mr. Olson said that he has talked with that Department Head. He has not
addressed that issue but he has talked with them.

Mr. Stallings asked that issue be put on the agenda for Monday night.

Councilman Stimatz said that he did a little research over the weekend. He was
please to see that we are well above the poverty rate. The 2006 Health and
Community Service Guidelines indicate the poverty rate is $9800. He has a
document that was passed to us in the April that shows that the lowest paid
worker in Public Works was a sign technician trainee that makes $17,243 which
with the 3% raise and the 1% bonus now makes $17,932 to which we can add
$5,205 in benefits which takes him to over $23,000 in compensation which is
above the level of poverty for a family of five. He thinks that we are taking care
of individuals very well. He had asked for turnover rate and he also asked for
the number of employees and it is hard to get a handle on this. He sees where
Planning has a 60% turnover rate. You lose 3 people out of 5 and you have
60% turnover rate. He had also asked in his memo for information regarding
the average length of service and he didn't get that either. The reason that he
wanted this information was we had a business case that the police department
has significant problem with retaining and attracting officers at the current pay
level and that we are now in competition with two other jurisdictions that have
raised their pay significantly. No different than when the previous Council
addressed this issue in the Electric linemen last year. They were given an
increase to make that position competitively. We didn't have a big cry for pay
raises everywhere. One would think that we would. That being the case he is
trying to get a handle on what is the business case for the rest of the city
employees. He has asked that question how on two occasions. The first time,
Mr. Rivers wanted to give everybody a raise and last week when he brought this
up he asked the same question. Without that information it is difficult for him to
determine if we have the same problem in other departments and what is
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needed in those departments to retain or attract individuals. A week ago he
went to a summit in Colorado Springs and he asked a lot of people there about
their problem with keeping police and fire personnel and their problem is about
the same. It is very difficult as there is a tremendous demand for those people
around the country. There doesn’t seem to be a big rush to fill that void by the
younger people of the world. In his mind he has to make a business decision.
In talking with people at the conference, he noted that most areas do an annual
pay study. That is part of their budget process. He hopes one thing that comes
out of this meeting tonight is that we as a city incorporate that we received the
results of a pay study each year during the budget process. We need to know
how we stack up and where our problems are and how do we compensate to
retain a quality team.

Councilman Rivers said that he cannot understand when you say the
percentages. We can't help it if a department had two people or eighty people.
We recognize that the police department was having problems and we wanted to
make them number two in terms of pay. We addressed that. One of the
reasons why we addressed it was because we understood that they were not
attracting qualified people. Then when he looks at this chart and he sees that
we have Parks and Rec, Planning and Finance that have high turnover rates.
Then we have Fire and Public Works so we have quite a few over ten percent so
we need to address all of them. Why would we deal with percentages when we
need to make sure that we treat everybody the same. The reason why he thinks
that we need to continue to talk about this and make a decision is because we
are talking about a wheel and a wheel has different spokes but it is all part of the
same wheel and we need to treat everybody the same. We should want to
keep the Fire Department happy, Public Works, Electric, all nine departments
happy. His statement at the very first was that if we are going to be number
one with the Police Department lets be number one with the City Council, Human
Resources and Finance Departments. He thinks that we have set that trend
already. Now when we look at these statistics they show that we have turnover
rates in all departments. One thing that he has notice that in Elizabeth City right
now it cost more to buy a house than it does in Raleigh or Charlotte. Wages in
Charlotte are higher. They are paying $11.00 per hour to hang sheetrock. Here
in Elizabeth City it is costing $22.00. If we are going to deal with national figures
then lets also deal with local figures. Rental is running about $750. We want
our people to live in quality housing and have the opportunity to purchase their
first home. It costs a lot of money right now to live in Elizabeth City. We need
to talk about Elizabeth City. We need to make sure that our employees can
afford all the same benefits and right now we need to give them a raise. At first
when he came in he was stuck on the $2500 or the $3000 but after hearing
about the recurring every year longevity he likes Pay Option #1. With this option
they are getting the $1500 but then they get a check on their anniversary date
for the number of years they have worked with the City.
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Mayor Pro Tem Hummer stated that Mr. Stimatz wants to know what the
business decision is tonight. It has been pointed out that she doesn't always
vote for staff's recommendation and she doesn't but staff's recommendation
tonight on this issue is, “Staff is recommending Pay Option #1 because it
addresses the immediate pay issue and also deals with the salary compression
issue which exists in all departments.” Since 1993 every time that we have a
shortage of funding the employees have been asked to sacrifice whether we
freeze jobs or promotions, hiring’s or whatever. This has happen several times.
We put a merit promotion or merit pay program in place and it falls by the
wayside. She has heard that we should do another study. Well, that is delaying
it even more. It costs thousands of dollars to do a study and in her opinion when
you compare Elizabeth City with Virginia Beach for instance that isn't a fair
comparison. There are according to her calculations about twelve employees
who make in the salary range of $17,000 to $19,000. One of those employees
has 8 years service with us. He certainly hasn’t been able to advance. She
doesn’t know how anyone can make it on that salary. She has heard several
numbers about the poverty level. There is also a misconception that their health
insurance benefits are all paid for but they have to pay for their families to be
covered. Health Insurance is probably $500-$600 per month to cover their
families. She thinks that we need to try to retain our employees and we aren't
doing that with the big turnover rates that have been shown us. It is like paying
now or paying later, if we don't take care of the salary compression this year,
then next year it will costs more money. She thinks that Option #1 is the best
option. Those employees that have been here a year won't see a great deal of
money right now but it gives them the incentive to stay with the City because
they will know that they will have the longevity pay to look forward too. Also,
those that will be retiring soon will get their longevity figures into their
retirement pay which some them have come up on the short end of it.

Councilman Brooks said that he thinks that we keep forgetting the issue is not
poverty level but fairness. It is fair to give everyone else in this City to have the
right to have a decent quality life with their families also no matter where you
work. It is just fair. No option is not an option. The National Statistics of
Poverty sounds good in numbers but when are we going to stop following and
begin to lead. That sets precedence. People will say lets go to Elizabeth City
because they are paying their workers what they deserve. It is not poverty as
the employees don't care about the poverty level. They are talking fairness. He
does not know how any of us can set up here and say no option is an option. He
agrees with Councilman Rivers and Councilwoman Hummer that Option #1 is the
best option for the employees overall. Anyone that votes against giving all the
employees needs to back up and look at some things because the bottom line is
that everybody is not living high on the hog as it is portrayed. Some of our
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employees are struggling to make ends meet and we know that is not fair. We
are not talking poverty we are talking fairness across the board.

Councilman Walton said that he thinks that all of us got this letter from this
person that followed a trash truck around town saying that they didn't pick up
trash but were just riding around. In one of the statement he said that this is
not the first time that he has seen this poor workmanship and if you get off your
high horse and ride around town you will see how bad our town looks. Trash
everywhere. It seems like we want superior work but we are not wanting to give
the people out there doing the work at least something that will change the
moral and their attitude. Everybody wants to feel like what they are doing is
important. We said that we have some resources this year that we haven’t had
in the past. He feels like any time there is a gain that it should apply to our
workers. Share what we can share. He looks at sharing as an investment. A
guy making $17,000 can't feel too good about himself so why should he want to
make the City beautiful. Give him some money. We need to share the gains
that we make with the workers.

Councilwoman Baker said that everybody wants more money to achieve the
American Dream. Everybody doesn’t deserve one. Some people deserve one
more than others. She thinks that everybody should have the same opportunity
to advance. She thinks that we should not discount the merit issue. She thinks
there are some that should be getting more than the $1500 if they are doing an
exceptional job. She does not think that you should limit some to a certain dollar
amount just because someone next to them was getting that. You shouldn't just
give an across the board raise to everybody just because they show up for work.
She thinks that we had a crisis in the police department; we were losing people
for whatever reason. We had almost 100% turnover in three years. She wished
that we had addressed it before we adopted the budget. This is not the time to
address an across the board raise. When we have already got our budget set for
the year. She would love to see us get back into giving those people that work
harder more money. Give a merit for just that for what makes them a better
worker. Those that produce more deserve more. If we have department heads
that can’t document that and fairly implement it then we need to send them to
school. She is not against giving raises, but she is against giving this type of
money outside of the budget. Everybody got a raise in July. She would just
love to see us get back to the merit raises. She just can't justify giving
everybody some money just because they are here. She would love to see those
that are truly worthy more money than the $1500 and get this merit thing back
where it belongs to get it back on track.

Councilwoman Meggs stated that she wanted to say ditto to what Ms. Baker was

saying. She was the one that said that last week that the merit raise is one of
the hardest, however, the very next day she was riding down Southern Avenue
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and she doesn’t know if this one person gets more money than the other but the
one that was turning the sign she thought that she would rather have his job
than the one that she saw down in that hole. To her there is a difference in how
much one needs to be paid more than the other. She is glad that she heard Rich
say that there was 3% raise because when she was working she was delighted
with a 3% raise with the State because teachers just didn't get it. Then there
were times when we got no raise but some of the other State employees got
raises. The prison department got raises when we didn't get it or vice versa. So
just because we raised the police department at a time when we felt that this
was an emergency, she does not understand why we are raising the other
employees in the middle of the year when we have already budgeted for the
year. An across the board raise she just cannot support. She has had phone call
after phone call that have said the same thing. She is passing on and she feels
that if we pass it on we will have to raise taxes one way or the other and she
just cannot vote for it.

Councilman Brooks said that again, the merit raise sounds good but the problem
that he has with that is those that determine who gets the merit raise is not
always fair. So you are talking about someone that might work hard but he may
not like the way that he dresses. So they don’t get the merit raise. There is no
fairness in that. They can go get training but in the meantime the people suffer.
That is the problem that he has with merit raises. They have a discriminating
factor in them. That is not good. Yes, it should have been put in the budget
but neither was the police, so we need to be fair across the board. He thinks
that if we go back to fairness it is hands down what we should do. He
understands the angle that everyone is coming from but it is about fairness.

Councilman Walton said that we have gain so why not pass it back to the people
that work the hardest. A lot of times that person that is holding that sign up
may not be able to get down in that hole. That person in that hole is worthy.
We have got to be fair. We should have had a forecast that told us we had a
fund balance way and above and we could have made a better decision. Next
year we may need to have the information earlier. We need to make our
decision now. He hopes that this guy that is riding behind those people
tomorrow he will see them picking up all the trash because they feel good about
themselves. We need to do what is right and this is the only thing that we can
do.

Mr. Rivers said that after hearing Walton and Brooks talking about fairness, the
profit sharing plan that should be put on the table. We put it there because the
police brought up some very good points. That is what we stated from day one.
They deserved the raise. Look at that sheet right there and you will see all the
other departments deserve a raise also. We want to award longevity. If you
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stay here 30-years you should get a $3,000 check. He thinks that is why Pay
Option #1 is the way to go.

Councilman E. K. Rivers made a motion that the City of Elizabeth
City adopt Pay Option #1 to include a $1500 addition to every
employee excluding the sworn police officers and the electric
linemen to their base pay and each employee will receive a $100
per year longevity pay each year. Councilman M. E. Brooks
seconded the motion.

Councilman Stallings asked to say that he is glad to hear his colleagues say that
we should consider giving all the employees a raise. He wished that we could
give the $3000, but at least we are giving the $1500 and with the longevity he
thinks it is well worth it. He would like to thank the employees.

Councilwoman Baker stated that she thinks the citizens of this town figure that
we have extra dollars to spend that they would rather have seen their electric
rates go down a little bit.

Councilman Brooks said that the citizens just saw us absorb a 10% increase.

Councilman Rivers asked the Manager if there was any discussion about this with
the employees. Has he heard from any of the employees on their thoughts
about which option that they prefer?

Mr. Olson said that he has only gotten limited feed back from the Department
Directors and what they have gotten from their employees. He has only talked
with a couple of employees concerning the overall pay plan. The Department
Directors refer back to Pay Option #1, but you have to realize that most of the
people that sit at that table have over 25-years of service so they are the ones
that are going to get the most longevity pay. They also feel that it is a way to
reward our employees in the sense that everyone gets the same amount.
Whether you are a department director or you are reading meters, you get the
same dollar amount in longevity. It is not based on income.

Councilman Stimatz said that staff is recommending Pay Option #1 because it

addresses the immediate pay issue and also deals with the salary compression

issue which exists in all departments. Is this in fact your recommendation, Mr.
Manager, as a city manager it is the best thing to do? Would you clarify to him
the immediate pay issues?

Mr. Olson said that the issue that we have is what he alluded to when we had

our September 25" meeting and that is that we have had a salary compression
issue here ever since we got rid of the merit increases about five years ago.
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Basically, what happens is if an individual comes in at the entry level position we
give them a 3% COLA they get 3% more but the other thing that we do is we
also increase the range by 3%. So, the person that may have worked here a
year is getting as much as the person just coming in. That is what has been
causing our salary compression issue because we do not have the merit rate
component built into our base wages. Now, one thing that he and the
department directors firmly believe is educating our employees. We do offer
incentives if you get certain type of certifications where you get a 2% increase.
Those employees that have been here a year or two that get those additional
certifications they distance themselves from the entry level. That is the only way
that they can because there is no merit increase. We keep raising the base
starting wage of that component. Something that we looked at long and hard
during the preparation of this year’s budget was adding a longevity component.
Katherine, Sarah and he looked at it but one of the problems that we have is we
start looking at our budget in February and we are not sure what we are going
to have at the end of the year. We have some pretty good estimates base on
revenue projections but we really don’t know how much revenue we have left
over at the end of year until the end of August. We had estimated that we
would be right at that 15% target when we were doing our budget. When we
came before you with a recommendation it was based on that 15% targeted
fund balance. For those members of City Council you may or may not remember
our first budget hearing we eliminated a number of different pieces of equipment
and personnel because we dropped a zero in our health insurance figure in the
Fire Department and it ended up being a $180,000 mistake that we caught right
before the meeting. We are very cognizant of trying to keep that targeted fund
balance at 15%. It ended up at 18% and that is something as a manager he is
very happy about. He thinks we all remember what it was four years ago. The
Pay Option #1 does a number of different things. It basically is a way to treat all
the employees relatively the same. We realize the police got a little more. It
addresses the salary compression issue that has been a concern of his and the
department directors for a number of years now. Yes, it is one of the most
expensive one that we have. Looking at a long term financial forecast he has no
problem recommending it for the General Fund and Electric Fund. He does have
serious concerns about the Water and Sewer Fund and he has shared those
concerns with the City Council because those funds are having some cash flow
issues right now. He would not be surprised if we have to come back in two to
three months because of our capital improvements plan and our lack of impact
fees asking for some type of rate increase in water and sewer. That will be
something probably after the first of year when we have some hard numbers to
see where our impact fees are coming in at, but the five year financial forecast
we have presented you is something that we did before we even started the
budget. The pay plan does fit within our financial forecast and also gives us
enough money to go ahead and handle additional expenses that may occur
within the next 2-5 years. He will be the first one to sit up here and take the
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blame for the action that we did in the police department. In his opinion he still
believes that there are serious issues in the police department. He knows that
Acting Police Chief Koch is going to receive two or three resignations within the
next two weeks. Instead of being six short we will be nine short. His biggest
concern was how do we go about recruiting those individuals to fill those slots?
It is still a concern. Pay Option #1 though he has reservations about it, he
believes it is the fairest to all of the employees. His reservation is the total cost
of the overall plan. He sits here in front of you working extremely hard to
increase our fund balances and he thinks that we have done a real good job.
Maybe he is a little tight, but he sees us at 18% going down to 15% and he had
rather see us stay at the 18% and perhaps going up to 20-21% next year but he
realizes that the City is nothing without our employees. It is very important that
we have a good workforce. Also, we need to hold our employees accountable.
We all read this one e-mail that we got today and he gets calls like that three to
four times a week. He knows that members of the City Council also get those
calls and stuff. When you work in the public sector all eyes are on you and you
must realize that. We are held to higher standards than most organizations
because tax payer’s dollars are paying our salaries. We should hold our
employees to higher standards. City employees should get no more or no less
than what their counter parts do in the private sector. He believes Pay Option
#1 gets us to where we need to be. There are areas within the City that we will
have to do adjustments at next year’s pay plan because of some imbalances and
we will address that at that time.

Councilwoman Meggs said that she is just as confused as she was before she
came in. She does not want the city employees to think that she is not trying to
treat everyone fair. She is very concerned over the money, however, if you feel
like, Rich, that this is the feasible to do then she will vote for it and she is taking
him at his word.

Mr. Walton said that he thinks that Mr. Olson brought up a good point when he
said that we need to educate the workforce. The workforce is out there and they
act as a team and they want to look that way and to make it seem like they are
doing the best job they can do. If they are not doing that, the person in charge
of them has to find some creative ways to make them feel that way. We have
got to educated that director group too. Everybody wants good climate on the
job. There is always going to be somebody to drag their feet. As he always said
when we gain, we need to share it.

Mayor Foster called for the vote on the motion.
Those voting in favor of the motion were: Rivers, Brooks,

Hummer, Meggs, Stallings and Walton. Against: Baker and
Stimatz. Motion carried.
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Councilman Stimatz said that he would like to follow up on a comment he made
earlier and make a motion.

A motion was made by Councilman J. A. Stimatz, seconded by
Councilwoman J. M. Baker to adopt an annual pay review prior to
the budget session so that we can have this information prior to
the budget. Those voting in favor of the motion were: Stimatz,
Baker, Brooks, Hummer, Meggs, Rivers, Stallings and Walton.
Against: None. Motion carried.

4} ADJOURNMENT:

Mayor Foster advised that the above item concluded the agenda for tonight’s
meeting.

A motion was made by Councilman E. K. Rivers, seconded by
Councilman M. E. Brooks to adjourn the meeting. Those voting in
favor of the motion were: Rivers, Brooks, Baker, Hummer,

Meggs, Stallings, Stimatz and Walton. Against: None. Motion
carried

Mayor Foster adjourned the meeting at 8:00 p.m.

Dianne S. Piece-Tamplen, MMC
City Clerk

Charles L. Foster
Mayor
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