
Agenda 

Greenville City Council 

June 5, 2017 
6:00 PM 

City Council Chambers 
200 West Fifth Street 

 

Assistive listening devices are available upon request for meetings held in the Council Chambers. If an 
interpreter is needed for deaf or hearing impaired citizens, please call 252-329-4422 (voice) or 252-329-4060 
(TDD) no later than two business days prior to the meeting. 

I. Call Meeting To Order 
 
II. Invocation - Council Member Mercer 
 
III. Pledge of Allegiance 
 
IV. Roll Call 
 
V. Approval of Agenda 
 

l  Public Comment Period 
  
The Public Comment Period is a period reserved for comments by the public. Items that were or 
are scheduled to be the subject of public hearings conducted at the same meeting or another 
meeting during the same week shall not be discussed. A total of 30 minutes is allocated with each 
individual being allowed no more than 3 minutes. Individuals who registered with the City Clerk 
to speak will speak in the order registered until the allocated 30 minutes expires. If time remains 
after all persons who registered have spoken, individuals who did no register will have an 
opportunity to speak until the allocated 30 minutes expires. 
 

VI. Special Recognitions 
 

l  New Sister Cities Agreement with Yeonsu-gu of Incheon, South Korea 
 

VII. Consent Agenda 
 

1.   Minutes from City Council Workshops held on April 18 and August 25, 2016 and from regular 
City Council meetings held on February 9, April 19, and April 24, 2017 
 

2.   Resolution Amending the Assignment of Classes to Salary Grades and Ranges 



 
3.   Status update on FEMA Reimbursement from Hurricane Matthew 

 
4.   Various tax refunds greater than $100 

 
5.   Ordinance and Reimbursement Resolution Amending Greenville Utilities Commission's FY 2016-

17 Budget and various capital projects budgets 
 

6.   Budget Ordinance Amendment #8 to the 2016-2017 City of Greenville budget (Ordinance #16-
036), Public Works Capital Projects Fund (Ordinance #17-024), Recreation & Parks Capital 
Projects Fund (Ordinance #17-024), Special Revenue Grants Fund (Ordinance #11-003), Facility 
Improvement Fund (Ordinance #16-036), and Stormwater Utility Fund (Ordinance #16-036) 
 

VIII. New Business 
 

Public Hearings 
 

7.   Public hearing on proposed Fiscal Year 2017-18 budgets including public hearing to be held 
concurrently on proposed stormwater management utility rate increase 
  
a)   City of Greenville including Sheppard Memorial Library and Pitt-Greenville Convention & 
Visitors Authority 
  
b)   Greenville Utilities Commission 
 

Other Items of Business 
 

8.   Presentations by Boards and Commissions: 
  
a.  Neighborhood Advisory Board  
 

9.   East Carolina University Campus Law Enforcement Agency Extended Jurisdiction Agreement 
and Cooperation Agreements for Mutual Assistance with East Carolina University Police 
Department  
 

10.   Contract Negotiations for Golf Management Agreement 
 

11.   Request to utilize Federal and State Asset Forfeiture Funds to purchase various equipment for the 
Police Department 
 

12.   Dormitory-Style Student Housing - Approach to Public Input and Solicitation for Consultant 
 

13.   Amended Expenditures from North Carolina Department of Commerce Downtown Revitalization 
Grant Funds 
 

14.   Proposed Jobs Creation Grant Program 



 
IX. Review of June 8, 2017 City Council Agenda  
 
X.  City Manager's Report 
 
XI. Comments from Mayor and City Council 
 
XII. Adjournment 
 



 

 

 

City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Minutes from City Council Workshops held on April 18 and August 25, 2016 
and from regular City Council meetings held on February 9, April 19, and April 
24, 2017 
  

Explanation: Proposed minutes from City Council Workshops held on April 18 and August 
25, 2016 and from regular City Council meetings held on February 9, April 19, 
and April 24, 2017 are presented for review and approval. 
  

Fiscal Note: There is no direct cost to the City. 
  

Recommendation:    Review and approve proposed minutes from City Council Workshops held on 
April 18 and August 25, 2016 and from regular City Council meetings held on 
February 9, April 19, and April 24, 2017  
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download

Proposed_Minutes_for_Monday_April_18_2016_City_Council_Meeting_1052515

Proposed_Minutes_of_August_25__2016_Watershed_Workshop_1048857

Proposed_Minutes_of_the_February_9._2017_City_Counci_lMeeting_1051438

Proposed_Minutes_of_the_April_19__2017_Special_City_Council_Meeting_1051439

Proposed_Minutes_For_the_Monday_April_24_2017_City_Council_Meeting_1052514

Item # 1



 PROPOSED MINUTES 
BUDGET WORKSHOP OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
                       MONDAY, APRIL 18, 2016 

              
 
Having been properly advertised, the Greenville City Council held a budget workshop on 
Monday, April 18, 2016 in Conference Room 337, located on the third floor at City Hall, 
with Mayor Allen M. Thomas presiding.  Mayor Thomas called the meeting to order at 6:10 
p.m. 
 
Those Present:  

Mayor Allen M. Thomas; Mayor Pro-Tem Kandie D. Smith (arrived at the meeting at 
6:30 p.m.); Council Member McLean Godley; Council Member Rick Smiley;  
Council Member P. J. Connelly; and Council Member Calvin R. Mercer 

 
Those Absent:   

Council Member Rose H. Glover 
 

Also Present: 
Barbara Lipscomb, City Manager; David A. Holec, City Attorney; and  
Polly Jones, Deputy City Clerk 

 
 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 

 
Motion was made by Council Member Smiley and seconded by Council Member Godley to 
approve the agenda.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

 
 
Greg Gauss – 2005 Carey Court, Winterville, NC 
Mr. Gauss made comments about proposed budget cuts of 5% or more that he read about 
in The Daily Reflector.  The City should continue to fund the arts and to look at investing in 
things other than its employees such as programs that actually will put investment back 
into the community.  People should be given a reason to come to Greenville. 
 
Ryan Beeson – 108 North Summit Street, Greenville, NC  
Mr. Beeson made comments about the budget proposal for $42,000 toward security 
cameras in the University neighborhood area.  Having them strategically placed throughout 
that area would help the City to tackle crime better after its occurrence and to discourage it 
to take place in the future. 
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Mr. Beeson stated that a weekend ago, three people approached him and demanded that he 
give them his cellphone.  Fortunately, he made plans to meet his friends at a specific 
location and they arrived in time to deter those people from committing a crime.  With the 
cameras, the City is sending the message that student lives and safety matter and there is 
an interest in keeping students in Greenville for the long term.  He is supportive of 
continued measures to improve the campus area. 
 

 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS AND FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

 
 
Capital Improvement Projects 
Assistant City Manager Michael Cowin summarized the proposed Capital Improvement 
Projects (CIP) and Facilities Improvement Plan (FIP) budget for the next two years.  The 
overall funding of the $36,345,409 worth of projects is as follows: 
 

 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that in the General Fund, there are capital project 
dollars of $2,144,000 for fiscal year (FY) 2016-2017 and $2,092,000 for FY 2017-2018.  
That is a total of $4,236,000.  The Facilities Improvement Plan averages about $1.6 million 
each fiscal year totaling $3,232,000 for the two-year period. 

 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that staff is projecting some one-time dollars to roll 
through the City’s operations that can be dedicated to capital projects over the next two 
years.  In the General Fund, there is the possibility of $1,500,000 in FY 2016-2017 and 
$1,250,000 potentially in FY 2017-2018.  The City of Greenville already appropriated 
$1,623,419 in the Capital Reserve Fund, dedicated to capital projects.  The City is expecting 
to receive $1.5 million from the sale of the Police/Fire Parking lot in the fall of 2017.  In the 
Capital Reserve Fund, the City appropriated $1,501,266 towards the Sidewalk Project as 
well as $122,153 appropriated for a land acquisition.  That is a total of $3,123,419 in one-
time revenues projected for 2016-2017. 
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The projects funded for 2016-2017 would include the Sidewalk Project on Dickinson 
Avenue at $1,961,266, the purchase of the Imperial Warehouse Site at $1,040,000 and then 
the land acquisition dedicated to a park on the Westside corridor at $122,153. 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that in 2017-2018, hopefully, after the City has 
purchased, refurbished, and developed the Imperial site, the City could sell the land to a 
potential commercial developer for at least $1,250,000.  In this scenario, that $1,250,000 
would be used to fund the Town Common project.   
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin explained that the CIP have been broken down in three 
components over a two-year period:  1) existing projects totaling $30,374,472, 2) new 
projects totaling $543,937, and 3) departmental requests totaling $2,195,000.  The existing 
projects are funded from a whole host of different funding sources and the largest of those 
projects is the Town Creek Culvert.  A majority of the engineering costs is done on that and 
construction will begin in October 2017.  That is a $15 million project over a two-year 
period with the majority of the funding coming through the interest free loan as well some 
dollars through the GUC.  There is approximately $3.5 million for each year totaling $7 
million for roads.  $1,950,000 is from the bond for the West Fifth Streetscape.  The cost of 
the Town Common Renovation over a two-year period is $1,870,000, which includes an 
appropriation of $1,250,000 contingent on the sale of the Imperial site. 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin summarized the funding for the following CIP existing 
projects: 
 

 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that the CIP new projects include a) $500,00 for the 
Westside Park (land and development), which will be funded with a combination of dollars 

Attachment number 1
Page 3 of 26

Item # 1



Proposed Minutes:  Greenville City Council Meeting 
Monday, April 18, 2016 

Page 4 of 26 

 

 

currently in the Capital Reserve Fund, and b) $43,937 for the East Carolina Neighborhood 
Area Cameras.   
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin gave information about the City departmental requests, 
stating that these projects are funded primarily from the General Fund.  The City has 
approximately $2,195,000 worth of projects for the next two years.  They come from the 
areas of technology, public safety, public works, and community development. 
 
Information Technology 
Information Technology Director Rex Wilder explained that upgrades and expansion of the 
Ethernet routing and switching components are required.  The City is replacing one core 
switch in FY 2016-2017 and another one in FY 2017-2018 due to redundancy built here as 
well as at Fire Station #6.  The data backup recovery grows and there are a lot more things 
to retain, so more storage is needed for that backup.  $90,000 is part of the main system 
that backs up all those components.  The $35,000 is for storage space.  Staff will also be 
looking at the Cloud base and will prepare a report and present the cost to the City Council. 
 
Fire Rescue 
Chief of Fire/Rescue Eric Griffin explained that $250,000 is appropriated to extend Fire 
Station #2 on Hemby Lane.  Presently, two ambulances run out of Fire Station #2, but it 
was designed to have one ambulance.  So, the Fire Department is having to put one outside 
and the extension will help to house both ambulances.  
 
Mayor Thomas stated that there is a stop light at the end of Hemby Lane and Arlington 
Boulevard and that is a dangerous area.  Mayor Thomas asked was there any intent to 
activate the stop light. 
 
Public Works Director Kevin Mulligan responded he feels that the warrants will be met 
there because Hemby Lane is not the busiest street, but staff will investigate a need to 
activate the stop light. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that there is a lot of cut-through traffic from that area to the hospital. 
 
Police Department 
Chief of Police Mark Holtzman explained that the request for additional police cars is to add 
more fleet.  With the use of the gun violence grant, the Greenville Police Department will 
have additional officers on the street and they will be driving in pairs.  The electronic 
storage for body cameras is $50,000 for two $25,000 servers.  It will expand GPD’s storage 
capabilities and will give a backup system for all that body wearing video, evidence, and 
pictures.   
 
Director Wilder explained that the $80,000 is for an upgrade.  The IBM Message Switch 
Servers for mobiles and CAD is how the information is routed from the dispatcher to the 
patrol officers. 
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Council Member Smiley asked is the $100,000 the full cost of purchase and fit out of the 
two cars.  He also asked why wouldn’t that be purchased by the Vehicle Replacement Fund 
and then rented for 5-7 years. 
 
Chief Holtzman responded that is correct.  It needs to be purchased up front and then 
added and then pay the rent back over the life of the vehicles.  So, that money is in the fund 
7-10 years from now when they need replacing. 
 
Council Member Smiley stated that in the past, the City purchased new vehicles directly 
from the Vehicle Replacement Fund without putting capital into it. 
 
Director Mulligan stated that was done for two side loaders when the City first started the 
Sanitation backyard pickup plan. 
 
Public Works 
Public Works Director Kevin Mulligan explained that the first appropriation of $200,000 in 
FY 2017-2018 is for the replacement of the traffic signal mast arm poles at two 
intersections in the uptown area.  $25,000 for FY 2017-2018 will cover requests for the 
installation of speed bumps (traffic calming).  A two-year total of $70,000 is appropriated 
for those public parking lots in need of heavy surfacing.  Greenville Boulevard is almost 
completed and the next two phases of traffic signal progression are Arlington Boulevard 
and Memorial Drive.  The cemetery enhancement request is to change and upgrade the 
entrance of the Brown Hill Cemetery.  The appropriations are $30,000 for FY 2016-2017 
and $50,000 for FY 2017-2018.  
  
Director Mulligan stated that the Public Works Department currently has eight knuckle 
boom trucks, and there are seven routes of yard waste collected every Monday, Tuesday, 
Thursday, and Friday as well as bulk.  There is one bulk truck.  Typically, there are one or 
two trucks in the shop.  Therefore, $200,000 has been allocated out of the Sanitation Fund 
to expand the knuckle boom fleet.  What is unique about the garbage truck request is that it 
is a dual hopper and the Department is looking to have that in 2017-2018 as the backyard 
service goes away, staff is looking to have this so that our special services can be picked up 
by one truck.  Right now two rear loaders and four people are being used for about 500 
services.  Staff feels that all 500 in a week can be done with one truck and two people.  
Storm drainage maintenance improvements are fairly infrastructure.  
 
Community Development 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that this department has $295,000 appropriated for 
the renovation of the Uptown Theatre, including 2004 bond proceeds in the amount of 
$170,000 and grant funding for the additional $125,000. 
 
Facilities Improvement Projects (FIP) 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that the FIP are broken down between the Public 
Works Department and the Recreation and Parks Department.  Director Mulligan will give 
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some background on where the City has been with the FIP program, its purpose, and how it 
is used to take care of the City’s deferred maintenance. 
 
Director Mulligan stated that the FIP is an asset management plan for the City’s buildings, 
facilities, parking lots and deck, and parks.  The total value of the City’s buildings and 
facilities is over $74 million.  The total square footage of the building space maintained by 
the City is about 620,000 square feet.  There are 69 buildings and facilities.  The Public 
Works Department maintains approximately 415,000 square feet (35 buildings/facilities), 
and the Recreation and Parks Department is responsible for the remaining 205,000 square 
feet (34 buildings/facilities).  
 
Director Mulligan stated that some preventive maintenance that is done by the City 
includes facility inspections, placing ceiling tiles, roof drains, mechanical stuff, fire 
extinguishers inspection, and others.  Some predictive or proactive maintenance are 
scheduled roof replacement, air handling unit replacement, heaters, boilers and some wide 
asset inventory.  Contractors perform over 90% of the fencing and permanent roofing 
upgrade and approximately 50% of mechanical repairs (fuel, relays, control systems).  City 
staff performs 60% - 75% of the other trades work orders (electrical, plumbing, and 
carpentry). 
 
Director Mulligan explained the need for the 10-year facilities maintenance plan, stating 
that the City’s 10-year plan in 2015 was about $16 million.  The asset inventory was done, 
and staff inspected all the City’s facilities and buildings and came up with a life for each 
asset, where it is in that life cycle, and what would be the cost to replace each asset.  One of 
the goals is to minimize the more expensive repairs.  If the City is maintaining instead of 
replacing certainly it saves a lot of money and eliminates surprise.  Emergency equals to 
surprise and that equals to a lot of extra money.   
 
Director Mulligan summarized the steps to developing the 10-year plan:  1) included all of 
the existing City buildings and facilities in the plan, 2) completed the facilities inventory, 3) 
established the life expectancy (inventory components), 4) developed a list of the major 
maintenance/repair needs, 5) established a timeline for maintenance projects, and 6) 
developed the report, plan and budgetary estimates.  The plan’s report includes the existing 
city maintained buildings and facilities and provides inventory of all the existing city 
building assets.  Additionally, the report shows a listing of all the major maintenance, 
repair, and renewal projects greater than $5,000 and a summary of the projected costs 
through 2016-2025. 
 
Director Mulligan explained the impact the 10-year facilities maintenance plan has on the 
budget.  The facilities funding required for the 10-Year Plan was approximately $1.6 million 
per year (10-year average).  If everything was done, it would be about $4 million each year.  
$1 million usually was provided for in capital, $600,000 was equal to a penny, and that 
penny was put in the taxes so that the City could do the FIP.  Staff tried to proportionate it 
based on the square footage, but really staff tried whatever the most pressing priority is 
and staff is following the 10-year old plan that was submitted in 2015.   
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Parks Superintendent Dean Foy summarized some of the FIP for fiscal year 2016-2017.  In 
2005 or 2006, the City actually became the owner of the GAFC building.  Regarding the 
request for interior plumbing renovation ($152,000) at the GAFC, the Recreation and Parks 
Department personnel makes many service calls for water leaks.  There is no cutoff valves 
throughout the building; therefore, if there is a small leak somewhere the entire water 
system is turned off to make that repair.  A new challenge is the rest of the ECVC building is 
now being leased for a charter school.  The problem is the two water meters feed directly 
into the charter school’s parts of the building and then it is piped over to the GAFC, and the 
utilities must be separated.  As part of the interior plumbing renovation, the department 
will set a new water meter that will separate the City’s building from theirs.   
 
Superintendent Foy stated that playground units ($75,000 each) are being placed at two 
parks, Hillsdale and West Haven.  These two units have reached the end of their useful 
service life and replacement parts for them are no longer available.  As part of the interior 
plumbing renovation, the pool will be resurfaced at the GAFC ($48,000).  At the shallow end 
of the pool, rust colored stains have been noted as a deficiency in the Center’s health 
inspection for the past three years.  It is at the discretion of the inspector whether that 
deficiency will be great enough to cause the GAFC to fail an inspection. 
 
Superintendent Foy stated that six years ago the eight tennis courts at the River Birch 
Tennis Center were resurfaced.  Ideally, they should be resurfaced every 4-6 years, and this 
resurfacing request is budgeted at $45,000.  River Birch is the City’s main teaching and 
tournament facility so we want to keep those courts in good condition for both our 
teaching, programs and tournaments.   
 
Superintendent Foy stated that the fence fabric and irrigation system will be replaced on 
the Jackie Robinson Baseball field ($15,000).  Some smaller projects are to reseal and stripe 
the Evans Park parking lot ($30,000), four deteriorated tennis court will be demolished at 
Jaycee Park ($28,000), irrigation repair is needed at the ballfield at Thomas Foreman Park 
($24,000) and at Hillsdale Park the shelter roof will be replaced ($6,000). 
 
City Manager Lipscomb asked whether the City is paying the full cost for separating the 
water meters at the GAFC. 
 
Superintendent Foy responded that if the City was not going to do renovations and is only 
going to set a new water meter and separate the two water meters, the cost of the City’s 
new meter would be roughly around $13,500.  They have a shutoff valve where it comes in 
the City’s part of the building so they are going to shut off the valve, cap, and pipe and they 
are done.  The City is having to pay the full cost. 
 
Superintendent Ford summarized the following FY 2017-2018 Facilities Improvement Plan 
projects: 
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City Manager Lipscomb asked if there was painting done at the Guy Smith Stadium about 
three years ago. 
 
Superintendent Foy responded yes, but it was cosmetic and the whole complex needs to be 
painted and brought up to standards.   
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith asked if this is the City’s wish list or is this a listing of the things the 
City will be actually doing. 
 
Director Mulligan responded that when staff first presented the Facilities Improvement 
Plan, these were 10-Year items recommended based on the importance of the item and its 
asset life. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith asked who determines the importance of the item. 
 
City Manager Lipsomb responded that the Recreation and Parks and Public Works 
Departments staff select the projects. 
 
Director Mulligan summarized the following FY 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 Public Works 
Department FIP items: 
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Director Mulligan gave information regarding other facility projects under consideration 
including an employee and health clinic, a joint City/County communications center, and 
various parking lot repairs.  Some of the projects not funded are listed under FIP, but are 
actually FY 2017 CIP: 1) Emergency Apparatus Storage Building ($350,000), Fire Station 1 
Offices Renovation ($65,000), and 3) Construct Animal Protective Services Kennel Facility 
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($200,000).  The last one is the renovation of the Public Works Department entrance gates 
to enhance security, which is listed under the 2018 FIP. 
 

 
HEALTH FUND/HEALTH CLINIC 

 
 
Assistant City Manager Michael Cowin stated that presently, the City is looking at a $3.8 
million fund balance within the Health Fund.  Included within that is the amount to carry 
out a large number of outstanding claims concerning the City employees at any given time.   
 
Council Member Connelly asked whether the fund balance could be touched.   
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin responded that once it gets into the fund, it is there and the 
City could use it for healthcare claims, but the City has control of the dollars that are 
contributing back to the employees. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that however, it would not be advisable to touch 
something that could be a necessity to pay off a bill. 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that is correct. 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that the overall contributions amount to the fund 
balance for the past two years is about $12.3 million.  That is a combination of the City’s 
and its employees and retirees’ contributions into the funds to cover the costs of the 
employees and any claims.  The City is self-insured so this is on a claims basis. 
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Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that the City had about $11,638,848 worth of actual 
claims last year and $12,384,901 is projected for this year.  When looking back at the last 
three years, the Greenville Utilities Commissioners and City Council Members have had a 
three-year benefits strategic plan composed of three components: 1) introduce the Health 
Savings Account on January 1, 2016, 2) reduce the overall benefits in the Core/Enhanced 
plans by 2.6%, and 3) increase the cost share of the enhanced plan to encourage migration 
over to the Core and Health Saving plan.  There has been a delay on the excise tax as far as 
the Affordable Care Act.  In 2020 is when that is effective.   
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin explained the cost breakdown of the Health Fund 
employer/employee cost share for the enhanced and core plans.  Based upon the number 
of enrollees that the City has for each plan, for this current fiscal year, there is about 84.3% 
being paid by the employer and 15.7% being paid by the employee.  The 2017 cost share 
increases from 84.3% to 88.4%, based on a 100% employee migration from the enhanced 
to the core plan.  That means that the employer is paying more of the overall cost of the 
plan.  The following is a projection of revenue less expense and change in fund balance 
based on 100% employee migration from the enhanced to the core plan and there is no 
change in the core plan cost share. 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that just from that transition alone, the City could 
start potentially to eat into the fund balance and then the health plan.  If the City sees that 
migration from the Enhanced Plan to the Core Plan over about 1½ years, the fund balance 
would go down from $3,824,653 to $3,651,777.  During the fall of the year, discussions will 
begin about what the plans will look like for the plan year as well as the approval.  Even 
though the City has a strong Health Fund, which has been used to fund outstanding 
healthcare claims and to protect the City as far as any change in costs, the City has a 
scenario that the employer share of the cost of the plan will increase once the City moves 
from the enhanced plan to the core plan.  That means the following: 
 

- Expense Projected to Exceed Revenues for Both Fiscal Year 2017 and 2018 
- Primary Factor Driving This is the Potential Migration From the Enhanced Plan 
- The Following are Potential Options to Mitigate the Situation: 

♦ Adjust the Employer/Employee Cost Share Towards 80% Over Time 
♦ Use Fund Balance to Absorb Revenue and Expense Difference for a 

Short-Term Period 
♦ Implement an Employer Health Clinic to Reduce Costs and Employee 

Out of Pocket Expense. 
♦ Increase Funding Contribution from General Fund and Other Funds. 
♦ This Will Create Higher Level Burden on These Funds. 
♦ Combination of These (Excluding an Increase Contribution From Other 

Funds) 
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated that the City is moving from the Enhanced Plan to a regular 
plan and then to the Health Savings Account (HSA).  The City will shut down the Enhanced 
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Plan, which means that everybody pretty much is going to the Core Plan unless the City 
continues to try to get people over to the HSA.  The City did some incentive financing this 
year to try to get people over to the HSA where employee basically take their funds and buy 
their medical program or however they want to do it.  The next piece is if the City’s 
expenses are starting to rise because all of the employees are over in the Core Plan, how 
would the City get them to move to a less cost in plan.  The Health Clinic could be one way 
and the Health Savings Account could be another.  That may be a discussion the City 
Council might want to have as part of joint paying benefits and how is the City planning to 
do that transition.  The City is a target in terms of the initiated 3-year plan.  The next 
discussion is where is the City going from there. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked whether reducing down from the Enhanced Plan to the 
Core Plan has always been the City’s plan. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb responded yes. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that once the City moves to that bottom level, the City is 
taking up about 2% more costs to offset not allowing the Enhanced Plan one.  Technically, 
the City has taken on more burden.  The City needs to make an adjustment because if the 
City continues on that path with the same numbers, the City is going to be broke within 10 
years.  
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated so the next step would be to try to get employees over to the 
Health Savings Account and out to the Health Clinic. 
 
Council Member Mercer asked whether the HSA is a non-immediate savings.  He stated it 
has to be implemented.  Council Member Mercer asked whether staff knows how long until 
the City start to see savings on that. 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin responded that the City is crunching the numbers and those 
will be brought to the City Council in the near future.  After reviewing previous numbers, 
there is great opportunity for savings. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated that he supports the Enhanced Plan and the Health Savings 
Account. 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin made comments about the Health Clinic, stating it is basically 
an outsourced contracted service from a third party health provider such as the Vidant 
Medical Center.  The City will determine the staffing model, hours of operation, services 
provided, and other critical decisions about the Health Clinic’s operations.  That would all 
be centered on the number of claims.  The City could actually move from a high cost 
emergency room or an urgent care center setting over to a lower cost setting within our 
offices.  A large number of employers nationwide has moved to this type of setup.  Even 
locally, GUC, DSM-Dyneema, Patheon, ASMO, Grady-White Boats, and Mayne Pharma have 
actually moved to an onsite Health Clinic. 
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Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that the GUC’s setup has expanded over the last few 
years up to the point that right now, the GUC contracted 50 hours per week of occupational 
health nurses.  The GUC has 8 hours per week of a nurse practitioner and 4.5 hours per 
week for a medical doctor.  Its clinic’s operating hours are from Monday-Friday, 7:00 a.m. – 
5:30 p.m. 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that based on the number of City employees who are 
going to an ER, or an emergency care, there is a great opportunity for the City to pull them 
over to this type of setting.   
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin summarized the following potential benefit and services of 
an on-site Health Clinic. 
 

POTENTIAL BENEFIT OF ON‐SITE HEALTH CLINIC 
 

 Lower or Waived Co-Pays for Employees 
 Reduced Work Lost Time and Absenteeism 
 Lower Workers’ Comp as Well as Non-Occupational 
 Claims Costs 
 Redirected Care From Expensive and Time Consuming 
 Settings (e.g., ER) 
 Improved Access and Convenience 
 Improved Employee Morale, Retention, and 
 Productivity 
 Increased Opportunity to Promote Wellness and 
 Importance of Screenings and Preventive Services 

 
ON-SITE HEALTH CLINIC SERVICES 

 
 Treat Primary and Urgent Care Needs 
 Pre-Employment Physicals and Drug/Alcohol 
 Testing 
 Occupational Health Services (Work-Site 
 Injuries, Illnesses, and Exposures) 
 Health Promotion and Wellness 
 Referrals to Physicians and Specialists When 

Necessary 
 
Assistant City Manager Cowin stated that staff would bring back a proposal to the City 
Council in the fall of 2016 about how the City can make this work for the City of Greenville. 
  
Assistant City Manager Cowin summarized the Implementation Plan, stating that staff will 
work in cooperation with Vidant and evaluate various staffing models and the cost of 
implementation of those models.  Potential employee only cases would be shifted to the on-

Attachment number 1
Page 13 of 26

Item # 1



Proposed Minutes:  Greenville City Council Meeting 
Monday, April 18, 2016 

Page 14 of 26 

 

 

site clinic would be evaluated and staff would determine which model is best for the City’s 
employees.  Finding a potential location and evaluating the cost to set up the location as a 
health clinic would follow.  The City is also looking for dollars for a one-time setup for an 
employee health clinic. 
 

 
PUBLIC SAFETY ANSWERING POINT (PSAP) 

 
 
City Manager Lipscomb made comments about a joint police communication system, 
stating that Chief of Police Mark Holtzman informed her that the County has been 
mandated by State Statutes to have a secondary Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP), 
which is the dispatch center.  Staff discussed the City’s potential tremendous savings with 
the County such as with telephone costs and other things, if the City and County could do 
some type of joint system.  The County could receive funding from communications taxes, 
which would assist in the payment of the costs for such a system.  That might free up some 
additional resources for the City.   
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated that the Sheriff’s Office has its own system, but the Sheriff 
Office has shown some interest according to Mayor Thomas.  She has not seen a community 
the size of Greenville without consolidated dispatching for 20-30 years. 
 

 
RECREATION AND PARKS DEPARTMENT 

 
 
Recreation and Parks Director Gary Fenton introduced his staff and stated the following 
during his presentation: 
 
Current FY 2015-2016 Budget Revenue 
Approximately 25% of the Recreation and Parks Department’s budget is appropriated back 
to the City throughout the year in the form of departmental revenues.  $671,431 was 
generated within this department, $782,897 within the Bradford Creek Public Golf Course 
(Bradford Creek), and $551,646 came from the Greenville Aquatics and Fitness Center 
(GAFC).  That is a total of $2,005,884. 
 
General Fund Expense 
The proposed Recreation and Parks Department budget for FY 2016-2017 is $7,883,451 
and $8,093,993 is the proposed amount for FY 2017-2018.  These amounts do not reflect a 
$100,000 reduction that the department will be taking in its budget for each fiscal year.  
Making those cuts are not easy because so many places cannot be cut such as utilities, fuel, 
stormwater, vehicular maintenance, insurance and costs associated with any service that 
generates or covers all or most of its costs.  If the department cuts a service some money is 
saved, but revenues are lost. 
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Interestingly, when looking where to cut in the department’s budget, the Facilities 
Improvement Projects were determined.  The Recreation and Parks Department has been 
spending approximately $18,000 per year in HVAC maintenance.  Some of the air 
conditioning units are 1-2 years old so staff is cutting that area because of the anticipation 
of less need for repairs.  Of this departmental budget, 33.9% is for the Recreation Division, 
44% is for the Parks Division, Bradford Creek is at 11.4%, and the GAFC is at 10.7%. 
 
Personnel Expense (All Divisions) 
As with most City departments, full and part-time employees make up the biggest 
percentage of the budget.  The department’s personnel are proposed at 67.4% of its budget 
or $5,315,587 for FY 2016-2017.  $9,000 of that amount is for part-time and seasonal staff 
and many of the seasonal positions are associated with revenue producing services. 
 
In regards to the divisions’ breakdown of personnel cost, 39% is for the Recreation 
Division, the Parks Division is set at 38.9%, Bradford Creek is set at 10%, and the GAFC is 
set at 11.3%.  The department’s percentage is inflated because it includes salaries and 
benefits for three clerical positions serving all those areas as well as the Director of 
Recreation and Parks’ salary.  24.3% ($1,289,583) of the department’s personnel expenses 
are devoted to benefits in FY 2016-17 and $1,341,361 (24.6%) is for FY 2017-2018. 
 
A total of 67 approved positions are included in the department’s proposed budget (23.5 
positions for the Recreation Division, which also includes the Director of Recreation and 
Parks, Administrative Assistant, Payroll Clerk and the Jaycee Park Receptionist positions, 
31 positions for the Parks Division, Bradford Creek is set at 5.5 and 7 positions for the 
GAFC).  Some are part-time, year round positions.  The average expense per position is 
$66,224 for FY 2016-2017 and $68,369 for FY 2017-2018. 
 
Operating Expense:  Recreation Division 
In FY 2016-2017, the operating cost in the Recreation Division is proposed at $551,478 and 
$566,309 is proposed for FY 2017-2018.  One of the biggest pieces is supplies and materials 
($218,118 for FY 2016-2017 and $224,756 for FY 2017-2018), which are associated with 
the programs offered by the department.  The following is a breakdown of the supplies and 
materials at different places the Recreation Division can put them.  There are revenue 
accounts associated with each of these expenses. 
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Mayor Pro-Tem Smith asked why would there be a higher cost for supplies and materials in 
the C. M. Eppes Center’s budget ($12,000) where there is lower programming in 
comparison to the Drew Steele Center’s supplies and materials budget ($11,000). 
Director Fenton responded that there are many needs at the C. M. Eppes Center and monies 
were found to replace some of the really dilapidated pieces.  
 
Recreation Supervisor Shana Kriewall stated that fitness equipment is a high cost item and 
the game room equipment was replaced.  Refurbishing the workout equipment and other 
things come out of supplies and materials.   
 
Director Fenton stated that having a new director at the C. M. Eppes Center is going to 
create more programs and obviously some of them will create revenues as well.  
Sometimes that is the reason for more revenues and expenses in that particular budget.   
 
Contractual services for programs might be special duty police officers, travel, and other 
things.  The following is the Contract Services Program Specific: 
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Operating Expense: Parks Division 
One of the largest expenses in the Parks Division is Utilities ($428,559 for FY 2016-2017 
and $438,000 for the second year).  This represents gas, water, electric, and sewer for 
recreation and parks facilities across the City except those at the GAFC and Bradford Creek.  
The Fleet Service cost is $158,903 for both years and that is the Parks Division’s 
contribution to the Vehicle Replacement Fund. 
 
The Parks Division maintenance expense is proposed at $326,636 for the first year and 
$335,114 for the second one.  It includes some equipment and vehicular repair, which is 
how the Recreation and Parks Department reimburses the Public Works Department for 
parts associated with repair of the vehicles ($86,432 for year one and $90,306 for year 
two).  Buildings & Grounds includes $13,000 in custodial services, $33,000 in landscape 
operations and $116,000 in technician operations such as playground and park equipment, 
plumbing, roof and fence repairs, HVAC maintenance, scoreboards, lighting, electrical 
repairs, and signage.  $68,544 is the amount proposed for Fleet Labor for both years and is 
the payment to the Public Works Department for the Recreation and Parks Department’s 
vehicular repairs.  $8,160 and $8,364 are proposed for year one and year two, respectively, 
for Commercial Labor, which is for outside companies, maintenance on specialized vehicles 
and equipment that cannot be addressed through the Public Works Department. 
 
$16,000 is for purchases associated with programs and services, specifically for River Park 
North.  That brings the total in general up to $181,843 for FY 2016-2017.  There is $16,000 
for uniforms such as employees’ shirts, pants, safety boots, and uniforms for the park 
rangers.  The amount proposed for the Gift Shop items sold at River Park North is $5,500 
for each budget year. 
 
A big part of the Parks Division’s contracted services account totaling $164,799 includes 
$69,000 spent for mowing services along the City’s greenways and parks.  Certain areas are 
contracted because they would require a long time getting there on a tractor.  If the City 
does all the mowing itself on a cycle, the time between mowing would increase and that 
brings down the quality of the parks.   
 
Other contracts included are for HVAC, carpet cleaners for facilities, pest control, burglar 
and fire alarm services, storage, and porta-john rental services averaging $17,000 annually.  
Mop head cleaning services are used a lot at the City’s recreational facilities and they are 
included under the Laundry account. 
  
Bradford Creek Golf Course 
The following is the operating budget revenue and expense history for the golf course since 
2011: 
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The recovery rates and operating budget range from a low 77% to a high of 98.6%.  
Although the golf course only had a 71.3% rate at the end of February 2016, March 
revenues met expectations and April, May and June 2016 normally account for 40% of the 
year’s revenues.   
 
There are two Capital Improvement Projects:  the replacement of a failing cart path bridge 
at $17,265 and a HVAC replacement at $10,261.  The proposed expense budget shows that 
the proposed budget for Bradford Creek is $901,790 in FY 2016-17 and $923,905 in FY 
2017-2018.  About 60% of both of those figures are salaries.  The projected revenue is 
$782,897 for each budget year.  The targets for recovery for the two upcoming fiscal years 
are 86.82% and 84.7%. 
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City Manager Lipscomb stated that under the CIP and FIP, in terms of disclosure, the 
consultant’s report recommended reducing the greens as well as changing over the greens.  
That $150,000 is not included in this two-year budget. 
 
Greenville Aquatics and Fitness Center 
Recreation Manager Kathleen Shank gave statistical information regarding the membership 
for City of Greenville and Greenville Utilities Commission (GUC) employees and their family 
members at the GAFC.  At this point, there are 1,931 members.  That equates to the number 
of members and actually the number of members is 3,093.  Of that the GAFC carries 
families of 520 members.  A family could be a one parent and one child membership that is 
also offered in 2017.  720 members hold an individual membership, 14 are young adults, 
and 482 hold a senior membership.  With the City employees only, the membership is 171 
and the GUC has a membership of 178 excluding family membership.  With family members 
included, the employee’s membership is increased to 300 each. 
 
Director Fenton stated the following about the GAFC: 
 
The facility is opened 360 days a year and 75 hours a week.  South Central, J. H. Rose and D. 
H. Conley High Schools lease the pool for their swim teams’ practices from November to 
January at the earliest and latest times on the GAFC’s operating schedule and sometimes 
after operating hours.  The schools pay about $1,250 each per season to use the GAFC.  A 
local scuba group leases the GAFC regularly. 
 
The facility was built in 1983 and the lease began in 1986.  The GAFC’s operating budget 
and expense history from FY 2011 to present indicates an operating recovery rate of 84% 
to almost 100% in FY 2012.  In 2006, after leasing for 20 years and operating the GAFC 
during that time, ownership was transferred to the City at no cost and enabled the City to 
apply for a $500,000 Parks and Recreation Trust Fund grant and to use the value of that gift 
as the $500,000 local match.  That grant was primarily for upgrading the pool and its filter 
system, installing a new gym floor, and replacing aging fitness equipment.  Though the City 
paid nothing initially, the City received a 23-year-old facility that is now almost 33 years 
old.   
 
In the past five years, the City has done about $323,000 in capital repairs and the biggest 
repair was a complex roof project on one of the facility’s several roofs.  On top of that, air 
conditioning was installed to a previously unaired conditioned gymnasium at a cost of 
$139,000.  In addition, a Schneider Electric energy savings program put about $440,000 
into utility improvements at the GFAC for a total of CIP/FIP energy saving expenditure of 
$906,162 over a five-year period. 
 
The GAFC expense report of the $847,717 FY 2016-2017 budget indicates that almost ¾ is 
expended on salaries and benefits at $602,822.  Operational costs include the following: 
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The projected revenue minus expenses for the next two years utilizes the current projected 
revenue.  Last year’s projected revenue is showing as $551,646.  The FY 2015-2016 
projected revenue was $571,000 and the GAFC came in at $591,000.   
 

 
 

Council Member Connelly stated regarding the GAFC, the City is projecting a loss of 
$296,071 for FY 2016-2017. 
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Director Fenton stated that is correct.  The GAFC is subsidizing by that amount and that is 
the projection. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that when looking at the historical figures, it looks like a 
huge downward trend.  He projected that the City would be closer to $595,000 of revenue 
based off the annual basis for 2015 and 2016, which would have the GAFC going in the 
same downward trend.   
 
Council Member Connelly asked what pitch does staff have to keep the GAFC operating. 
 
Recreation Supervisor Kriewall responded to the comments made about the downward 
trend, stating that the Recreation and Parks Department and Bradford Creek staff members 
were directed to charge a resident fee and a nonresident fee.  As of September 2012, the 
same fees were added at the GAFC.  A family not living in Greenville would pay $125 more 
annually.  It would be terrific if the GAFC would not offer a two-tier rate. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that if the City is heading in that direction and according 
to this budget schedule, the City is asking for $200,000 just for the GAFC alone.  The City 
will ask the taxpayers to come up with $.5 million to keep that center operating. 
 
Director Fenton stated that at a time, there were discussions about closing the GAFC (in 
2014 or 2015).  A lot of public input was received about how people loved the GAFC and 
the deal was negotiated with the Eastern Carolina Vocational Center, Inc. (ECVC) to donate 
the building to the City.  That enabled the City to apply for the $500,000 grant.  
Unfortunately, it might have been free at that time, but now the City is paying for that 
facility.   
 
Director Fenton stated that the challenge is how to distinguish something like a fitness 
center from a recreation center.  Obviously, a fitness center operates more hours than a 
normal recreation center, but it takes in a lot more revenue than a normal recreation center 
does as well.  To some level or other, mostly everything done must be subsidized - some at 
100%, 50%, or 70%.  Hopefully, the Bradford Creek will operate at 98% next year.  But 
recreation services are subsidized in order to provide them at a decent rate to many 
people.  When looking at its budget from a perspective of 25% of this recovery through 
fees, the Recreation and Parks Department would have a $6 million budget without that.  
Obviously, many services would not be provided. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that he would not want the City to close the GAFC.  Closing 
this center will affect several people, but at some point throwing money into something 
that is not producing is not a benefit to the public.  The public is going to be subsidizing the 
GAFC for a certain amount of people.  That budget could be used differently.  If $200,000 
worth of improvements are added next year, that is $.5 million.  In 10 years, the City will 
lose $5 million possibly and with that amount, the City could build a new facility and maybe 
make it work out. 
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Director Fenton responded that in 2004, the decision was made that the GAFC would be 
part of the menu of recreation facilities offered by the City.  It was added as a facility to 
serve people and is one of the facilities that has a great opportunity for generating a 
significant piece of revenue.  Other facilities cannot possibly come that close and they are 
not asked to do so.  It is a wellness piece and a price cannot be put on the value of keeping 
people healthy. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked about staff’s pitch for sustaining its annual level of loss.  He 
also asked what are the plans to make it more financial viable for the citizens of Greenville. 
 
Director Fenton responded that the Recreation and Parks Department must continue to 
market the GAFC.  There have been some corporate partnerships in terms of payroll 
deductions from particular businesses.  Sometimes employers will pay for all or part of 
their employees’ membership and then the City gets more people coming from those 
particular places.  Ideally, the location is a problem and maybe that is the downside as to 
why the City accepted it for free. 
 
Council Member Smiley stated that the City certainly does not want to close down the Drew 
Steele Center, Guy-Smith Stadium, or the community pool, which are parks and recreational 
centers and they return things other than money.  He asked if the City Council is going to 
single out one of them, why is the GAFC different from the others.  
 
Mayor Thomas stated that there was discussion a while ago about providing services in the 
community that no one else provides versus competing with other cities having golf 
courses and fitness centers. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked if the GAFC and Bradford Creek were once Enterprise Funds. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated that the golf course changed from an Enterprise Fund to a 
General Fund three years ago. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked when the use of the facility reaches its cycle of life where the 
diminishing returns come into play.   
 
Director Fenton responded that the $500,000 grant helped to bring the GAFC back to life.  
The fact that it has an indoor aquatics facility is monumental.  There are not too many 
facilities having indoor swimming and aquatics licensing, and water aerobics all year 
round.  The City has a PARTF (Parks and Recreation Trust Fund) grant with a conversion 
requirement associated with it.  The bigger issue is will the City ever get a PARTF grant 
again. 
 
Council Member Godley stated that his concerns are the City is spending nearly $200,000 
and seeing this downward trend and whether plumbing renovations and resurfacing a pool 
are really going to sign up people to go to the GFAC.  The City is in a tradeoff situation and 
an honest question is whether the GAFC is worth keeping open.   
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Council Member Mercer stated that the GAFC is a benefit to citizens and well used.  He 
asked how much of having this facility is helpful in marketing and attracting people to 
Greenville. 
 
Director Fenton responded that all of the City’s parks and recreational facilities are part of 
the overall package.   
 
Council Member Connelly asked about the number of indoor swimming pools in the City. 
 
Recreation Manager Shank responded that the one at East Carolina University is typically 
not open to the public and the Vidant Medical Center has one. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked whether the huge demand would drastically increase the 
rental fees for that service.  He stated that there is not so much supply and a huge demand. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb responded that there is a demand, but it does not seem like the City 
can get a premium price for it. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that sometimes adjustments must be made to make 
models work.  Maybe the City should cut hours to a different time for general usage for 
people, who are going for therapy and different things like that.  If the rebuttal is that 
people are mad about the change, what would they feel like if the GAFC is closed. 
 
Director Fenton stated that might be something that could be addressed through a 
communication process with all of the GAFC’s members.  Money may be involved because if 
the agreement is changed for someone who joined on May 1st through the next May 1st, that 
person might discontinue their membership and ask for a refund because of not receiving 
what was asked for.  
 
Council Member Godley asked about how much is J. H. Rose High School paying to do their 
swimming practices and how often are they using the pool. 
 
Recreation Manager Shank responded that J. H. Rose High School is charged $1,200 per 
season (2 ½ - 3 months).  They use the pool about three times a week for one hour. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated that he is familiar with all the pros and cons of these 
arguments with the exception of reneging on the PARTF grant.  He asked staff to give more 
specifics about the impact that would have if the City goes back on paying that. 
 
Director Fenton responded that he cannot find how it relates to paying that back with 
interest in any agreement.  It does say that the City may not be able to apply and receive 
future PARTF grants until the City has rectified the problem with the current one. 
 
Council Member Mercer stressed the importance of getting the necessary information, 
stating that the City absolutely does not want to cut itself out of any future PARTL grants. 
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Recreation Manager Shank stated that it is also mentioned that the City would pay back the 
installation of the dehumidifier ($440,000) that came from the energy efficiency 
recommendation.  
 
Council Member Godley stated that the City Council really needs to understand the 
ramifications of the PARTF grants.  He asked staff to have the item on the agenda for the 
next budget meeting. 
 
Council Member Godley stated he would like to receive benchmarks from cities similar to 
Greenville, including whether they have an aquatics and fitness center and a pool, are they  
charging “x” amount of dollars for their public school system to hold swim practices at their 
center, and what are the schools’ cost per season.  He stated that a charge of $1,200 over a 
three-month period seems quite low. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that budgets for schools are extremely tight.  Some counties are 
literally asking families to pay an athletic fee, a service that others have received all of their 
lives free. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith asked about when the City is short in dollars for the golf course and 
the fitness center, are funds taken from some areas within the Recreation and Parks 
Department budget to continue offering services at those two facilities. 
 
Director Fenton responded that if revenues come in short, staff tries to reduce costs.  But 
within that same budget, if the revenues at the GFAC come up short, something may be off 
if money is spent elsewhere.  Last year, the revenues and actual budget were over, but 
those revenues were able to make up for the overage.  Sometimes they were over because 
more money was spent on programs than more money was taken in.  The bottom line is the 
Recreation and Parks Department cannot spend more than what was appropriated and 
must take in what was projected. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith requested staff to provide a report showing that at the end of the last 
3-5 years how much money has been taken from the two programs at the C. M. Eppes 
Center and placed in other divisions of the Recreation and Parks Department and the GAFC 
and Bradford Creek.   
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith stated the City Council has discussed the GAFC’s and Bradford 
Creek’s shortfalls.  The public attended the meetings and people were saying that she 
wanted to close the golf course.  During the discussions about the golf course, no one 
wanted to make comments about how many people are really using Bradford Creek and the 
GAFC and whether the services are offered to everybody in the City.  Money was taken from 
an area that is already underserved and used to balance out the operation of Bradford 
Creek, the GAFC, and some other places.  When people feel others should not use those 
facilities or parks that becomes an issue.   
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Mayor Pro-Tem Smith stated that she encourages people to lease space at the golf course.  
Nevertheless, when people are told the golf course is unavailable that makes it a hard sale 
to the public.  The weather causing the golf course to be short with revenues sometimes is 
known already, but the more people using these facilities the less the City would use an 
Enterprise Fund. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith requested an update about the marketing at the golf course.  She 
asked about the rental fee for the clubhouse at the golf course. 
 
Recreation Manager Michael Cato responded that the fee is $700 for a four-hour block of 
time on the weekends and $500 during the weekdays. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith asked what happened with the First Tee leadership group. 
 
Recreation Manager Cato responded that presently, staff is trying to create a leadership 
team in this community and people are not getting onboard, but they participate in the 
discussions.  There are three people on the leadership team and they are trying to recruit 
others.  At one point, the program was sold to the Country Club that First Tee could help 
them specifically.  That is not the way the First Tee program operates and works - it is a 
community program.   
 
Director Fenton stated that the First Tee of Eastern North Carolina was unsuccessful with 
raising money.  The City’s program is not an official First Tee Chapter and cannot be until 
all of this comes together.  Recreation Manager Cato was given permission because of his 
going through the training to offer programs based on the First Tee curriculum. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith stated that when the First Tee program was brought onboard 
initially, certain people were asked to be involved to make sure the program would be 
successful and have a broader reach.  That was ignored, and a partnership started at the 
Third Street School instead.  That was not the direction given in order for it to have a 
broader reach.  There are people who could be interested, but the reach is not broad 
enough. 
 
Recreation Manager Cato stated that the First Tee should be broader than trying to bring a 
few kids out to Bradford Creek.  It is not going to be sustainable that way. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb asked if the part-time marketing position was filled. 
 
Recreation Manager Cato responded that presently, revenues are definitely down so the 
position has not been filled.  During the employment of a marketing business director, 
Bradford Creek had the worst two years ever.   
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith stated that Greenville spent a lot of time having discussions about 
what First Tee is not and fewer people are interested once they hear that message.  She has 
seen some positive First Tee events on the public access channel. 
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Director of Fenton stated that the Recreation and Parks Department is not in the driver 
seat when it comes to the First Tee program, however, staff is ready to cooperate.  The First 
Tee is a strictly run organization. 
 
Council Member Smiley stated that staff is budgeting a subsidy of 65% roughly over the 
next couple of years at the GAFC.  He asked whether staff has been budgeting a 100% 
subsidy. 
 
Director Fenton responded that it was not looked at as a percentage.  Staff knew what the 
revenue total was.  It is supposed to be an Enterprise Fund. 
 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
Mayor Thomas left the meeting at 8:38 p.m.   
 
There being no further business before the City Council, motion was made by Council 
Member Mercer and seconded by Council Member Smiley to adjourn the meeting.  Motion 
carried unanimously, and Mayor Pro-Tem Smith declared the meeting adjourned at 8:40 
p.m. 
       Respectfully Submitted 
 
 
 
       Polly Jones 
       Deputy City Clerk 
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PROPOSED MINUTES 
WATERSHED MASTER PLAN WORKSHOP OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
THURSDAY, AUGUST 25, 2016 

 
 
Having been properly advertised, the Greenville City Council held a workshop on the 
Watershed Master Plan on Thursday, August 25, 2016 in Conference Room 337, located on the 
third floor at City Hall, with Mayor Pro-Tem Smith presiding.  Mayor Pro-Tem Smith called the 
meeting to order at 6:00 pm. 
 
Those Present:   

Mayor Pro-Tem Kandie Smith, and Council Member Rose Glover, McLean Godley, Rick 
Smiley, P. J. Connelly and Calvin Mercer 
 

Those Absent: 
Mayor Allen M. Thomas 
 

Also Present: 
City Manager Barbara Lipscomb, City Attorney David A. Holec and City Clerk Carol L. 
Barwick 

 
 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 

 
Upon motion by Council Member Godley and second by Council Member Connelly, the City 
Council voted unanimously to adopt the agenda. 
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

 
  
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith opened the public comment period at 6:02 pm, explaining procedures 
which should be followed by all speakers. 
 

There being no one present who wished to address the City Council, Mayor Pro-Tem Smith 
closed the Public Comment period at 6:03 pm. 
 

 
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF WATERSHED MASTER PLANS 

AND RELATED ISSUES 
 

 
City Manager Barbara Lipscomb stated she came to Greenville in the summer of 2012 and 
quickly realized the City had a big drainage problem.  Public Works Director Kevin Mulligan 
came to Greenville in 2013 and immediately began getting requests for assistance, 
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particularly in Lynndale.  The decision was made to do a study, and the results of that study 
will be presented this evening.  She commended Streets Superintended Ronnie Donley and 
his crew for doing an excellent job of keeping drainage open and ditches cleaned out.  Their 
work has made a huge difference. 
 
RECAP OF THE 2013 STATE OF THE STORMWATER UTILITY FUND PRESENTATION 
 
Director Mulligan stated the Clean Water Act, which was established in 1948 and 
overhauled in 1972, regulates the discharge of pollutants into the waters within the United 
States.  It makes it unlawful to discharge pollutants into navigable waters and makes 
criminal charges possible for violators.  The Act does have teeth – the former owner of 
American Waste, Inc. in South Carolina was sentenced to 18 months imprisonment for 
illegal dumping. 
 
The Stormwater Utility Ordinance established an enterprise fund – the Stormwater Utility 
Fund – in May 2001 to address pending mandates of the Clean Water Act.  The intent of the 
fund is to provide for the management, protection, control, regulation, use and 
enhancement of stormwater and drainage systems.  Greenville has a Phase II NPDES permit 
that regulates the discharge of stormwater and requires nutrient control of nitrogen and 
phosphorus. 
 
Director Mulligan stated the Stormwater Management Control Ordinance was adopted in 
2004.  Requirements of the program include: 
• Public education and outreach 
• Public involvement and participation 
• Illicit discharge detection and elimination 
• Construction site runoff controls 
• Post-construction site runoff controls 
• Pollution prevention/good housekeeping 
 
Typical issues experienced in Greenville include ditch flooding, street flooding and erosion.  
The City has 75 miles of ditches and erosion is becoming a major problem. 
 
The Meetinghouse Branch Pilot Project was the first of nine watersheds.  A watershed is an 
area of land where all discharge falls within it.  The watershed covers 3 square miles (2,000 
acres), 90% build-out and the entire basin falls within the City limits.  Capital Projects 
include flood control, stream bank stabilization and water quality retrofits. 
 
Director Mulligan then discussed expected results: 
• Modified maintenance practices to be better aligned with City ordinances 

o No mowing 
o Focus on obstructions in flow line 
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o Contracting herbicide spraying 
• Revised development regulations 

o Detention of the 2, 5 and 10 year storm events 
o Detention of the 25 year storm event as deemed necessary by the City Engineer 

• Utility fee increase 
o $.50/ERU annually for five years 
o Equates to $1.00/month for a typical house 

• Commitment to expedite and complete city-wide master planning 
 
Upon completion of the Meetinghouse Branch Watershed Master Plan, the City Council 
recognized the importance of these plans and of gaining an understanding of how best to 
remediate the stormwater system so as not to adversely impact other properties either 
upstream or downstream from where an improvement is planned.  As a result, the 
remaining watershed plans were programmed so the City could determine how best to 
spend Stormwater Utility funds. 
 
W.K. Dixon, Hazen & Sawyer and CDM Smith were selected as the firms to complete the 
master planning process, with each assigned an area of the City, as well as a lead role based 
on their particular areas of expertise as follows: 
 

W. K. Dickson Hazen & Sawyer CDM Smith 
South City Phase 
Lead-Program Management 
Fork Swamp 
Swift Creek 
Hardee Creek 

Central City Phase 
Lead-Public Involvement 
Greens Mill Run 
 

North City Phase 
Lead-GIS/Inventory 
Harris Mill Run/Schoolhouse Branch 
Johnsons Mill/Parker Creek 

  
WATERSHED MASTER PLAN OVERVIEW 
 
Tom Murray, PE, who is the Program Manager for W.K. Dixon, stated the City is broken into 
nine watersheds.  There are three basic project types when talking about stormwater: flood 
control projects (primary and secondary systems), stream stabilization and water quality 
(impaired streams).  For flood control projects, primary includes open channels, larger 
streams and culvert crossings, while secondary refers to infrastructure that flows into a 
primary system. 

 
When the project began, Mr. Murray stated there was no inventory of the City’s closed 
system and mapping had just begun on the open system maintained by the City.  He then 
discussed the benefits of having an inventory – of moving from reactive to proactive: 
• Debris blockages removed 
• Broken structures repaired 
• Illicit discharges identified 
• System connectivity 
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• Increased efficiency for maintenance and service calls 
 
Mr. Murray described the extensive public outreach process, which is still ongoing, and 
discussed the results of survey questionnaires.  Modeling has been completed on all 
primary systems and on secondary systems selected based on stakeholder feedback.  For 
primary systems, both 25 and 100 year floodplains were mapped and the results were 
validated against data collected in public outreach efforts.   
 
Council Member Smiley asked if this data will end up in the City’s GIS system or if that 
shows FEMA data.   
 
Director Mulligan stated that both will be available in the system, but in looking at the 
system currently, FEMA maps are shown.   
 
Mr. Murray stated that primary and secondary systems were evaluated based on 
anticipated future build-out conditions and improvements were proposed for both the City 
and the ETJ.  Some of those improvements included the following: 
• Culvert/Bridge Improvements 
• Floodplain Storage/Benching 
• Closed system improvements (resizing pipe, adding inlets, replacing old metal pipe) 
• Detention (to reduce peak flows downstream) 
• Stream Stabilization 
 
Mr. Murray noted that, in each watershed, areas were identified that the City may want to 
consider for 25-year detention.  The City has the ability, within its ordinance, to require 
more than 10 years. 
 
Mr. Murray further noted that Swift Creek and Greens Mill Run were deemed impaired by 
both the State and the EPA for benthos.  Benthos are insects, crustaceans, mollusks and 
worms which spend at least part of their lifecycle under water.  They are required for a 
suitable habitat for a stable, diverse population, but are sensitive to pollution typically 
associated with stormwater runoff.   
 
Impaired waters ultimately require TMDL’s (total maximum daily load), enforced by the 
State and the EPA, although no timeline is established for these waterbodies.  They include 
costly implementation actions and likely have stricter development regulations on 
impervious areas. 
 
Likely TMDL requirements include: 
• Recurrent monitoring to measure progress 
• Stringent new development regulations 
• Implementation of retrofit stormwater control measures 
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• Additional maintenance and inspection requirements 
• Routine progress reporting 
• Performance-based (TMDL in effect until monitoring shows goals are met) 
 
HIGHLIGHTS FROM SEVERAL WATERSHEDS 
 
Mr. Murray stated he and his colleagues on the project would provide a few highlights from 
each of the plan areas, offering the following illustration depicting the various watersheds: 
 

 
 
Mr. Murray stated the Swift Creek Watershed is a 6.4 square mile area in the Neuse River 
basin, with Forlines Road being its downstream limit.  33% of this watershed is within the 
City limits and it is 55% developed for residential land uses.  After a brief description of 
existing conditions, possible causes and potential improvements, he stated the next steps 
will be submission of monitoring data to the State for review and potential de-listing, which 
could save the City up to $300,000 annually. 
 
Mr. Murray stated the Fork Swamp Watershed is a 10.6 square mile area in the Neuse River 
basin, with Worthington Road being its downstream limit.  60% of this watershed is within 
the City limits and it is 75% developed for residential land uses.  He briefly discussed 
existing conditions and potential improvements. 
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Rob Hopper, Project Manager for CDM Smith, stated the Harris Mill Run/Schoolhouse 
Branch Watershed is a combined 12 square mile area along the Tar River from Ironwood to 
Greens Mill Run.  15% of the City and 17% of the ETJ is in this watershed with 50% of the 
Harris Mill Run area built-out and 75% of the Schoolhouse Branch area built-out. He briefly 
discussed existing conditions and potential improvements. 
 
Mr. Hopper stated the Parkers Creek/Johnsons Mill Run Watershed is a combined 40 
square mile drainage area north of and draining to the Tar River.  6% of the City and 15% 
of the ETJ is in this watershed with 40% of the Parkers Creek area built-out and another 
50% expected to be developed, for a total build-out of 90%.  Just 2% of the Johnsons Mill 
Run area is built-out, with another 30% expected to be developed, for a total build-out of 
32%.  He briefly discussed existing conditions and potential improvements. 
 
Travis Crissman, Project Manager for Hazen and Sawyer, stated the Greens Mill Run (GMR) 
watershed covers a 13.8 square mile area that encompasses ECU and the downtown area 
and drains to the Tar River.  29% of the City and 11% of the ETJ is in the GMR basin.  
Approximately 63% of the area is built out with imperviousness trending up.  It includes 76 
miles of pipe, ranging in size from 12 to 84 inches, and 4,717 structures.  He briefly 
discussed existing conditions and recommended the entire area be designated 25-year 
special risk due to numerous major issues.   
 
Mr. Crissman introduced Jason Daw, a Biologist from Moffat & Nichols, Inc., noting he is 
part of Mr. Crissman’s team and used to work for the Department of Environment, Health 
and Natural Resources.  He said that Mr. Daw would address impairment in GMR waters. 
 
Mr. Daw noted water conditions have been monitored in both wet and dry conditions.  The 
chief drivers of impairment in the GMR basin are excessive sediment deposition, channel 
modification and instability and loss of physical habitat.  To be as urbanized as the area is, 
the water quality in the GMR basin is not that bad, but streams have been straightened, and 
that is not natural.  Much of the sedimentation choking the streams comes from the stream 
itself.  In benthic monitoring, water quality data showed spikes of sediment in wet 
conditions, and pollutants increase as you move downstream.   
 
Mr. Daw then discussed strategies for improvement: 
• Water Quality Recommendations 

o BMP Retrofits 
o Detailed Source Investigations 
o Pet Waste Awareness Program 

• Benthic Health Recommendations  
o Stream restoration and bank stabilization 
o Introduce woody structures and debris (habitat) 
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o Import desired benthic macroinvertebrates 
o Continue monitoring for improvement 

 
Mr. Murray stated the Hardee Creek Watershed is a 8.0 square mile area in the Tar River 
basin, with 30% of this watershed is within the City limits and 65% developed for 
residential land uses.  He briefly discussed existing conditions and potential improvements. 
 
IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Director Mulligan addressed the projected costs of needed capital improvements, 
maintenance and operations, noting that prioritization is paramount. 
• Capital Improvement Costs - $150-$170 million – 25+ year Timeline 

o Flood Control, Primary - $80-$95 million 
o Flood Control, Secondary - $40 million 
o Streambank Stabilization - $12.5 million 
o Water Quality - $20.5 million 

• Maintenance Costs - $230 million – 40 year Timeline 
o 237 miles of pipe - $219 million 
o 17,000 structures - $51 million 
o Less secondary projects – Minus $40 million 

• Operational Costs - $3 million – Annually 
 
Director Mulligan suggesting establishing a stakeholders group to discuss and select 
projects from the prioritized list.  The list of projects would come from the high priority 
projects in all categories.   
 
OPERATIONAL IMPACTS (MAINTENANCE/ORDINANCE) 
 
Director Mulligan stated the typical life of a pipe should be 40 years, but the City does not 
routinely inspect the existing pipe inventory and that needs to change.  Crews are corroded 
pipes and misalignments.   
 
In addition to regular inspections, potential modifications to City ordinances are needed. 
• Increase design storm requirements 
• Clarification on exemptions from detention 
• Define “common plan of development” 
• Require inspections during construction 
 
UTILITY IMPACTS 
  
Director Mulligan stated a Utility Rate Study, with consideration to future development, 
may be beneficial.  It is important to determine how Greenville’s rates compare to other 
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cities.  Should commercial rates be separate from residential rates?  Should there be a 
higher fee for super-users?  Should the City consider revenue bonds? 
 
City Manager Lipscomb noted there could be a consequence in this.  If other areas around 
Greenville are not doing the same things,  Greenville’s development costs will be higher so 
developers may choose to go elsewhere. 
 
Council Member agreed, but said if other communities don’t have the same problems as 
Greenville, or if they are choosing not to address them, the City could still lose 
development. 
 
Director Mulligan said it would be important to compare Greenville’s structure and 
regulations to cities of similar size. 
 
Council Member Smiley suggested the City may need a Stormwater Commission. 
 
Director Mulligan said he feels a stakeholders group to select projects for a revenue bond 
would be sufficient. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb said the development community is useful for feedback. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked how many people are paid out of stormwater fees. 
 
Director Mulligan stated Greenville is at 60% of most cities.  There are 2-3 engineers, 6-7 to 
address videotaping and street sweeping, 5 engaged in ditch work and 6-7 working with 
the closed pipe system. 
 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
Council Member Connelly moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Council Member 
Smiley.  There being no further discussion, the motion passed by unanimous vote and 
Mayor Thomas adjourned the meeting at 8:45 p.m. 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 

         
        Carol L. Barwick, CMC 
        City Clerk 
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PROPOSED MINUTES 
MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 2017 

 
 
A regular meeting of the Greenville City Council was held on Thursday, February 9, 2017 in 
the Council Chambers, located on the third floor at City Hall, with Mayor Allen M. Thomas 
presiding.  Mayor Thomas called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm.  Council Member Glover 
gave the invocation, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Those Present:   

Mayor Allen M. Thomas, Mayor Pro-Tem Kandie Smith, Council Member Rose H. 
Glover, Council Member McLean Godley, Council Member Rick Smiley, Council 
Member P. J. Connelly and Council Member Calvin Mercer 
 

Those Absent: 
 None 

 
Also Present: 

City Manager Barbara Lipscomb, City Attorney David A. Holec, City Clerk Carol L. 
Barwick and Deputy City Clerk Polly W. Jones 

 
 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 

 
City Manager Barbara Lipscomb asked that acceptance of a Museum of Science Grant be 
added as the final item on the agenda. 
 
Upon motion by Council Member Smiley and second by Council Member Mercer, the City 
Council voted unanimously to approve the agenda with the requested addition. 
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

 
 
Mayor Thomas opened the public comment period at 6:05 pm, explaining procedures which 
should be followed by all speakers. 
 
Upon motion by Council Member Smiley and second by Council Member Glover, the City 
Council voted unanimously to allow the public comment period to extend beyond the 
standard 30 minutes due to the number of people present who wished to address the City 
Council. 
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Ross Houser – 3805 Saxon Court – Greenville 
Mr. Houser, a resident of 3805 Saxon Court, stated his concern that bike lanes can be 
hazardous to both bikers and drivers. Mr. Houser suggested the use of multi-pass lanes, 
which he feels are sufficient, rather than adding a bike lane on Evans Street with the 
proposed Evans Street Widening project.  He further stated his support for a five-lane 
option, but did not feel that the current proposed plan was needed.  
 
Troy Stox – 4003 Lyme Court – Greenville  
Mr. Stocks, a resident at Lime Court in South Hall, expressed his concern about how the 
Evans Street Widening Project could potentially impact property values and contribute to 
the noise.  Mr. Stocks questioned why the focus is on a residential corridor when there are 
other commercial areas with a high volume of traffic. Mr. Stocks spoke in favor of the five-
lane option and stated his opposition to the current proposal and the need for bigger 
medians.  Mr. Stocks further asked that the City consider buffered walkways and bicycle 
paths.  
 
Meredith Gander – 828 Emerald Park Drive – Winterville 
Ms. Gander stated her opposition to the North Carolina Department of Transportation’s 
(NC-DOT) current proposal for widening Evans Street. Ms. Gander touched on the 
sentimental value of the property to the residents that would be impacted. She feels that 
the expansion is not necessary for the area and will have a detrimental impact on the 
adjacent properties and the families that live there.   
 
Jason Jones – 4101 Hardwick Court – Greenville 
Mr. Jones shared his concern that the proposed widening of Evans Street would be too busy 
to allow safe bike lanes and walkways, and that the funds that would be used to add bike 
lanes on Evans Street could be put towards a community need with a higher priority. Mr. 
Jones suggested utilizing the Greenway for bicycle paths.  
 
Chris Mansfield – 408 S. Harding Street – Greenville 
Mr. Mansfield stated that he is a professor of Public Health at East Carolina University 
(ECU). Mr. Mansfield said that the bike lanes, sidewalks, and greenway near his 
neighborhood are positive additions to that area. He feels that bike paths are a needed 
addition to the Evans Street Widening Project since that area connects Greenville to 
Winterville. Mr. Mansfield gave his support to NCDOT’s proposed plan. Additionally, he 
stated his support for a STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Art, and Math) project at 
the Town Common as long as it was done in a deliberate manner that would allow 
maximum transparency and community input.   
 
Bill Hill – 402 Shamrock Way - Greenville 
Mr. Hill stated his understanding that the Evans Street Widening Project is needed to 
address traffic flow, but he believes that the goal can be accomplished in a way that can 
minimizes impact to the surrounding neighborhoods.  Mr. Hill expressed his concern about 
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the cost of this project and questioned the need for bike lanes and walking paths when it 
seems that only a small percentage of the population utilizes them.  Mr. Hill requested that 
the City Council table this item until more information and alternatives could be provided 
by NCDOT. 
 
Mary Snow Hill – 402 Shamrock Way - Greenville 
Ms. Hill, with the Shamrock Homeowners Association, commented that the Walk, Bike, 
Greenville NC Survey does not mention any negative impact where bike lanes and 
sidewalks may be built. She next addressed Mr. Tony Parker’s petition and acknowledged 
that pedestrian safety is important, and that by looking at some of the comments on the 
petition, it seems that more discussion is needed. Ms. Hill asked that the City Council table 
the item until more information could be provided.  
 
Michael Saad – 307 King George Road - Greenville 
Mr. Saad stated that he came to offer support of the proposed Evans Street Widening 
Project on behalf of the residents of Brooksfield Apartments. Mr. Saad said that while he 
supports the project, he is concerned that the median is too large, that it will require extra 
maintenance, and will come at the expense of the two buffers on the road, which he feels 
are needed to cover some unappealing parts of the area. Mr. Saad questioned the need to 
protect some of the WNCT-TV9 property on Evans Street while focusing on the west side. 
Mr. Saad requested that land from both sides of the street be utilized and that the City help 
the residents of Brooksfield with a traffic solution that will meet their needs.  
 
Glen Cauvin – 209 Jack Place – Greenville 
Mr. Cauvin stated that Paramore has become a cut through for Greenville, with most of the 
impact coming from Firetower Rd. and Evans St. Mr. Cauvin requested that four stop signs 
be added to slow the cars down. 
 
Amy Rundio – 107 Sunshine Lane, Unit B – Winterville 
Ms. Rundio stated that she often sees bicyclists and pedestrians on her daily commute to 
ECU, and she noted that often the road would not allow drivers to get around them. Ms. 
Rundio stated her support of the inclusion of sidewalks and bike lanes in the proposed 
Evans Street Widening Project because of the positive health and safety benefits. 
 
Scott Shook – 3800 Sheffield Court – Greenville 
Mr. Shook stated his support of the expansion of Evans Street so that it can function as a 
true thoroughfare and move the traffic north and south more efficiently.  Mr. Shook 
acknowledged the need for sidewalks and crosswalks, and he stated his belief that the road 
can be expanded and fit within the existing barriers.  
 
Bill Kazda – 908 Tiberius Way – Winterville 
Mr. Kazda stated his support for sidewalks and bike lanes along the proposed Evans/Old 
Tar Expansion. Mr. Kazda stated that he uses the existing bike lanes and would like to see 
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them expanded. Mr. Kazda expressed his belief that more citizens will bike to places like 
ECU and Vidant if the infrastructure is in place.  Mr. Kazda stated that he had seen some 
reports where property values have gone up due to their proximity to bicycle lanes, so he 
believes that added bike lanes will add to the health, safety and economy of Greenville.  
 
Tony Parker – 1928A Cambria Drive – Greenville  
Mr. Parker stated his support for NC-DOT’s Evans Street Widening Project proposal. Mr. 
Parker noted that the petition that had been presented to the City Council has signatures 
from every district in Greenville.  Mr. Parker stated that building the infrastructure for bike 
riders would be a step toward becoming a more inclusive community and he asked the City 
Council to approve the plan as proposed by the NC-DOT. 
 
Kori Brewer – 208 N. Harding Street – Greenville 
Ms. Brewer, a resident of the Tar River University Neighborhood, stated that she had been 
initially concerned about safety, property infringement, and property values when the City 
Council had first proposed adding a greenway near her residence. She stated that since the 
completion of the Greenway she has had the opportunity to meet some of her community 
members that use the greenway, and she noted that her property value has gone up.  She 
noted that the East Carolina Injury Prevention Program, a joint effort between the ECU 
Brody School of Medicine and Vidant with a goal of reducing injuries through community 
projects, supports bike lanes throughout the City as a way to reduce injuries for those that 
choose to walk and bike. Ms. Brewer asked that the City Council support this proposed 
plan. 
 
Mark Williams – 3803 Sheffield Court – Greenville 
Mr. Williams, a resident of the South Hall subdivision, stated that there are only a couple 
hours during the day when traffic is an issue on Evans Street. Mr. Williams said that the 
proposed plans by the NCDOT seemed too large and too expensive for what is needed in 
the area. Mr. Williams questioned the need to add bike paths to a thoroughfare because of 
the potential safety hazard and unnecessary cost. 
 
Porter Kauffman – 503 Dobbs Court – Greenville  
Mr. Kauffman voiced his concern that the added bike lanes would be a costly addition that 
would benefit a small portion of the population.  Mr. Kauffman asked that the City Council 
consider a sidewalk that can also be used as a bicycle path.  Mr. Kauffman stated that the 
Southwest Bypass may relieve some of the traffic in that area once it is complete.  
 
Denise Kauffman – 503 Dobbs Court – Greenville 
Ms. Kauffman read a letter for Dr. & Mrs. Marcus Albernez , residents of South Hall.  Dr. 
Albernez asked that the City Council leave the wall that borders the entrances of South Hall 
intact in its existing location to maintain the community that the residents have built. Dr. 
Albernez wrote that as a surgeon who has seen the trauma associated with bicycle 
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accidents, he is not in favor of bike lanes next to roads with that have a 45 mph speed limit.  
Dr. Albernez wrote that he supports a plan for 5 lanes of traffic with added sidewalks.  
 
Ms. Kauffman also read a letter from Dr. Halel Kenan stating concerns about the proposed 
plan and requesting that the light be left intact for left hand turns. 
 
John Joseph Laffiteau – Rodeway Inn & Suites, Room 253 – Greenville 
Mr. Laffiteau stated that he is a student at Pitt Community College. Mr. Laffiteau shared 
excerpts from some the of materials that he is currently reading. Mr Laffiteau recounted an 
incident that he had at the Sheppard Memorial Library and suggested that mutual lie 
detector test be administered. 
 
Claye Frank – 4001 Lyme Court – Greenville 
Mr. Frank, a resident of South Hall, asked that the City Council reject the NCDOT proposal . 
He stated that he is an avid bicycler, but he feels that bike lanes are too risky for this 
project. 
 
Daniel Hemme – 3921 Nantucket Road – Greenville 
Mr. Hemme, a local attorney with a background in transportation projects, stated his 
support for including bike lanes into whichever plan is adopted. Mr. Hemme asked that the 
City Council focus on Greenville’s long-term growth and needs. 
 
Eric Kisling – 4103 Hardwick Court – Greenville  
Mr. Kiesling read a letter from Vernon Snyder. Mr. Snyder wrote that the residents along S. 
Evans Street and Old Tar Road see the need to expand, but are concerned about the 
potential detriment to their safety and detriment to their quality of life. Mr. Snyder asked 
that the City Council approve a plan that eliminates unnecessary lanes and bicycle lanes. 
 
Marianne Montgomery – 1407 N. Overlook Drive - Greenville 
Ms. Montgomery spoke in favor of NC-DOT’s proposed plan to widen Evans Street and Old 
Tar Road. Ms. Montgomery noted that she would not be as concerned about the addition of 
bike lanes if the neighborhoods in the area connected, but since they are primarily cul-de-
sacs, she does not feel that they are a good option for bicyclists to ride through.  Ms. 
Montgomery cautioned against small-minded thinking and stated that she would be in 
favor of multiuse pathways along Evans Street as well. 
 
There being no one else present who wished to address the City Council, Mayor Thomas 
closed the public comment period at 7:11 pm. 
 
Mayor Thomas recommended that the two presentations by the North Carolina 
Department of Transportation be moved to follow Appointments. 
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Upon motion by Council Member Godley and second by Council Member Connelly, the City 
Council voted unanimously to follow the Mayor’s recommendation.  
 

 
SPECIAL RECOGNITIONS 

 
 
DISTINGUISHED BUDGET PRESENTATION AWARD FROM THE GOVERNMENT 
FINANCE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION (GFOA) 
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated the City has recently established a new office of Budget and 
Evaluation, which Assistant City Manager Michael Cowin works closely with.  Shelley Leach, 
who could not be here this evening, is the Financial Analyst, who has worked on the City’s 
budget over the past year.  She said the City has again received the Government Finance 
Officers Association award for Distinguished Budget Presentation, which she then presented to 
Assistant City Manager Cowin on behalf of Financial Analyst Leach and the Finance 
Department. 
 

 
APPOINTMENTS 

 
 

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
 
Affordable Housing Loan Committee 
Council Member Mercer made a motion to reappoint Melinda Dixon to a second three-year 
term and to reappoint Anne Fisher to a first three-year term, with both terms expiring 
February 2020.  Mayor Pro-Tem Smith seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  
He continued all remaining appointments.  
 
Environmental Advisory Commission  
Council Member Godley continued all appointments. 
 
Firefighter’s Relief Fund Committee 
Council Member Smiley made a motion to appoint William Franklin to a two-year term that 
will expire January 2019. Mayor Pro-Tem Smith seconded the motion and it carried 
unanimously. 
 
Historic Preservation Commission 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith made a motion to reappoint Myron Caspar to a first three-year term 
that will expire January 2020; appoint Shelva Davis to fill an unexpired term that will 
expire January 2019 in place of Jake Postma, who resigned; appoint Mary Cole to a first 
three-year term that will expire January 2020 in place of Jeremy Jordan, who was no longer 
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eligible to serve and to appoint Roger Kammerer to a first three-year term that will expire 
January 2020 in place of Elizabeth Wooten, who resigned.  Council Member Godley 
seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.   
 
Human Relations Council 
Council Member Glover continued all appointments. 
 
Pitt-Greenville Convention & Visitors Authority 
Council Member Glover continued all appointments. 
 
Youth Council  
Council Member Mercer continued all appointments. 
 

 
OTHER ITEMS OF BUSINESS (PART 1) 

 
 
PRESENTATION BY THE NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ON 
EXTENSION OF AND PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES FOR PROJECT U-5785 FIRETOWER 
ROAD WIDENING AND CONSIDERATION OF A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVES – Resolution No. 018-17 
 
North Carolina Department of Transportation (NC-DOT) Project Development Engineer Bill 
Kincannon stated he was here to follow up on previous discussion about the need to 
address the failing of Firetower Road, particularly between Charles Boulevard and 
Arlington Boulevard.  The project is basically to relieve congestion on Firetower Road and 
Portertown Road by improving traffic operations and enhancing connectivity, and to 
reduce crashes.  He then explained the following typical section for the road: 
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Unfortunately, according to Mr. Kincannon, the roads don’t function properly most of the 
time, resulting in near total gridlock during peak times.  The problem will only get worse as 
the City grows.  NC-DOT has done some preliminary design work in anticipation of 
extending the current project limits from Charles Boulevard to a point west of Arlington 
Boulevard.   
 
Mr. Kincannon explained crash dynamics at the intersection of Firetower and Charles, 
noting that the majority are rear-end and left turn crashes, which is indicative of over-
congestion.  The same problem exists at the intersection of Firetower and Arlington.  Two 
alternatives were developed in their preliminary design work for alleviating this 
congestion. 

 
 
Mr. Kincannon stated Alternative 1 is to basically add more turn lanes.  The only way this 
will work with the volume of traffic would be if the turn lane ran the full length from 
Arlington to Charles to handle the backup of traffic, and at best it would be a short-term 
solution given projected growth.  Additionally, this alternative would involve a median with 
no breaks, which would be a problem for businesses in the area.   
 
Alternative 2 is a quadrant intersection, which will shift some of the traffic onto Kittrell 
Road from the Charles intersection, and onto a road that has not been built yet from the 
Arlington intersection.  This will allow shopping centers to maintain the same access they 
have currently.  City Council approval will be needed for all of this in order to obtain 
funding.   
 
Traffic Engineer Justin Carroll to provided additional information on the mechanics of how 
these intersections will work and explained both existing and projected levels of service, A-
F, with A being practically free-flowing and F being total gridlock.   
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Mr. Kincannon said they are specifically asking for a resolution in support of extending 
project limits to west of Arlington and inclusion of recommended and intersection and 
roadway improvements.  He then asked 
 
Council Member Smiley moved to adopt a resolution of support for Alternative #2, as 
recommended by the NC-DOT.  Council Member Mercer seconded the motion, which 
passed by unanimous vote. 
 
PRESENTATION BY THE NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ON 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES FOR PROJECT U-2817 EVANS STREET/OLD TAR ROAD 
WIDENING AND CONSIDERATION OF A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVES – Resolution No. 019-17 
 
North Carolina Department of Transportation (NC-DOT) Project Engineer Maria Rogerson 
explained that the purpose of this project is to increase capacity and improve traffic flow 
along Old Tar Road and Evans Street.  It is a section of road that is listed as a major 
thoroughfare by the Greenville Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (GUAMPO) 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan.  She explained the current typical section, noting that 
the purpose of the median is to provide for left turn movements onto some of the side 
streets: 
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Ms. Rogerson noted that 5-foot bike lanes are proposed.  Providing bicycle lanes and 
sidewalks for cyclists and pedestrians in the project, improves safety and promotes 
alternative means of travel.  Bicycle and Pedestrian accommodations need to be included 
along Evans/Old Tar, as a critical link in the larger network of bike/ped facilities 
throughout the City.  Both the City of Greenville and NC-DOT have adopted complete streets 
standards.  Sidewalks and bicycle lanes along the Evans Street corridor are supported in 
the Greenville Horizons 2026 Plan and the Greenville Urban Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization’s 2011 Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan.  She then showed examples of 
existing and proposed bicycle facilities in the area and discussed connectivity of bike lanes 
around the City. 
 
Ms. Rogerson then discussed the following issues concerning impacts to the South Hall wall 
and the Paramore Berm: 
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Ms. Rogerson stressed that these are presently conceptual designs.  They have not yet 
gotten into engineering designs where they can start looking at minimizing these potential 
impacts. 
 
Because of the high volume of projected traffic at the Old Tar Road/Evans Street 
intersections with Fire Tower Road and Greenville Boulevard, Ms. Rogerson stated 
conventional intersection improvements are being investigated along with other design 
options.  Considerations include: 
• Quadrant roadway, which provides for left turns away from the main intersection 
• Median U-turn options, which restrict left turns at key intersections, providing for those 

turning movements at U-turn bulb-outs away from the main intersection 
• Conventional intersection improvements, which would add more travel and/or turn 

lanes to a four-way intersection 
 
Ms. Rogerson reviewed two alternatives proposed for Evans and Firetower, and the three 
alternatives proposed for Evans and Greenville Boulevard and discussed the pros and cons 
of each.  She said NC-DOT is recommending Alternative C in both cases. 
 
Following extensive discussion of alternatives and potential neighborhood concerns within 
South Hall and Paramore, Council Member Smiley moved to adopt a resolution of support 
Alternative C, as recommended by NC-DOT, for both intersections, and to proceed with 
design work, to include bicycle facilities and sidewalks, while making every effort to 
minimize or remove impacts on neighborhoods on either side of the road, and to keep lines 
of communication open.  Council Member Mercer seconded the motion, which failed by a 
vote of 2 to 4, with he and Council Member Smiley being the only affirmative votes. 
 
Council Member Connelly moved to adopt a resolution of support Alternative C, as 
recommended by NC-DOT, for both intersections, while guaranteeing no impact to the 
walls and berms at South Hall and Paramore.  Mayor Pro-Tem Smith seconded the motion. 
Council Member Smiley said if the City Council adopts this motion, they are asking NC-DOT 
to guarantee something they can’t possibly know without doing the design work.  He feels if 
they find their analysis is leading to either of those impacts, they should come back to tell 
the Council, but asked if Council Member Connelly is saying he wants NC-DOT to stop work 
if there will be an impact. 
 
Council Member Connelly said he does. 
 
Mr. Kincannon how the design process would evolve from as proposed, down to multi-use 
if that doesn’t work, then to remove all bike facilities if it still doesn’t work, etc.  But there is 
a point at which the road cannot be designed around those parameters and still fit 
everything in. 
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Following additional discussion, the City Council voted 4 to 2 in favor of the motion to 
adopt a resolution of support Alternative C, as recommended by NC-DOT, for both 
intersections, while guaranteeing no impact to the walls and berms at South Hall and 
Paramore, with Council Members Smiley and Mercer casting the dissenting votes. 
 
Mr. Kincannon stated the City Council has given them a direction that is literally impossible.  
 

 
NEW BUSINESS 

 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
City Manager Lipscomb departed the dais and Assistant City Manager Merrill Flood took 
her place for the remainder of the meeting. 
 
ORDINANCE TO ANNEX ARBOR HILLS SOUTH, PHASE 5, INVOLVING 7.4973 ACRES 
LOCATED AT THE CURRENT TERMINUS OF ARBOR DRIVE – Ordinance No. 17-009 
 
Planner Chantae Gooby showed a map depicting the proposed annexation area, which is 
located within Grimesland Township in voting district #4.  The property is currently vacant 
with no population.  A population of 52 people is estimated at full development.  Current 
zoning is RA20 (Residential-Agricultural), with the proposed use being 24 single-family 
lots.  Present tax value is $187,433, with tax value at full development estimated at 
$3,883,433. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 8:59 pm 
and invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.  Hearing no one, he then 
invited comment in opposition.  Also hearing no one, Mayor Thomas closed the public 
hearing at 9:00 pm. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith moved to adopt the ordinance to annex Arbor Hills South, Phase 5, 
involving 7.4973 acres located at the current terminus of Arbor Drive.   Council Member 
Connelly seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
ORDINANCE TO ANNEX BROOK HOLLOW, SECTION 4, PHASE 2, INVOLVING 5.4450 
ACRES LOCATED AT THE CURRENT TERMINUS OF CAMBRIA DRIVE – Ordinance No. 
17-010 
 
Planner Gooby showed a map depicting the proposed annexation area, which is located 
within Greenville Township in voting district #2.  The property is currently vacant with no 
population.  A population of 83 people is estimated at full development.  Current zoning is 
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RA6 (Residential [Medium Density Multi-Family), with the proposed use being 19 duplex 
lots (38 units).  Present tax value is $81,404, with tax value at full development estimated 
at $6,797,904. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 9:01 pm 
and invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.   
 
Steve Spruill – No Address Given 
Mr. Spruill, who indicated he is representing the applicant, stated he is available to answer 
any questions the City Council may have. 
 
Hearing no one else wishing to speak in favor, Mayor Thomas invited comment in 
opposition.  Also hearing no one, Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing at 9:02 pm. 
 
Council Member Connelly moved to adopt the ordinance to annex Brook Hollow, Section 4, 
Phase 2, involving 5.4450 acres located at the current terminus of Cambria Drive.   Mayor 
Pro-Tem Smith seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
ORDINANCE TO ANNEX AMERICAN BUILDERS, INCORPORATED, INVOLVING 0.646 
ACRES LOCATED ALONG THE SOUTHEASTERN RIGHT-OF-WAY OF DICKINSON 
AVENUE EXTENSION (US 264 ALTERNATE) AND 900+/- FEET SOUTHWEST OF FROG 
LEVEL ROAD – Ordinance No. 17-011 
 
Planner Gooby showed a map depicting the proposed annexation area, which is located 
within Arthur Township in voting district #2.  She noted that this request and the next five 
are in the same general area.  The property is currently vacant with no population, and no 
population anticipated.  Current zoning is CH (Heavy Commercial), with the current and 
proposed use being a 4,800 square feet construction company.  Present tax value is 
$136,633, with no change anticipated. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 9:03 pm 
and invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.  Hearing no one, he then 
invited comment in opposition.  Also hearing no one, Mayor Thomas closed the public 
hearing at 9:04 pm. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith moved to adopt the ordinance to annex American Builders, 
Incorporated, involving 0.646 acres located along the southeastern right-of-way of 
Dickinson Avenue Extension (US 264 Alternate) and 900+/- feet southwest of Frog Level 
Road.   Council Member Glover seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
ORDINANCE TO ANNEX THE ANN W. MEEKS PROPERTY INVOLVING 2.007 ACRES 
LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWESTERN CORNER OF THE INTERSECTION OF DICKINSON 
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AVENUE EXTENSION (US 264 ALTERNATE) AND FROG LEVEL ROAD – Ordinance No. 
17-012 
 
Planner Gooby showed a map depicting the proposed annexation area, which is located 
within Arthur Township in voting district #2.  The property is currently vacant with no 
population, and no population anticipated.  Current zoning is CH (Heavy Commercial), with 
the current and proposed use being a 11,200 square feet plumbing supply business.  
Present tax value is $216,115, with no change anticipated. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 9:04 pm 
and invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.  Hearing no one, he then 
invited comment in opposition.  Also hearing no one, Mayor Thomas closed the public 
hearing at 9:05 pm. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith moved to adopt the ordinance to annex the Ann W. Meeks property 
involving 2.007 acres located at the southwestern corner of the intersection of Dickinson 
Avenue Extension (US 264 Alternate) and Frog Level Road.   Council Member Glover 
seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
ORDINANCE TO ANNEX THE CHARLES AND VERNA WARTERS PROPERTY INVOLVING 
0.894 ACRES LOCATED ALONG THE SOUTHEASTERN RIGHT-OF-WAY OF DICKINSON 
AVENUE EXTENSION (US 264 ALTERNATE) AND 1,375+/- FEET SOUTHWEST OF FROG 
LEVEL ROAD – Ordinance No. 17-013 
 
Planner Gooby showed a map depicting the proposed annexation area, which is located 
within Arthur Township in voting district #2.  The property is currently vacant with no 
population, and no population anticipated.  Current zoning is CH (Heavy Commercial), with 
the current and proposed use being a 1,600 square feet plumbing company.  Present tax 
value is $147,037, with no change anticipated. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 9:05 pm 
and invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.  Hearing no one, he then 
invited comment in opposition.  Also hearing no one, Mayor Thomas closed the public 
hearing at 9:05 pm. 
 
Council Member Connelly moved to adopt the ordinance to annex the Charles and Verna 
Warters property involving 0.894 acres located along the southeastern right-of-way of 
Dickinson Avenue Extension (US 264 Alternate) and 1,375+/- feet southwest of Frog Level 
Road.   Council Member Godley seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
ORDINANCE TO ANNEX FOSS ENTERPRISES, INCORPORATED, INVOLVING 13.745 
ACRES LOCATED ALONG THE NORTHWESTERN RIGHT-OF-WAY OF DICKINSON 

Attachment number 3
Page 14 of 20

Item # 1



 

Proposed Minutes: Greenville City Council Meeting 
Thursday, February 9, 2017 

Page 15 of 20 

 

AVENUE EXTENSION (US 264 ALTERNATE) AND 610+/- FEET SOUTHWEST OF FROG 
LEVEL ROAD – Ordinance No. 17-014 
 
Planner Gooby showed a map depicting the proposed annexation area, which is located 
within Arthur Township in voting district #2.  The property is currently vacant with no 
population, and no population anticipated.  Current zoning is GC (General Commercial – 
County Zoning), with the current and proposed use being a 3,750 square feet auto salvage 
company.  Present tax value is $471,711, with no change anticipated. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 9:06 pm 
and invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.  Hearing no one, he then 
invited comment in opposition.  Also hearing no one, Mayor Thomas closed the public 
hearing at 9:06 pm. 
 
Council Member Connelly moved to adopt the ordinance to annex Foss Enterprises, 
Incorporated, involving 13.745 acres located along the northwestern right-of-way of 
Dickinson Avenue Extension (US 264 Alternate) and 610+/- feet southwest of Frog Level 
Road.   Council Member Glover seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
ORDINANCE TO ANNEX FOSS ENTERPRISES, INCORPORATED, INVOLVING 3.459 
ACRES LOCATED ALONG THE SOUTHEASTERN RIGHT-OF-WAY OF DICKINSON 
AVENUE EXTENSION (US 264 ALTERNATE) AND 440+/- FEET SOUTHWEST OF FROG 
LEVEL ROAD – Ordinance No. 17-015 
 
Planner Gooby showed a map depicting the proposed annexation area, which is located 
within Arthur Township in voting district #2.  The property is currently vacant with no 
population, and no population anticipated.  Current zoning is CH (Heavy Commercial), with 
the current and proposed use being a 7,400 square feet retail business.  Present tax value is 
$325,363, with no change anticipated. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 9:07 pm 
and invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.  Hearing no one, he then 
invited comment in opposition.  Also hearing no one, Mayor Thomas closed the public 
hearing at 9:07 pm. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith moved to adopt the ordinance to annex Foss Enterprises, 
Incorporated, involving 3.459 acres located along the southeastern right-of-way of 
Dickinson Avenue Extension (US 264 Alternate) and 440+/- feet southwest of Frog Level 
Road.   Council Member Connelly seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
ORDINANCE TO ANNEX THE PHILLIP E. TRULL PROPERTY, INVOLVING 1.737 ACRES 
LOCATED ALONG THE SOUTHEASTERN RIGHT-OF-WAY OF DICKINSON AVENUE 
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EXTENSION (US 264 ALTERNATE) AND 1,375+/- FEET SOUTHWEST OF FROG LEVEL 
ROAD – Ordinance No. 17-016 
 
Planner Gooby showed a map depicting the proposed annexation area, which is located 
within Arthur Township in voting district #2.  The property is currently vacant with no 
population, and no population anticipated.  Current zoning is CH (Heavy Commercial), with 
the current and proposed use being a 5,500 square feet lawn mower repair company.  
Present tax value is $208,862, with no change anticipated. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 9:08 pm 
and invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.  Hearing no one, he then 
invited comment in opposition.  Also hearing no one, Mayor Thomas closed the public 
hearing at 9:08 pm. 
 
Council Member Connelly moved to adopt the ordinance to annex the Phillip E. Trull 
property, involving 1.737 acres located along the southeastern right-of-way of Dickinson 
Avenue Extension (US 264 Alternate) and 1,375+/- feet southwest of Frog Level Road.   
Council Member Godley seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
ORDINANCE REQUESTED BY RBS RENTALS, LLC TO REZONE 1.144 ACRES LOCATED 
350+/- FEET NORTH OF WEST 5TH STREET AND 180+/- FEET WEST OF BRIGHTON 
PARK DRIVE AND ADJACENT TO BRIGHTON PARK APARTMENTS FROM MO 
(MEDICAL-OFFICE) TO MR (MEDICAL-RESIDENTIAL [HIGH DENSITY MULTI-FAMILY]) 
– Ordinance No. 17-017 
 
Planner Gooby stated that RBS Rentals, LLC has requested to rezone 1.144 acres located 
350+/- feet north of West 5th Street and 180+/- feet west of Brighton Park Drive and 
adjacent to Brighton Park Apartments from MO (Medical-Office) to MR (Medical-
Residential [High Density Multi-family]). 
  
According to Planner Gooby, The Future Land Use and Character Map recommends 
office/institutional (OI) along the northern right-of-way of West 5th Street between 
Schoolhouse Branch and Harris Mill Run transitioning to residential, high density (HDR) to 
the north and traditional neighborhood, medium-high density (THMH) to the west. 
 
The proposed rezoning classification could generate approximately 106 trips to and from 
the site on West Fifth Street, compared to the existing zoning, which generates 381 daily 
trips.  Since the traffic analysis for the requested rezoning indicates that the proposal 
would generate 275 fewer daily trips than the existing zoning, Planner Gooby stated that a 
traffic volume report was not generated. During the review process, measures to mitigate 
traffic impacts will be determined. 
 
In 1986, the subject property was incorporated into the City's extraterritorial 
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jurisdiction (ETJ) and zoned MD-3. Later, this district was renamed to MO 
(Medical-Office).  Water and sanitary sewer are available to the property.  There are no 
known historical designations on the site, nor are there any known environmental 
conditions/constraints. 
 
Surrounding land uses and zoning are as follows: 
North: MR - Brighton Park Apartments 
South: MO - RBS Rental Office (under common ownership of applicant) 
East: MR - Brighton Park Apartments 
West: MO - Port Human Services 
 
Planner Gooby stated that, in staff's opinion, the request is in general compliance with 
Horizons 2026: Greenville's Community Plan and the Future Land Use and Character Map.  
"In general compliance with the comprehensive plan" should be construed as meaning the 
requested zoning is recognized as being in a transition area and that the requested zoning 
(i) is currently contiguous, or is reasonably anticipated to be contiguous in the future, to 
specifically recommended and desirable zoning of like type, character or compatibility, (ii) 
is complementary with objectives specifically recommended in the Horizons Plan (or 
addendum to the plan), (iii) is not anticipated to create or have an unacceptable impact on 
adjacent area properties or travel ways, and (iv) preserves the desired urban form. It is 
recognized that in the absence of more detailed plans, subjective decisions must be made 
concerning the scale, dimension, configuration, and location of the requested zoning in the 
particular case. Staff is not recommending approval of the requested zoning; however, staff 
does not have any specific objection to the requested zoning. 
 
Planner Gooby stated the Planning and Zoning Commission voted unanimously to 
recommend approval of this request at its January 17, 2017 meeting. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed rezoning open at 9:11 pm and 
invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.   
 
Brian Fegundus – No Address Given 
Mr. Fegundus stated he is speaking in favor of this rezoning on behalf of the applicant.  He 
said he has nothing to add to Planner Gooby’s presentation, but would be happy to answer 
any questions from the City Council. 
 
Hearing no one else wishing to speak in favor, Mayor Thomas invited comment in 
opposition.  Also hearing no one, Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing at 9:12 pm. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith moved to adopt the ordinance to rezone 1.144 acres located 350+/- 
feet north of West 5th Street and 180+/- feet west of Brighton Park Drive and adjacent to 
Brighton Park Apartments from MO (Medical-Office) to MR (Medical-Residential [High 
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Density Multi-family]).   Council Member Mercer seconded the motion, which passed by 
unanimous vote. 
 
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE TO EXTEND THE REVIEW 
TIME OF PRELIMINARY PLATS BY TWENTY WORKING DAYS  
 
Lead Planner Michael Dail stated the Planning and Zoning Commission voted at their 
January 17, 2017 meeting to sponsor and approve this text amendment.  Preliminary plats 
are development plans that illustrate the layout of individual lots, streets, utilities, 
stormwater facilities and drainage, and they are typically one of the first steps in the 
development process and can be required for both commercial and residential 
development.  Planning and Zoning is requesting to lengthen the process from 20 to 40 
working days for the review of preliminary plats because of the numerous continuances 
that have been occurring.  Of the six preliminary plats that were reviewed in 2016, three 
were continued, and this has been a trend over the last decade.  The continuances are due 
to technical issues in land development that arise during the review period pertaining to 
street extensions, ties into existing transportation networks, street interconnectivity to 
adjoining properties and driveway cuts.  In many cases, the 20 working day standard, 
which was established in 1989, is proving insufficient to work out these issues.  Many of 
these issues require sit-down meetings between the developer and the review agencies.  
These continuances impact the public who want to participate in the process.  Under the 
current process, there are only 8 days of review time before the notice is published in the 
newspaper and, once this notice is published, it has to be continued at the meeting.  
Citizens are inconvenienced by coming to meetings, only to see the item continued.  A 40 
day review period will provide for 28 days of review time before the first notice is 
published in the newspaper.  Since preliminary plats are one of the first steps in 
development, this amendment will not impact the building permit process. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked that this item be tabled to March to allow time for a town hall 
meeting with the City’s Engineering leadership, Planning, Inspections and maybe the Fire 
Marshall, and to invite the development community and the engineers for a refresher.  
Perhaps they could submit questions ahead of time so answers could be prepared.   
 
Council Member Mercer noted it would be helpful to have information on how peer cities 
handle similar matters. 
 
Upon motion by Council Member Connelly and second by Council Member Glover, the City 
Council voted unanimously to table this item and its related public hearing to March. 
 
RESOLUTION TO CLOSE PARKWOOD DRIVE – Resolution No. 020-17 
 
City Engineer Scott Godefroy stated the City received a petition from Koinonia Christian 
Center Church Ministries, Inc. requesting the closure of Parkwood Drive from Pearl Drive to 
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the terminus adjoining the property of the petitioner.  Parkwood Drive is a dedicated but 
an unimproved/unopened street section beginning at Pearl Drive and running east for 170 
feet to the terminus at the property of Koinonia Christian Church. Parkwood Drive was 
proposed to be extended through the property of Koinonia Church. The Church made a 
request to delete the extension of Parkwood Drive through its property because of future 
expansion plans. As a requirement of deleting the extension of Parkwood Drive, the 
unimproved section is required to be closed. 
 
City Engineer Godefroy stated the City Council adopted a Resolution of Intent to Close 
Parkwood Drive during its January 12, 2017 meeting and scheduled the required public 
hearing for tonight’s City Council meeting.  He noted that the Planning and Zoning 
Commission gave a favorable recommendation to the petition for closure during its 
December 20, 2016 meeting. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed street closing open at 9:22 pm 
and invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.  Hearing no one, he then 
invited comment in opposition.  Also hearing no one, Mayor Thomas closed the public 
hearing at 9:22 pm. 
 
Council Member Glover moved to adopt the resolution to Close Parkwood Drive.   Council 
Member Connelly seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote. 
 

 
OTHER ITEMS OF BUSINESS (PART 2) 

 
 
(ADDED) ACCEPTANCE OF MUSEUM OF SCIENCE GRANT FOR RIVER PARK NORTH 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood stated the City received the grant notification in December.  It 
is necessary to officially accept the grant and there is no match required.   
 
Council Member Mercer moved to accept the Museum of Science Grant for River Park 
North.   Council Member Connelly seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote. 
 

 
CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood stated there has been some conversation about what is being 
done with the Inspections Division.  There was one retirement and two people who 
resigned to accept other employment opportunities.  The retiree came back on a temporary 
basis, although he had to wait 30 days, so he returned Tuesday of this week.  The division is 
also bringing on a temporary Plans Reviewer, who hopefully will begin work in the next 
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week or two.  Work is being done on an inter-local agreement, which will hopefully be 
before City Council in March, for an additional inspector that will be available to help in 
cases where there is a backlog.  There will also be reserve inspectors on standby so that 
they can be contracted when needed.   
 
Mayor Thomas asked what steps are being taken to get the permanent hires in place within 
the next 90 days. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood stated the division is within the recruitment period and there 
are some qualified applicants that came into the process this week.  They are under review 
and, if it is determined they are eligible, interviews will be scheduled so that a selection can 
be made. 
 

 
COMMENTS FROM THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

 
 
The Mayor and City Council made comments about past and future events.   
 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Council Member Godley.  
There being no further discussion, the motion passed by unanimous vote and Mayor 
Thomas adjourned the meeting at 9:27 pm. 
 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 

         
        Carol L. Barwick, CMC 
        City Clerk 
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PROPOSED MINUTES 
SPECIAL MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 19, 2017 
 
 
Having been properly advertised, a special meeting of the Greenville City Council was held 
on Wednesday, April 19, 2017 in the Council Chambers, located on the third floor at City 
Hall, with Mayor Allen M. Thomas presiding.  Mayor Thomas called the meeting to order at 
6:10 pm. 
  
Those Present:   

Mayor Allen M. Thomas, Mayor Pro-Tem Kandie Smith, and Council Members Rose 
H. Glover, McLean Godley, P. J. Connelly and Calvin Mercer 
 

Those Absent: 
 Council Member Rick Smiley 

 
Also Present: 

City Attorney David A. Holec, City Clerk Carol L. Barwick and City Manager Search 
Consultant Bob Slavin 

 
 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 

 
Upon motion by Mayor Pro-Tem Smith and second by Council Member Godley, the City 
Council voted unanimously to approve the agenda as presented. 
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

 
 
Mayor Thomas opened the public comment period at 6:11 pm, explaining procedures 
which should be followed by all speakers. 
 
There being no one present who wished to address the City Council, Mayor Thomas closed 
the public comment period at 6:12 pm. 
 

 
CLOSED SESSION 

 
 
City Attorney Dave Holec advised that the City Council should proceed with holding a 
closed session for a review of candidates by Search Consultant Bob Slavin for the City 
Manager’s position. 
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Mayor Pro-Tem Smith moved to enter closed session in accordance with G.S. §143-
318.11(a)(6) for the purpose of considering the qualifications, competence, performance, 
character, fitness, conditions of appointment, or conditions of initial employment of an 
individual public officer or employee or prospective public officer of employee.  Council 
Member Glover seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote.  Mayor Thomas 
declared the City Council in closed session at 6:13pm.  
 
Upon conclusion of closed session discussion, motion was made by Council Member Godley 
and seconded by Mayor Pro-Tem Smith to return to open session. Motion was approved 
unanimously, and Mayor Thomas returned the City Council to open session at 7:38 pm. 
 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Smith then moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Council Member 
Godley.  There being no discussion, the motion to adjourn passed by unanimous vote and 
Mayor Thomas adjourned the meeting at 7:39 pm.  
 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 
              
 
        Carol L. Barwick, CMC   
        City Clerk 
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OFFICIAL MINUTES 
MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
                       MONDAY, APRIL 24, 2017 

              
 
The Greenville City Council met in a regular meeting on the above date at 6:30 p.m. in the 
Council Chambers, third floor of City Hall, with Mayor Allen M. Thomas presiding.  The 
meeting was called to order, followed by the invocation by Mayor Thomas and the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 
 
Those Present:  

Mayor Allen M. Thomas; Council Member Rose H. Glover;  
Council Member McLean Godley; Council Member Rick Smiley;  
Council Member P. J. Connelly; and Council Member Calvin R. Mercer 

 
Those Absent:   

Mayor Pro-Tem Kandie D. Smith 
 

Also Present: 
Barbara Lipscomb, City Manager; David A. Holec, City Attorney; Carol L. Barwick, 
City Clerk; and Polly Jones, Deputy City Clerk 

 
 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 

 
City Manager Barbara Lipscomb requested to add a closed session regarding personnel to 
the agenda. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Smiley and seconded by Council Member Godley to 
approve the agenda with the recommended change.  Motion carried unanimously.    
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

 
 
Glenn Cauvin – 209 Jack Place, Winterville, NC  
Mr. Cauvin made comments about the Evans Street/Old Tar Road widening, stating to 
correct what was written in the newspapers and for the record, some residents never said 
that they opposed the roads expansion.  His comments at another Council meeting were 
about the anticipated traffic increase in the Paramore community due to the road widening.  
He asked that someone get back to him at (252) 814-1483.  The Paramore community is 
aware that the road widening needs to be done and this community is looking for equality – 
whatever is taken from one side, the same should be taken from the other side.  The 
Paramore community is not prepared to give up more than they have to. 
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John Davis – 1200 Airport Road  
Mr. Davis expressed his concern about the building of a camping deck directly across the 
Tar River from his house.  His house is the only one on the river for a ½ mile in any 
direction and he has lived there for 30 years.  It would not be a good relationship for him or 
people who camp there and feel they might enjoy a peaceful night on the river in a 
wilderness situation.  He is an outdoor person who has floodlights, outdoor live music, and 
target shooting.  The distance is 200 feet between the other side of the river and his house 
where the platform is going.  He was not notified and was unaware of this site until he saw 
them unloading the lumber at night.  Moving the location for the camping deck a couple of 
100 yards from its original site in either direction would keep the camping deck from being 
an issue. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked Mr. Davis to leave his contact information with staff. 
 
Steven Hardy-Bras – Greene Street  
Mr. Hardy-Bras stated that a week ago, members of the 82nd Airborne were in Greenville.  
For the first time when going out, the veterans felt more accessible, welcomed and included 
in Greenville because of the improvements on the sidewalks and crosswalks.  On behalf of 
the veterans and the disabled, serving the country in the few years, he thanked the City 
Council for making sidewalks and making Greenville more accessible and inclusive.  The 
more done to make the City more walkable and bikable, the more inclusively the City is 
welcoming to tourists and others coming to Greenville to visit. 
 
Amy Rundio – 107 Sunshine Lane, Unit B  
Ms. Rundio spoke about the importance and need for biking.  When she moved to 
Greenville from Florida, she was nervous about finding a new home.  However, this cycling 
community has been great.  She found people to spend time with and to explore the City 
and County and she believes that is something she would have not done, if she had not 
found Greenville.  Having safe infrastructure to allow cyclists to continue to do this would 
be very important for her and the community. 
 
Tony Parker – 1928 Cambria Drive 
Mr. Parker made comments about the need for sidewalks and bike lanes in Greenville and 
Pitt County.  Many people in the community rely on walking and biking as their sole modes 
of transportation.  The topic of active transportation will come before the City Council 
twice this evening.   
 
Mr. Parker spoke in support of the proposed resolution on a policy to support bike lanes in 
Pitt County.  Having complete streets will benefit those who have an active lifestyle, but 
more than anything this type of streetscape will be freeing those who depend on 
transportation such as wheelchairs, walking and biking.  They are a progressive shot in the 
arm that will help stimulate growth and investment and go a long way to better the health 
of citizens, both mentally and physically.  Movement is good for the body and soul. 
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Mary Clay – 343 Third Street 
Ms. Clay stated that she is supportive of the bike lanes, sidewalks, and safety for bikers.  
Cyclists want to be safe and healthy.  All of them work, live, and do their social activities in 
Greenville, and they do what everybody else does, but they do it by bike.  She asked the City 
Council to give them consideration to do it safely, and any considerations given for bike 
lanes and sidewalks would be appreciated.  
 
Brian Glover – 1407 North Overlook Drive  
Mr. Glover made comments about the issues on the agenda related to roads.  The North 
Carolina Department of Transportation must create that the Evans Street/Old Tar Road 
widening does go forward and that it does shift some traffic to other modes.  The City must 
make it bikable and the City has to have good transit on that corridor because it is the most 
important corridor in the City.  The City Council must consider the needs of the elderly, 
children, and people with disabilities of all kinds, and those who cannot afford a car or who 
simply do not want one.  All of those people are being shut out of doing what they want in 
this community by the road plans made.  
 
Mr. Glover asked for the City Council’s support of the resolution on complete streets and to 
make sure that any further plan for Evans Street/Old Tar Road widening includes multi-
module facilities to connect Winterville to Greenville. 
 
Landen Weaver – Bill Clark Homes 
Mr. Weaver stated that Bill Clark Homes is concerned mainly about the left turn from Evans 
Street onto Firetower Road.  They want to make sure that Paramore is not a cut-through 
because it would devastate the homeowners and property values.  Also, landscaping on a 
buffer is a secondary concern. 
 
Megan Perry – 601 South Oak Street 
Mr. Perry made comments about bikers and pedestrians’ safety.  As a cyclist, she has 
experienced many close calls herself not only on even longer recreational rides, but on also 
cycling to and from work.  She has also seen students get struck and some of them have 
been injured rather severely.  Students have to walk in the middle of the streets to get from 
where they park or from their homes to the campus.  The City Council should take in 
consideration the safety for all citizens and that companies coming to Greenville are 
looking for bike and pedestrian friendly cities and do look at that as a factor of quality of 
life. 
 
Bill Kazda – 908 Tiberius Way, Winterville, NC  
Mr. Kazda stated this past Saturday, he had the opportunity to enjoy the new greenway 
extension and the bike lane on Arlington Boulevard.  He thanked everyone for their support 
of such new infrastructure that would be a benefit not only for recreation, but also for 
those who commute to the university and the hospital.  Hopefully, such attention could be 
directed to bike lanes on the Evans Street/Old Tar Road improvements and other road 
widening improvements in Greenville so that citizens can continue to enjoy the economic 
and health benefits as other towns around the country is seeing.   
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Mr. Kazda stated that where there are bike lanes and infrastructure, 46% of Americans, 
who have access to a bike, would be more likely to ride them if there is infrastructure 
where they feel safe.  Several studies have shown that businesses are near bike 
infrastructure because people on bikes will not spend as much money in one visit as 
someone in a car, but they would spend more at those businesses from month to month. 
 

 
CONSENT AGENDA 

 
 
City Manager Lipscomb introduced the following items on the Consent Agenda: 
 

• Acceptance of Single-Family Loan Pool Disaster Recovery Funds from the North 
Carolina Housing Finance Agency 
 

• Removed For Separate Discussion Renewal of Contract with The Ferguson Group 
 

• Removed For Separate Discussion Establishment of Fair Market Value for 1009 West 
5th Street 

 
• Removed For Separate Discussion Establishment of Fair Market Value for 1119 West 

5th Street 
 

• Removed For Separate Discussion Establishment of Fair Market Value for 1404 West 
5th Street 

 
Council Member Connelly requested to remove four items listed under the Consent Agenda 
for separate discussion, including the renewal of the contract with The Ferguson Group and 
the establishment of Fair Market Value for three properties:  1009 West 5th Street, 1119 
West 5th Street, and 1404 West 5th Street. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Smiley and seconded by Council Member Mercer to 
approve the remaining item under the Consent Agenda.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 

 
CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS FOR SEPARATE DISCUSSION 

 
 
RENEWAL OF CONTRACT WITH THE FERGUSON GROUP 
 
Council Member Connelly asked staff to give an update on some of the initiatives and grants 
that the City received from The Ferguson Group over the last fiscal year.   
 
Assistant City Manager Merrill Flood responded that most notably this year, the 
designation of Highway 264 as an interstate would not have happened without The 

Attachment number 5
Page 4 of 38

Item # 1



Proposed Minutes:  Greenville City Council Meeting 
Monday, April 24, 2017 

Page 5 of 36  

 
Ferguson Group.  The Ferguson Group is having discussions with not only HUD (U. S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development), but also with the local congressional 
delegation about a lead based paint grant application for the City.  Also, they have been 
urging funding to help in the aftermath of Hurricane Matthew.   
 
Council Member Connelly asked whether the City received $500,000 from the COPS Grant. 
  
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that is correct. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked whether the City has heard anything from The Ferguson 
Group as far as budget cuts from the new administration. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded yes.  The Ferguson Group has given staff monthly 
updates as to the proposed budget that is in front of Congress and areas that the City needs 
to mobilize to support the local funding initiatives.  Last week, staff sent them the City’s 
participation in CDBG (Community Development Block Grant) activities.  The Ferguson 
Group is carrying the City’s messages forward. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that although the City was unsuccessful to date, both the TIGER grant 
applications were very instrumental in that.  Sometimes it’s not just the things The 
Ferguson Group are successful with, it is how much effort that they put in other things as 
well.  Also, the Ferguson Group is trying to help with the Pitt-Greenville Airport funding for 
an extra airline out of Greenville. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Smiley and seconded by Council Member Connelly to 
approve and authorize the City Manager to execute the contract agreement with The 
Ferguson Group.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
ESTABLISHMENT OF FAIR MARKET VALUE FOR 1009 WEST 5TH STREET 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that this property was purchased in September 2011 for 
$32,867.  The City Council is charged with establishing a fair market value, which is 
presently $18,000.  Council Member Connelly asked about the reason behind the City 
paying such a high rate for this house. 
 
Assistant City Manager Merrill Flood stated that at the time it was purchased, the appraisal 
cost came out at that amount, and the house was in a different condition.  Once the City 
purchased the home, it was considered as a contributing structure.  The Department of 
HUD (U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development) had some guidelines as far as 
how the City had to renovate the house and that would have been an expensive rehab.  
Since that time, there has been interest to purchase and renovate the home by a family 
member. 
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Council Member Connelly stated that understandably, 2011 was not exactly the height of 
the market so paying a premium for it is not the same if it was 2005 or 2006.  Council 
Member Connelly asked why it was so much more at that timeframe.   
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that the City had interest in the area and between 
2004 and 2010, the City purchased, 230-260 properties through bond, CDBG, and HOME 
funds.  The City was its own worst enemy; the City was affected by the market and real 
estate prices because of being actively engaged with acquisitions at the time. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked about the condition of the house between 2011 and now.  
Has the City just neglected the property and let it deteriorate? 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that the City has done minor things to secure the 
house.  No major renovations were done and paint is obviously an issue, according to the 
appraisal report of flaking and peeling paint on the inside.  Over time, a house that is not 
lived in begins to show signs of wear. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated the City Council is charged with establishing the fair 
market value for this property.  He asked whether the City Council should use the $18,000 
appraised value or is the City Council setting a different value for the property. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that staff is asking the City Council to set the fair 
market value based on the appraisal report.  Unless, the City Council has an idea on what 
the price would be then staff would advertise the property at 1009 West 5th Street through 
the sealed bid process. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked about the advertisement method for the sale of this 
property.  Does staff use paper publications and websites such as Trulia, Zillow, and 
realtor.com? 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that past practice has been to advertise that 
properties are available for sale basically through The Daily Reflector as a legal notice.  
Also, available properties for sale are advertised at the City’s website as well.  
 
Council Member Connelly asked whether the City can list this property with a real estate 
broker. 
 
City Attorney David Holec responded that the City is still required to go through the sealed 
bid process.  That is one of the methods available.  The other is the negotiated offer and 
upset bid method, but the City cannot just retain a realtor and then put the property up for 
sale with an asking price without one of those legally authorized procedures. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that his concern is when the City sells these properties, 
the City should get the highest and best price for these properties and offer them to as 
many people as possible.  Paper publications are not exactly where they once were.  
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Internet-based advertisements are probably more effective.  His concern is that the City is 
not advertising in the current manner. 
 
Council Member Godley stated that The Daily Reflector does a great job with covering 
Greenville’s news, but the City should advertise with the New York Times as well.  People 
around his age group are thinking about making that first purchase of a home.  Not many of 
them are looking at newspapers or will turn to them for potential listings.  That should be 
something that the City Council should look at in the future.   
 
Council Member Godley stated the City Council must make sure that the City’s investments 
pay off and are not simply a money pit when money is lost over a 4-5 year period of time. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that purchasing this property was not a good result, but he also does 
not want this discussion to end without acknowledging that staff has made a lot of good 
decisions as well.  The guidelines should have been known by all before getting the City in 
that situation and it was a learning experience. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Smiley and seconded by Council Member Glover to 
establish fair market value of the property at $18,000 and to authorize the sale of the 
property located at 1009 West 5th Street by the sealed bid method, as outlined in N.C. 
General Statutes 160A and 268J.  The motion passed with a 3-2 vote.  Council Members 
Glover, Smiley, and Mercer voted in favor of the motion and Council Members Godley and 
Connelly voted in opposition. 
 
ESTABLISHMENT OF FAIR MARKET VALUE FOR 1119 WEST 5TH STREET 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Smiley and seconded by Council Member Glover to 
establish the fair market value of the property at $9,600 and to authorize the sale of the 
property located at 1119 West 5th Street by sealed bid method, as outlined by N.C. 
General Statutes 160A and 268J.  The motion passed with a 3-2 vote.  Council Members 
Glover, Smiley, and Mercer voted in favor of the motion and Council Members Godley and 
Connelly voted in opposition. 
 
ESTABLISHMENT OF FAIR MARKET VALUE FOR 1404 WEST 5TH STREET 
 
Assistant City Manager Merrill Flood stated that this property was part of early on 
revitalization efforts.  The appraisal price is $19,800 and that is the recommendation for 
the fair market value for this piece of property. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked if it is true that the City paid $120,000 for this property. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that an old dry cleaning business and a gas station 
was on this property so the City paid for some cleanup as well.   
 
Mayor Thomas asked if the City received funds to help with the cleanup. 
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Assistant City Manager Flood responded that HUD (U. S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development) dollars were used to do the cleanup. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked if there is a reason why the City paid an inflated amount of 
money.  That is a $101,200 loss for the City. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood stated that as in the past, the City seeks to purchase property 
using the method of appraisal and reappraisal to establish what the price point should be 
to purchase it.  That was based upon the appraisal and the review of appraisal, which is 
typical. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that he wants to see improvements made west of the City 
and on West 5th Street.  His concern is that the City is paying exorbitant amounts of money 
for properties.  Whether the tax dollars come from the federal, state, or local level, they are 
still tax dollars.  Taxes are taken out of paychecks on a monthly basis.   
 
Council Member Connelly stated that as a City Council Member for 1 ½ years, he has seen 
more real estate that has gone badly and his concern is that it is always because of the use 
of federal funds.  There is no excuse because the City could use those federal funds in other 
manners and better ways.  There are plenty of houses in West Greenville that could use 
$101,200 or $120,000 for rehabilitation. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked about when this property was purchased by the City. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that this one was purchased in April 2014. 
 
Council Member Smiley asked about the toxic chemicals on the site. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood stated that when the property cleanup was done, the City had 
to go through the Environmental Phase I and identify what was there and that is booked 
into the price.  When federal dollars are used, you have to acquire under the Uniform 
Relocation and Acquisition Act.  While issues dictate the City is not liable in removal of 
blighted conditions, the appraiser takes in account the existing conditions of the structure 
and what the market and comparables are on a square foot basis for these properties.   
 
Assistant City Manager Flood stated that this property has a commercial zoning and the 
highest and best use was determined to be a commercial use and the end that factored into 
the appraiser’s establishment of what the value is on that particular piece of property.  
When using the USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice) conformity, 
you are not necessarily aware of all of the appraiser’s thoughts whenever it comes to 
establishing those values, but that is the avenue that the City is in when using federal 
dollars to purchase property. 
 
Council Member Smiley asked whether the environmental hazards on this property would 
have been an obstacle to a private development of the site. 
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Assistant City Manager Flood responded yes. 
 
Council Member Smiley asked whether those hazards have been removed and is the 
property now open for private/commercial development. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded yes.  There was mainly soil contamination and the 
City cleaned up the property. 
 
Council Member Smiley stated so that a significant amount of the value that the public has 
received from this process has been removal of circumstances, which would have kept that 
property in a blighted condition (perhaps in perpetuity), in the absence of somebody 
willing to step in and assume the risk of cleaning it up.  That risk has been assumed and is 
now extinguished. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that is correct. 
 
Council Member Godley asked whether the City is obligated to pay fair market value for the 
City’s new real estate acquisitions. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that if federal funds are used, the City is obligated 
to pay the fair market value. 
 
Council Member Godley stated that this item was put on the Consent Agenda, which means 
that unless a Council Member pulls it for separate discussion it could be approved and 
unnoticed.  The City is going in the hole for these purchases so the City Council must be 
smart and frugal about this moving forward.   
 
Council Member Connelly stated that he is aware there were environmental concerns and 
just because they are created, the City is not responsible for the cleanups. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood stated that the purpose was not to purchase the property to 
create a City of Greenville gas station or laundry mat, but it was purchased to clean up a 
blighting situation.  When the City Council adopted the Revitalization Plan, blighted 
properties were identified and without investment by the City, they would remain or the 
City would work to clean up them.  This is one of those properties. 
 
Council Member Smiley asked whether the properties nearby are probably worth more 
because they do not have a blighted property sitting right next to them. 
  
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that the real estate value can be affected by 
property cleanup.  The City has some interest in one more consisting of about four 
properties that had a transmission shop on it.  That will come before the City Council for 
consideration in the upcoming months and for the very same reasons:  square footage 
value, zoning, highest and best use, and determination by the appraisal.  The City had to 
spend equal amounts to clean up these situations. 
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Council Member Smiley stated that it is the City Council’s job to try to do good things for 
the community.  If there is a toxic pit in the middle of the community, it is the task of this 
City Council to make sure it gets cleaned up and sometimes the cheapest way is for the City 
to do it.  Maybe the City can find someone else to do the cleanup and that would be great, 
but sometimes it is not possible. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Smiley and seconded by Council Member Glover to 
establish the fair market value of the property at $19,800 and to authorize the sale of the 
property located at 1404 West 5th Street by sealed bid method, as outlined in N.C. 
General Statutes 160A and 268J. 
 
Council Member Glover stated that if these properties remain vacant, there will be 
problems with transients living in them and vandalism could occur as well. 
 
Council Member Glover asked whether these people, who are interested in the properties, 
are moving back to Greenville and remodeling the homes or redeveloping the properties. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that for the various properties, there have been 
redevelopment proposals by people who made the offers.  This is the very first step, 
determine fair market value, and market them through the sealed bid method, they will 
come back with a bid and a redevelopment proposal for the property.  In each case, an 
interested party indicated that they are willing to buy the properties and to invest for 
redevelopment. 
 
Council Member Glover asked about the type of investments for redevelopment. 
  
Assistant City Manager Flood stated that the three that the City has now are all commercial.  
There has been interest by redevelopers for commercial purposes. 
 
Council Member Glover asked if there will be any more fast food stores and 24-hour drive 
through stores. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that staff heard uses that will be supportive of the 
neighborhood. 
  
Council Member Godley asked how many of the 230 houses have been sold. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that the City is on house number 37 or 38 and the 
City had combined lots.  The City had a number of substandard structures/lots to come 
down, and this will be the first commercial investment.  The appraisal that was done was 
for a house and property so there was some value. 
 
Council Member Godley requested that the discussion of advertising City properties for 
sale online should be placed on a future City Council meeting agenda. 
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There being no further discussion, the motion passed with a 3-2 vote to establish the fair 
market value of the property at $19,800 and to authorize the sale of the property located at 
1404 West 5th Street by sealed bid method, as outlined in N.C.  General Statutes 160A and 
268J.  Council Members Glover, Smiley, and Mercer voted in favor of the motion and 
Council Members Godley and Connelly voted in opposition. 
 

 OLD BUSINESS 

 

REQUEST BY HOME BUILDERS SUPPLY COMPANY TO PURCHASE CITY-OWNED 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT WILSON STREET AND LINE AVENUE, BEING PITT COUNTY 
PARCEL NUMBER 19999 
 
Assistant City Manager Merrill Flood stated that this request was before the City Council at 
its March 20, 2017 meeting.  At that discussion, the City Council wanted to hear more 
information about the proposed and intended redevelopment by the petitioner.  An offer 
has been made by the Home Builders Supply Company (Home Builders) for a piece of 
property that was donated to the City in October 1993 by the Higgs’ heirs.  The property is 
located on Wilson Street and Line Avenue.  It is 11,300 square feet and the recent 
evaluation by the Pitt County Tax Assessor has the property valued at $4,550.  After 
hearing plans by the proposed redeveloper, if the City Council decides to move forward, 
staff would secure an appraisal, bring the report back to the City Council for establishment 
of the fair market value, and then advertise the property through the sealed bid method.   
 
Council Member Smiley asked about the current use of the property. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that it is a parking lot being used for overflow 
parking for the Guy-Smith Stadium. 
 
Council Member Smiley asked whether it is regularly used for that purpose. 
 
Director of Recreation and Parks Gary Fenton responded there might be times when some 
of the activities held at the Guy-Smith Stadium Park might have a use for the additional 
parking.  There are about 29 parking spaces in that parking lot and they are seldom used. 
Council Member Connelly asked about the appraisal cost in the amount of $1,500 for this 
property. 
 
Assistant City Manager Flood responded that is staff’s estimate, which is based on incoming 
appraisal reports. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated the appraisals for the other properties discussed earlier 
this evening were $550.  Why is the appraisal for this property three times as much? 
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Assistant City Manager Flood responded that in part of that, the City would get a review 
appraisal, and that is two appraisal reports. 
 
Council Member Glover stated that she does not understand why the City would want to 
sell this parcel because there are times when this parking lot is full.  Losing those 29 
parking spaces would invite people to park their vehicles more into the neighborhoods and 
people are doing that already.  During the summer months, the parking lot is used for the 
ballpark and the pool is open.  She would not be in favor of the City selling this property 
because the business has already built a new building plus if the company is granted to 
purchase this property then the business is pushed into the residential area. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Smiley and seconded by Council Member Glover to 
deny the request. 
 
Darsine Sowers, CFO for Homebuilders Supply, displayed photos of the property and stated 
that the property has been at the location since 1948.  Home Builders has been in business 
since 1948 and the property is a result of a cut-through.  The company has acquired more 
land overtime.  The road was absorbed into the current parking structure.  Since 2006, 
Home Builders does not own the property, but the company has been paying the property 
taxes on that small section, which is about a quarter of an acre. 
 
Mr. Sowers stated the reason for the Home Builders’ request is the business is growing and 
they have the opportunity to expand, and this section would open up a ½ acre, about 
20,000 square feet of ground space for them to continue development.  The company has 
an alternative site for it to grow, which is their sister facility in Wilson, North Carolina.  
They would like to keep the development and growth in Greenville.  Home Builders has the 
opportunity potentially to add a full-time employee as a result of this growth and 
expansion of their business. 
 
Mr. Sowers stated that another question raised at the March 20, 2017 City Council meeting 
was about the parking situation.  He had discussions with the neighbors and they do not 
have a problem with the company investing in, changing and moving the business more 
towards commercial.  Most of the homes in the area is rentals with the exception of 3-4 
homes on a corner, which are not maintained as nicely.  Most people choose not to park in 
the parking lot instead they use a road for parking for Little League baseball parking 
behind the dugout or in the swimming pool area.  If they do park, they will park on the side 
of the road.  The parking lot is not being used effectively. 
 
Mr. Sowers stated that Home Builders’ proposal is to put the expansion on the corner and 
there will be nicer fencing.  The memorial plaque would be predominately displayed on the 
property and moved anywhere based on the City’s choice of location.  The company will 
bring its highest and best offer because it is a sealed bid process and they cannot afford 
someone else to purchase the property.   
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Council Member Glover stated that most of the photos displayed rental properties, some 
homeowners’ properties are located behind the dugout and pool, and there is a one-way 
street where the parking lot is located. 
 
Mr. Sowers stated that their proposed development really does not impact those 
homeowner’s properties as much.  Myrtle Street is a one-way street.  Anyone who built or 
developed in the area knows that their business is a lumber company.  Home Builders 
employ many of the people who live there so they do not want to stand in the way of 
progress. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that he feels that it would be great if the plaque remains 
on the same property because it was donated to the City. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked about the company hiring an additional employee due to 
the proposed expansion. 
 
Mr. Sowers responded that they have a temporary part-time position and the company has 
been busy. 
 
Council Member Glover asked about how far the company is planning to build out on Line 
Avenue. 
 
Mr. Sowers responded that right now, the company has no plans for any structures.  It 
would just be fencing and then they would enclose and use that area for some of the 
company’s lumber supplies and a second staging area, possibly. 
 
Council Member Smiley stated that selling this property is not in the City’s best interest.  
The City has strong uses for this property and substantial plans for this area and the 
baseball.  The parking will be needed plus there is no other parking in the area that the City 
could buy.  This land is worth more to the City than it is likely to get in terms of an 
appraised value or a bid from this company.  Since he does not want the City to sell the 
property, he does not want it to be appraised for the purpose of selling it.  Council Member 
Smiley recommended to deny the request. 
 
There being no further discussion, the motion to deny the request passed with a 3:2 vote.  
Council Members Glover, Smiley, and Mercer voted in favor of the motion and Council 
Members Godley and Connelly voted in opposition. 
 

 NEW BUSINESS

 

UPDATED PRESENTATION BY THE NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION ON PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES FOR PROJECT U-2817 EVANS 
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STREET/OLD TAR ROAD WIDENING AND CONSIDERATION OF RECOMMENDED PROJECT 
DESIGN – (Resolution No. 028-17) 
 
Project Engineer Bill Kincannon from Division 2 of the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation (NCDOT) gave information regarding the current project status.  This 
project is currently on hold from the City Council meeting of February 9, 2017.  The NCDOT 
spoke with City Council Members, the homeowners associations (HOAs) along the corridor, 
and various members of the public.  The typical section has been revised to minimize the 
impacts.  The corridor has been viewed for median reductions and accessibility.  The 
NCDOT has done some initial stormwater management engineering to figure out the 
elevations of the road in certain sections.  Also, the NCDOT has looked at the intersections 
from Winterville to Greenville Boulevard to see what can be done to improve them, 
minimize impacts to property and businesses and homeowners.  Any further design is on 
hold until approval and an adopted resolution are received from the City Council. 
 
Mr. Kincannon explained the engineering review findings stating that the initial 23 feet 
raised median can be reduced to 17.5 feet in many places.  Too much reduction of the 
median results in some impact in some impact to traffic flow and reduces turning 
movements and accessibility at several key intersections including Ashley Meadows, West 
Meath, and Martinsboro.  The NCDOT also found that they can reduce the impacts at the 
Greenville Boulevard intersection by changing their alternative.  The NCDOT has done 
some initial hydraulics study, which basically tells them the elevation of the road because, 
right now, there is a ditch section.  The ditches will come out, pipes will go in, there will be 
curb and gutter so the elevation is going to change and the water will move to the nearest 
outfall.  The following is a sketch of the section exactly in the center between the two 
driveways at South Hall. 
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At station 1600 precisely in the center of the two driveways, the elevation will change to 4 
feet, which is going to make a significant impact to both sides of the road.  At the wall and 
berm of the other side, there will be some lesser impacts probably from 1-3 feet. 
 
Mr. Kincannon explained how the NCDOT will reduce some of the impacts, stating they will 
be going block by block to reduce underground utility placement impacts using placement 
as close as possible behind the curb.  The City leadership and NCDOT are working closely 
with the Greenville Utilities Commission (GUC) to minimize aerial easements including 
using the GUC’s poles within the right-of-way whenever feasible and agreeable.   
 
Mr. Kincannon state that the NCDOT had discussions about using staged construction.  If 
they must impact the wall, berm or anywhere they are going to affect a property and 
structure, they will determine the impact, establish a green space and place a barrier fence 
in front of the planting area.  That will be done so the people who live there will not have to 
look at a construction site the entire time.  This will be done ahead of the actual 
construction.  The sight distance clearing will be reduced to the minimum required by 
design standard.  They will minimize the medians widths to accommodate traffic access 
while still providing protected turn lanes. 
 
Mr. Kincannon displayed the following median configuration of the intersection of Chilwel 
Court and Evans Street across from the TV Station.   
 

 
This a typical place where there are opposing left turns and by placing the medians this 
way, they can put people in a protective left turn in either direction and maintain the access 
that NCDOT wanted at these locations.  The NCDOT received some inquiries about what is 
going to happen with the medians.  These medians can be as they are on Firetower Road 
where there are larger medians and plantings can be established in them to enhance their 
aesthetic appeal. 
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Mr. Kincannon explained the typical section through the corridor, stating that NCDOT will 
reduce the initial median where possible.  The original configuration was two 12 feet inside 
lanes and two 14 feet outside lanes resulting in a 74.5 feet curb to curb width.  The 
proposed lane configuration is four 11 feet lanes and two 5 feet bike lanes resulting in a 
76.5 curb to curb width.  The NCDOT is accommodating the bicyclists.  This is an 
appropriate lane width for this speed and the urban setting.  This configuration fully 
supports the City of Greenville Horizons 2026 Community Plan.  The following is a sketch of 
the recommend typical section. 
 

 
Mr. Kincannon summarized the NCDOT’s commitment to minimizing impact to Evans 
Street and Old Tar Road property owners: 
 

• Barriers (Walls and berms) will like be impacted – These impacts will be addressed 
with HOA or other owner’s groups individually 

• Department is willing to include wall replacement construction in project 
construction contract 

• Berm retaining walls will be implemented where practical with input from citizen 
groups with goal to maintain a project standard 

• Affected berms not sustainable by retaining walls may be rebuilt as practical with 
vegetation replaced 

• Construction will be staged to allow vegetation placement and barrier replacement 
ahead of roadway construction when possible 

• When practical plantings will be installed separately from main contract to establish 
growth and maintain barrier 

• Safety fence installed between revised barrier and construction 
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Mr. Kincannon stated that when the NCDOT looked closely at the impacts to the properties 
throughout the corridor, they also took a look at the intersections.  The Alternative C 
quadrant design may result in reduced accessibility to Greenville Boulevard businesses on 
either side of Evans Street.  There will be extended extra lanes on Greenville Boulevard 
resulting in significant right of way acquisition and impacts to businesses and reduced 
parking.  The pedestrian access at this intersection is currently not really there.  A few 
individuals are crossing at the intersection where there is paint.  They are crossing half way 
back and in between cars.  The design team looked at the safety concern of U-turns on 
Greenville Boulevard at the end of the median near the railroad.   
 
Mr. Kincannon stated that Alternative D maintains traffic as well as Alternative C.   
 

 
The movements are basically the same as they are now.  The NCDOT is adding one left turn 
lane.  The movements remain the same with the lanes shifting from three lanes to two 
instead of the current two lanes dropping to one.  To facilitate pedestrian crossing, a 
crosswalk will be built at the signalized intersection at Martinsboro Street and a pedestrian 
head will be placed there so that pedestrians will have a controlled crossing.  Also, NCDOT 
is looking to do the same thing on the other side to facilitate a safe crossing location.  That 
is to place one at Red Banks Road and that leaves one place to cross on Greenville 
Boulevard.  Greenville Boulevard is a difficult place to establish a crossing.  Across the 
State, there are not a lot of safe crossing in a vicinity similar to this one.   
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Mr. Kincannon stated that with Alternative D, the NCDOT has been able to drop a lane on 
both sides of Greenville Boulevard.  This will allow less property and parking lot impacts.  
So, this is something that the City Council should strongly consider. 
 
Mr. Kincannon stated that there were inquiries about statewide triple left locations.  Ten 
examples of the statewide triple left locations are listed in the following slide.   
 

 
Council Member Smiley stated that the three turns on Greenville Boulevard hang a left into 
Evans Street.  Council Member Smiley asked whether Evans Street will be three lanes at 
that point. 
 
Mr. Kincannon responded that currently, Evans Street has a double left and two receiving 
lanes then the second receiving lane drops and the traffic must merge.  Three lanes will be 
going across Evans Street or across Greenville Boulevard and three lanes coming around to 
make a turn.  The following examples have the same turning movement merge while the 
NCDOT proposal travels 1,700 feet before someone actually merges.  
 

 
The example on the left at Garner merges in about 1,400 feet.  The example on the right is 
Leadmine at US 70 Crabtree and the Triple F is from the top right corner down under 
Crabtree and within 1,400 feet of it, one is actually merging into an interchange.  So, the 
same movement is there and less space.  These are all over the state and work well.  There 
have been two studies done that indicate there has been no noticeable change in crash 
patterns or frequency. 
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Mr. Kincannon stated that Alternative D on Greenville Boulevard has all legs of the 
intersection and full movement.  The difference is if one is on Greenville Boulevard, turning 
south on Evans to go to Winterville, there are three left turn lanes.  If one is on Evans Street 
on the north side of the road coming across Greenville Boulevard, there are three feeding 
lanes that will help the traffic at the intersection and the traffic going through the 
intersection. 
 
Mr. Kincannon stated regarding Alternative C, if one is in Winterville coming up Old Tar 
Road, turning left into Evans Street, making a turn left onto Greenville Boulevard, and going 
to Highway 11, one cannot make that left turn.  
 

 
One must go through and turn right at Bells Fork and carry Bells Fork around, turn right on 
Greenville Boulevard, and take Greenville Boulevard back through. 
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Mr. Kincannon stated that with Alternative D, the signal phases are the same as they are 
now but there are more lanes.  Typically, the outside lane will provide the support when 
the traffic is the busiest at the peak hours.  City staff and the NCDOT pointed out everybody 
ques up on the inside lane and fewer people use the outside lane to make a turn.  On the 
Triple F, people are only going to use that to merge when the traffic is the busiest.  The 
majority of the time, people are going to que up, similar to what they do now, and there will 
be more on the inside lane and a few more on the outside or middle lane.  There might be a 
straggler on the outside. 
 
Council Member Smiley stated that with Alternative C, the NCDOT is getting rid of left 
turns.  The advantage is that the NCDOT is gaining to reduce impacts on some of the 
surrounding properties.  Council Member Smiley asked whether the NCDOT is losing 
something with safety by reinserting up the left turns on the north side corridor. 
 
Mr. Kincannon stated that some safety will be gained by changing some movements.  The 
people who are familiar with the area will know where to go and how to use the 
intersection.  When people, who are unfamiliar with the area, go through this intersection 
without a left turn lane, there is likely to be some confusion. 
 
Mr. Kincannon stated that one thing that he dislikes about Alternative C is the access on the 
southeast quadrant.  The cars can only get there from two directions at the intersection and 
not all four.  The other part is the turnaround location on Greenville Boulevard makes him 
nervous.  A definite concern is at the free end, where the railroad is located, there is going 
to be an uncontrolled turn where people are making that move now, and more people will 
be making it. 
 
Mr. Kincannon recommended that the City Council take a hard look at Alternative D 
because it works, there is less reduction and more access, and the City will have less right-
of-way impacts with Alternative D than with Alternative C. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked about the design having equity on both sides of Evans Street.   
 
Mr. Kincannon responded that NCDOT is doing symmetrical widening as close as literally 
possible, not favoring one side or the other.  There are places to do a best fit where you are 
going to shift one side to the other.  There is enough on both sides of the road and NCDOT is 
trying to keep it in the middle.  To respond to a comment that he heard earlier about the 
Alternative C at Fire Tower Road, drivers will be able to turn left from Evans Street onto 
Greenville Boulevard in either direction.  
 
Mr. Kincannon stated it was pointed out that there are 18-20 triple lefts in the State.  They 
are at Greensboro, Jacksonville, Fayetteville, and Garner.  There are a lot more of these than 
there are quad movements.   
 
Mr. Kincannon stated that he truly believes in Alternative C at Fire Tower Road and Old Tar 
Road at the Evans Street intersection.  Alternative D will give the City what it needs to 
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function at this point with fewer impacts to both the business community and the travelling 
public.  Division 2 is requesting that the project development continue with NCDOT’s stated 
commitments.  They are taking this seriously and are committed to putting this road 
through there with least impact to the people, getting them through the process as 
painlessly as possible, and minimizing impacts to properties adjacent to the project. 
 
Council Member Connelly expressed his appreciation of the wonderful work that the 
NCDOT has done.  He stated that he has received letters from several subdivisions, 
including Paramore, South Hall, Willoughby Park, and Shamrock.  Paramore had no 
intentions of halting this project, but the residents thought that they were unfairly thrown 
into the mix.  There are so many people on that corridor, who will be adversely affected by 
this road widening.  Now they have a true understanding of the impacts of this project.  The 
NCDOT provided solutions and the majority of the people are happy with them.   
 
Council Member Connelly asked as far as the width of the lanes, is it safer to have 11 feet 
lanes rather than 12 feet lanes.  
 
Mr. Kincannon responded that if he were building a freeway, he would want 12 feet lanes.  
If he wants people to pay attention while they are driving, he would build something with 
11 feet lanes.  Some studies show that 11 feet lanes are actually safer and give a calming 
effect.  This section is perfectly acceptable from an engineer’s perspective, and that is one 
thing that all were in agreement. 
 
Council Member Smiley asked about the sidewalks not being on the sketch. 
 
Mr. Kincannon responded that the sidewalks are not on the drawing, but they will go in the 
berm area.  The sidewalks are not going to add or subtract anything from the overall 
project footprint. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked if the utilities are running under the berms and sidewalks. 
 
Mr. Kincannon responded that is correct.  Utilities are going to run through the berms and 
easements.  The City is perfectly fine with having the utilities under the sidewalk. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked if the resolution is passed tonight would it have any effect 
on the timetable for the project being completed. 
 
Mr. Kincannon responded that NCDOT is still onboard to make its delivery in February 
2021. 
 
Council Member Godley stated that some things have resulted out of this process, including 
more public opinion, happier citizens and more precise science.  This is a $35 million 
investment from our government into the City and it is going to be able to take citizens 
from point A to B in a more swift fashion.   
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Mayor Thomas thanked the NCDOT for its communication with the HOAs and the City 
Council and for eliminating some of the uncertainty.  People want to know when the 
NCDOT is moving into the City where there are memories and homes.  The NCDOT has 
taken some advanced steps and concepts that the City Council had really not thought about 
initially.  This is an important project for the City as well as the City’s MPO partners and 
other areas. 
 
Mr. Kincannon stated that the next step is to go to hydraulics and to do the full study so that 
the NCDOT will know exactly where the road elevation is going to be.  Once that 
information is received, the NCDOT can project it out and tell people exactly what the 
impacts are going to be and what can be done about them. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated that the $35 million for this project has been put out there, 
but clarification is needed for it being $50 plus million. 
 
Mr. Kincannon responded that $35 million is the construction cost estimate and the 
remainder is right-of-way cost, which will not be nailed down firmly until a decision is 
made about which model to use and what can be done to reduce the impacts to that cost.  
 
City Attorney David Holec explained that the City Council previously adopted a resolution, 
which includes the guarantee of no impact on the walls and berms and Alternative C.  The 
presentation this evening has made a difference.  If the City Council desires to go in this 
direction, the City Council should amend the previous resolution in order to give different 
direction.  
 
City Attorney Holec stated that a proposed resolution has been prepared which amends the 
previous resolution.  The NCDOT is asking that the City state its preferred alternative.  The 
proposed resolution removes the guarantee about no impact on the walls and berms.  But, 
the proposed resolution does include the construction of bicycle lanes and sidewalks 
throughout the project.  The proposed resolution is based on the presentation that was 
made and the added language to show that it is based on the NCDOT stated commitment to 
using sound engineering judgement to minimize property impacts to the Evans Street/Old 
Tar Road community property owners.  It also includes the preferred alternative, 
Alternative D.  Previously, the City Council had Alternative C as the preferred alternate for 
the Greenville Boulevard/Evans Street location and now the City is stating its preference 
for Alternative D. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked if the project includes crosswalks. 
 
Mr. Kincannon responded that it is not in the resolution, but it is part of the design to have 
crosswalks at Red Banks Road and Martinsboro Street.  The NCDOT is moving people away 
from the intersection to cross the road so that the City has the visibility factor that the City 
does not have at the intersection. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked will the resolution cover the 11 feet wide lanes. 
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Mr. Kincannon responded that the NCDOT included the 11 ft. wide lanes, a bike lane, safe 
corridor to drive on, a modern engineered design 5 ft. bike lane, and reduced medians 
literally at every place possible. 
 
Council Member Connelly asked about the vegetation. 
 
Mr. Kincannon responded that the vegetation areas will be determined once the NCDOT 
determines their impacts. 
 
Motion was made by Council Connelly and seconded by Council Member Smiley to approve 
a resolution amending Resolution No. 019-17 in accordance with the North Carolina 
Department of Transportation’s recommendations.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CONVEYANCE OF CITY-OWNED PROPERTY LOCATED 
AT 611 ROOSEVELT AVENUE TO THE KCC COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CENTER – 
(Resolution No. 029-17) 
 
Senior Planner Amy Lowe stated that staff is recommending to convey this city-owned 
property to the KCC (Koinoia Christian Center) Community Development Center.  The 
property at 611 Roosevelt Avenue was purchased originally with CDBG (Community 
Development Block Grant) funds.  Staff is proposing to donate the property to this non-
profit organization for them to carry out their mission to create an improved neighborhood 
by adding affordable housing in West Greenville.  It is their plan to use their own funding to 
rehabilitate this house and then potentially donate or lease it to a low-to moderate-income 
family.   
 
Senior Planner Lowe explained that under the provisions of this conveyance, there will be 
restrictive covenants in place to ensure that the public purpose of this donation will be 
carried out plus the project will be monitored by staff.  Staff is pleased to be partnering 
with this organization and hope to develop capacity with them to do more projects in the 
redevelopment area as well.   
   
Motion was made by Council Member Glover and seconded by Council Member Smiley to 
adopt the resolution authorizing conveyance of 611 Roosevelt Avenue to the Koinoia 
Christian Center Community Development Center for rehabilitation and eventual purchase 
by a low-to moderate-income family.   
 
Council Member Connelly stated that Mayor Pro-Tem Smith is in support of this item and 
he read her comments: 
 

First, I would like to apologize for my absence at tonight’s meeting, but I 
had previously scheduled business before the City Council decided to 
reschedule this meeting.  In my absence, I want my thoughts to be known 
on a few agenda items.  
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I am in full support of authorizing the conveyance of 611 Roosevelt 
Avenue to be rehabbed by KCC Redevelopment Center.  I personally drove 
through the area to get a better feel and understanding of what was 
currently taking place with surrounding homes.  This home will be in line 
with the other five homes that have already been rebuilt or rehabbed.  
This will make a complete block of renovations which has a tremendous 
improvement in the entire area.  I feel that in order to be effective in our 
efforts as a City, we should be more intentionally in developing blocks or 
clusters of homes versus spot rehabbing which makes the process to sell 
far more challenging. 
 
If one feels that if the surroundings are new with the renewed outlook, 
they tend to be more inclined to purchase in the area.  The improvements 
of the exterior alone with replacing the collapsing chain linked fence will 
give the appearance of people caring about their neighborhood and also 
create a stronger sense of safety. 
 
I would like to thank the Community Development Department for its 
work and finding ways to help low- to moderate-income families, who 
may not otherwise be able to purchase their own home with the special 
opportunities.  And for securing the CHDO (Community Housing 
Development Organization) as KCC’s Community Development Center 
helps to reduce the blight in identified areas of the city.   
 
      Keep up the great work!!!   
      Kandie D. Smith 
      Mayor Pro-Tem 

 
There being no further discussion, the motion passed unanimously to adopt the resolution 
authorizing conveyance of 611 Roosevelt Avenue to the Koinoia Christian Center 
Community Development Center for rehabilitation and eventual purchase by a low-to 
moderate-income family.   
 
UPDATE ON COASTAL PLAIN BASEBALL LEAGUE POTENTIAL EXPANSION INTO THE 
GREENVILLE AREA 
 
Director of Recreation and Parks Gary Fenton stated that the Coastal Plain Baseball 
League’s (CPL) program bills itself as the nation’s hottest summer collegiate baseball 
league.  In 1997, there were six participating communities.  Currently, there are 15 
participating communities (10 in North Carolina, two in South Carolina, two in Virginia, and 
one in Georgia).  The CPL features collegiate players from across the nation and each team 
is limited to a maximum of four players from any one single institution.   
 
Director Fenton stated that the season runs from late May to early August.  The Guy-Smith 
Stadium was originally considered as a possible temporary venue for the CPL until the 
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community could develop a new stadium facility.  However, the local Babe Ruth League 
season runs May and June with post season play taking a big piece of July.  So, there would 
be numerous conflicts and through meeting with the Babe Ruth League leadership, it was 
felt that two leagues playing in this same stadium, even temporarily, was problematic.  
Understandably, the CPL also had discussions with Pitt Community College (PCC) and 
perhaps with ECU as well.   
 
Director Fenton stated that additionally, the CPL will ultimately need a stadium with a 
capacity of about 1,500.  The current capacity of Guy-Smith Stadium is about 1,200, but 
there are numerous other stadium upgrades needed, including accessibility issues, locker 
room improvements, and concession needs.  As noted, the long term is the CPL would need 
a permanent facility.  One possibility as a long-term, big idea by the City Council is a sports 
complex for youth baseball and softball that could also ultimately accommodate the CPL.  
The idea of a possible future development of such a sports complex was one of the 2017 
goals in the report, A Greater Greenville Strategic Plan Goals and Objectives 2016-2018.  Also, 
this discussion has been on the table for some time. 
 
CPL Operating Chief Officer and Commissioner Justin Sellers stated that the CPL is 
interested in the Greenville market.  It fits their geographies with franchises in Edenton, 
Wilson, and Morehead City, North Carolina.  The CPL could help the East Carolina 
University program by putting four of its students in their franchise and that could be 
beneficial.   
 
Mr. Sellers stated that the facility at Guy-Smith Stadium will not lend itself to the long-term 
success of a viable franchise.  That is based on where the CPL is heading.  The CPL is going 
in its 21st year and had a lot of new ball parks since 2008.  They have 8-10 new cities and 
two more have been added recently and are they are being further investigated.  A good 
seven of those are looking at brand new facilities similar to what was done in Holly Springs, 
North Carolina.   
 
Council Member Smiley asked whether the CPL expects a municipality or governmental 
entity to spend millions of dollars to create a place for the team to play baseball.   
Mr. Sellers responded that the municipality would find a place where the CPL could be 
long-term successful tenants.  It might be a brand new facility completely dedicated to the 
team or a facility that is part of a bigger project with other sport programs wanted by the 
City, and the team is housed there at that facility as well.  Ultimately, in order to do 
something along this level, there would need to be an investment by the community as far 
as whether that is heavy renovations to an existing facility like Guy-Smith Stadium or a new 
facility. 
 
Council Member Smiley asked if the City spent $10 million, is the CPL able to pay a lease 
that would be sufficient to service the debt on $10 million.  Council Member Smiley stated 
that would be a lease of $700,000 a year. 
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Mr. Sellers responded that the lease would be nowhere near $700,000.  It would be a long 
term lease within the 10-20 year range, and on a new facility, somewhere in the $50,000-
$60,000 a year range according to what Coastal has right now.  
 
Council Member Smiley stated that implicitly, a team like this is asking a community to 
partner with it in a very large financial way in order to secure having the benefits of a 
minor league baseball team in the City. 
 
Mr. Sellers responded that is correct. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked if the CPL had discussions with PCC. 
 
Mr. Sellers responded that they have had preliminary discussions with PCC as far as an 
entry level program.  The CPL would require a long-term response before bringing a 
franchise to Greenville because of the significant investment for them. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that he has spoken unofficially with leadership at PCC and they seem 
to be receptive to the concept.  PCC has a great baseball facility, but that is not the long-
term solution. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked whether an upgraded Guy-Smith Stadium would be of interest to the 
CPL.   
 
Mr. Sellers responded that the Guy-Smith Stadium would require significant upgrades, 
based on CPL’s working in other cities and what it has seen in other cities.  The CPL is 
similar to what a Single A baseball team would present to Greenville.  The difference being 
the students are still in college instead of going pro right out of high school.   
 
Mr. Sellers stated that the CPL has several teams growing, 3,000 plus people.  For example, 
Gastonia has already worked toward moving even further ahead on its $15,000 million 
project.  He has not contacted architects to find out exactly what usage the Guy-Smith 
Stadium could serve long term.  Rather than considering the investment of getting the Guy-
Smith Stadium to a right level, building a new facility would be better suited and could be a 
bigger part to the City Council’s overall plan for the City. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked about the number of annual home games for minor league baseball. 
Mr. Sellers responded about 70 home games. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked about the CPL’s home games. 
 
Mr. Sellers responded that their home games are around 28-30. 
 
Council Member Godley stated that the hot topic nationally is always the public funding of 
sports facilities.  The football stadium in Atlanta, Georgia was $1.5 billion for the Falcons.  
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Council Member Godley asked whether there has been a situation where other 
communities have, in fact, built new stadiums and at what costs. 
 
Mr. Sellers responded that on the low end, a new sports complex is estimated at $3.5 
million such as the one in Lexington, South Carolina, which was built two years ago.  Holly 
Springs’ facility was $13 million and Gastonia is projecting a $15 million tag on its new 
stadium.  Something in the $5.5-$8 million range would get Greenville what it needs with 
the ability to have a facility that can be advantageous to other entities wanting to bring in 
tournaments and other events.  If Greenville surrounded a sports complex with accessible 
fields, the door would be opened bigger for an attractive market - people who want to bring 
in travel baseball tournaments and similar things during the spring or even while the 
Coastal Plain League team is on the road.   
 
Mayor Thomas stated that at its January 2017 Planning Session, the City Council voted a 
multi-sports complex as one of the City’s priorities.  
 
Council Member Connelly stated that he would like the sports complex to happen in 
Greenville.  His hesitation is that is a significant financial investment to be made.  The CPL 
is looking for the City to make some kind of commitment, saying that the CPL would be 
willing to come to Greenville at a temporary location.  Perhaps at PCC, if that would be 
feasible.  In his personal opinion, the City of Greenville would be as well able to move 
forward with a sports complex than probably any community in Eastern North Carolina.  
Greenville could easily attract 1,500-2,000 fans per game due to the amount of kids, who 
are so interested in baseball.  Council Member Connelly asked if the City moves forward 
with this, is the CPL looking for a guarantee.  
 
Mr. Sellers stated that the CPL is patient and wants to do what makes sense.  It has other 
places that are in front of Greenville right now as far as the timeframe goes.  They must be 
ensured that the City Council is onboard and willing to make the commitment.  As far as 
bringing a franchise to Greenville, the CPL would want to make sure that everybody on the 
City Council and in the City feel comfortable with a long-term commitment.  Regardless, if 
ironing that out takes a couple of years.   
 
Mr. Sellers stated that it took about four years to get Holly Springs the way the CPL has it 
and some of that was construction related.  The CPL is the best fit for Greenville as far as 
creating something during the summer that is baseball related especially.  He is happy to 
continue negotiations, discussions, and going down the exploratory path to figure out what 
options are available.  Holly Springs is a stadium built more so for parks and recreation 
type of needs so there are adjoining fields and other things.  Gastonia is looking at doing 
something more like Fayetteville where the focus is on a big draw facility and building 
around it.  It entails figuring out what makes sense for everybody involved and how the 
CPL can be a part of it.  
 
Council Member Mercer stated there is a sentiment of those who have spoken, that if there 
is a way forward with this, it is probably some sort of sports complex and that question is 
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probably one this community has to decide not solely on the basis of the CPL team, but 
looking at other considerations.  The City Council has not set a timetable for that, but he is 
glad to hear that CPL’s patience may go out for 1-2 years.  It may take that long as a 
community to sort out what can be done with that first bond program. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated that he would like the team to see the community’s 
response over a period of a couple of years before the City is able to make a commitment.  
But, it does not sound like that kind of formula is available and that is understandable 
because the CPL needs a commitment from Greenville before locating a team here.  The City 
Council would have to look at other proposals for a sports facility.   
 
Mr. Sellers stated that CPL does not want to ever rule anything out, but typically given what 
is working elsewhere and where the CPL is trying to become more successful, they do not 
want to bring a franchise that is going to pack up and leave Greenville.  Of their existing 15 
franchises, the average lifespan is 17 years.  When they bring a franchise to Greenville they 
want to know that it is there to stay. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Connelly and seconded by Council Member Mercer to 
direct staff to study the potential for locating a Coastal Plain League team in Greenville. 
 
Council Member Glover stated that there are already problems with parking including 
people parking their vehicles the wrong way on streets, there is a one-way street, parking 
on both sides of a street, and neighbors cannot get out of their driveways.  This is a 
potential mess because people will be parking everywhere in the neighborhood.  The entire 
neighborhood located near the Guy-Smith Stadium should be considered before the City 
Council makes a decision about the location of a sports complex.   
 
Council Member Glover expressed her concerns about how something like this is done in 
other City neighborhoods, stating that she can see the potential and the excitement, but 
before the City makes a commitment the people in the community should give their input.  
Staff has been asked to do some research and should discuss that with the people in the 
community to see how they feel about it.  There are several churches in the neighborhoods 
and a meeting can be held at either one of them.   
 
Assistant City Manager Merrill Flood stated that based on the motion and in the City 
Council’s goals, there is the idea of a sports complex with multi-fields.  Staff will further try 
to study, refine and discuss programming and then come back with regular updates to the 
City Council as  milestones are hit in that evaluation process.  Hopefully, that will form a 
program. 
 
Council Member Smiley stated that the City’s economic study impact statement suggests 
that either pools or indoor courts would be a far better investment for the City.  He 
presumes that staff will consider that study as well. 
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Council Member Mercer stated there is no question that the City will not harm the existing 
youth baseball programs.  If the City Council moves forward with some kind of complex, it 
would certainly be situated in a way to foster development around such a facility and to fit 
the City’s goals.   
 
There being no further discussion, the motion passed unanimously to direct staff to study 
the potential for locating a Coastal Plain League team in Greenville. 
 
UPDATE ON THE SISTER CITIES INITIATIVE AND CONSIDERATION OF A MEMORANDUM 
OF UNDERSTANDING                                                                                                                                                                    
 
Public Information Officer Brock Letchworth gave an overview of the Sister Cities 
International program and the benefits of its membership, and he summarized his 
meetings with prospective partners.  
 

Overview of Sister Cities International 
 

• Sister Cities partnership is a broad-based, long-term partnership between two 
communities in two countries 

• Formed when highest elected or appointed official from both cities sign off on an 
agreement 

• Participants in Sister Cities program can have any number of sister cities 
• Offers connections between communities that are mutually beneficial and relevant 

for partners 
• Usually overseen by a nonprofit Sister Cities organization made up of volunteers 
• Sister Cities organization pursues activities/areas important to it including 

municipal, business, trade, educational, and cultural exchanges 
• Sister City organization includes a liaison from the City who is often a member of the 

Board of Directors 
 
Public Information Officer Letchworth displayed photos and stated that in November 2016, 
Greenville was visited by the delegation from Yeonsu-gu District in Incheon, South Korea.  
The delegation toured City Hall, the Greenville Utilities Commission building, some of the 
uptown area, East Carolina University, and Pitt Community College. 
 
Public Information Officer Letchworth stated that at the November 10, 2016 City Council 
meeting, the City Council directed staff to move forward with the establishment of a Sister 
Cities International program for the City of Greenville and staff has done so.  In December 
2016, the City joined the program at a cost of $765 annually for membership dues, which 
will be increased in future years to $780.  The benefits of the membership are 1) staff 
assistance in connecting to other cities, 2) governance and policy services, 3) visa 
consultations, 4) background checks, and 5) assistance in obtaining grants. 
  
Public Information Officer Letchworth stated that he has been in communications back and 
forth with representatives from Yeonsu-gu about their visit and the City’s plans moving 
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forward.  Also, he has taken time to have discussions with representatives from Sister 
Cities organizations throughout North Carolina getting an idea of how they operate and 
exactly what the City needed to do.  In early March 2017, he met with Assistant City 
Manager Merrill Flood and Human Relations Council Members Byung Lee and Heena Shah 
to discuss the next steps for establishing a successful program.  This group established the 
organizational structure for the Sister Cities Association (SCA) of Greenville. 
 
Public Information Officer Letchworth stated that City Attorney Dave Holec and he 
prepared the Articles of Incorporation and submitted them to the North Carolina Secretary 
of State.  An application for tax-exempt status (501c3) will be forthcoming.  The Mission 
states that the Sister Cities Association of Greenville, North Carolina seeks to promote 
multicultural understanding and unity between the City of Greenville and its sister cities.  
Its goal is bringing communities together through the exchange of ideas and experiences in 
the fields of education, culture, the arts, business, and economic development.  The SCA of 
Greenville will: 
 
 –  Serve as the overall Sister Cities corporation with its tax exempt 
  status applied to all of the Sister City Committees 
 –  Represent and promote each of the Sister City committees, 
  providing information to interested individuals and 
  organizations, potential volunteers, the media, and City Hall 
 –  Serve as the forum for communication among the various 
  Sister City committees 
 –  Facilitate fundraising for the individual Sister City committees 
 –  Set criteria for the selection of future sister cities for 
  Greenville, NC 
 
Public Information Officer Letchworth stated that recently, he met with representatives 
from the East Carolina University (ECU), Pitt Community College (PCC) and the Greenville-
Pitt County Chamber of Commerce (Chamber) to gauge their interest in being a part of or 
having representation with the Sister Cities Association.  Jim Hopf made comments about 
how this aligns closely with the new Chancellor Staton of ECU and his priority of global 
awareness.  Additionally, Amelia Martin of PCC (Global Affairs) said that she has been 
thinking of ideas about how the group could provide exchanges through such an 
association.  The Chamber also expressed its interest.  Future meetings are planned with 
the Pitt County Schools, Vidant Health Center, private schools, civic groups, and the 
churches in Greenville.  The SCA of Greenville is only going to be as strong as the interest 
and volunteers involved. 
 
Public Information Officer Letchworth stated that Yeonsu-gu is awaiting the approval from 
the City Council for a memorandum of understanding (MOU) for friendly exchanges and 
bilateral cooperation.  Under the MOU, Greenville and Yeonsu-gu shall: 
  

• Pursue joint development by working on exchanges and cooperation in diverse 
fields including, but not limited to, economic development, education, and culture 
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• Provide active cooperation so that they can maintain a constant relationship 
regarding common interests and exchange projects while putting in efforts for 
ongoing exchanges 

 
• Actively facilitate cooperation between organizations in public and private sectors 

while providing conveniences during visits to each other for the advancement of 
friendly relationships 

 
Public Information Officer Letchworth stated that if a MOU is approved by the City Council, 
Yeonsu-gu would like to return to Greenville for a signing ceremony.  The proposed dates 
are May 29-31, 2017 or June 4-6, 2017.  (May 29 is Memorial Day and a Council Meeting is 
scheduled for June 5.)  Yeonsu-gu is requesting a delegation from Greenville to visit when 
possible with preference being late September 2017 for its annual culture festival.  No 
money is currently budgeted for the Sister Cities initiative.  There are grants available for 
exchanges and opportunities are there for financing such a trip, but that must be worked 
out before taking a trip to Yeonsu-gu. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that he canvassed other cities and asked about their process.  Byung 
Lee is the one who is really excited about the Sister Cities program.  All said the obvious key 
is to have an enthusiastic set of cities who are interested in running a nonprofit to do the 
exchange.  It is a huge advantage for Greenville to have a university and it is extremely 
important in terms of carrying that torch forward because it provides for partnership.   
 
Mayor Thomas stated that he is interested in the program because it is great to see 
diversity in the community and some citizens and first and second generations of other 
parts of the world excited about connecting to Greenville.  He is always for economic 
development relationships and cultural ties.  Having the delegation visiting Greenville was 
obviously impressive.  Greenville is not a small community – this is a very tech oriented 
new community, which is very interesting.  Basically, the City Council is saying that this is a 
good idea to proceed forward and give blessings to setting up a group for the nonprofit, and 
the City Council has oversight. 
 
Public Information Officer Letchworth responded that is correct.  The enthusiasm and 
support from the community is needed.  The other important thing is the City is not 
seemingly disrespectful on how this is going and playing out and will not be something to 
happen instantaneously.  The City must raise funds, which would take some time and he 
explained that to the delegation.  They are very excited about potentially returning to 
Greenville for a signing ceremony, if the MOU is approved.  
 
Council Member Connelly stated that his concern is how much time staff would devote to 
this program.   
 
Public Information Officer Letchworth responded that the goal is once the nonprofit gets 
going, there will be little involvement with City staff. 
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Motion was made by Council Member Godley and seconded by Council Member Glover to 
move forward with a Memorandum of Understanding for Friendly Exchange and 
Cooperation with Yeonsu-gu.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
DISCUSSION ON CAR ACCIDENT CLEAN-UP MAINTENANCE PROCEDURES 
 
Council Member Godley stated that he requested this item to be placed on the agenda.  
 
Council Member Godley asked whether the officer who responds to the scene or a 
designated crew is responsible for cleaning up the debris left behind after a car accident.  
 
Chief of Police Mark Holtzman stated that he spoke to Parking Enforcement Supervisor 
Corey Barrett, who communicates with the City’s tow companies.  The Greenville Police 
Department (GPD) has a rotation list of tow companies that are approved to pick up cars 
involved in accidents.  Supervisor Barrett was quick to point out that the procedure is in 
the City’s Code of Ordinances under Section 11 7-9, Duties of a Police Rotation List of Tow 
Services.  It states that Cleanup – In the event of a motor vehicle accident, tow service 
operators shall remove the wreck debris from the road or the road right-a-way and 
properly dispose of it.  So, it is the responsibility of the tow truck driver responding at the 
GPD’s request to clean up the wreck debris.  
 
Chief Holtzman stated that he asked Supervisor Barrett about how often he communicates 
this to the towing companies’ drivers and he reported that on March 10, 2017, a letter was 
mailed again to them as a reminder.  This is something that Supervisor Barrett monitors 
regularly and he constantly readdresses it with the tow operators. 
 
Council Member Godley asked whether the private sector tow truck companies such as 
AAA are responsible for the clean-ups as well. 
 
Chief Holtzman responded that these are the ones that come out to a crash scene at the 
request of the GPD.  If the GPD requests them to come out, they are required to do the 
cleanup and that is what the ordinance states.  The GPD police officers are aware of the 
ordinance as well. 
 
Council Member Godley stated that he feels that the GPD should convey the message to the 
tow companies more simply because people can get hurt and become involved with 
another accident afterwards. 
 
Council Member Glover asked if a police officer is required to stay at the accident until the 
tow truck operator arrives and removes the wreck debris.  
 
Chief Holtzman stated that police officers provide safety for a scene until tow truck 
operators arrive and clear the debris at a scene, and they can tell them whether the cleanup 
was done properly.  Also, police officers are at a scene dealing with the injuries, clearing the 
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intersection, and keeping the traffic moving so that people are able to reach their 
destinations.   
 
Council Member Connelly asked whether the current procedure is the most efficient and 
the best way of handling the crashes debris. 
 
Chief Holtzman responded that the procedure is efficient.  Sometimes, a crash accident 
causes glass to spread.  Police officers along with their other responsibilities at a scene can 
only do so much in the middle of the night and during rainy weather.  The only other 
fallback is to have the debris removed by a street sweeper.  
 
Council Member Connelly asked is there something that could be set up with the Public 
Works Department to clear the crash locations at off peak hours or could that department 
get a list of the crash locations and clear them two or three times a week. 
Chief Holtzman stated that the Public Works Department employees would be doing a 
street sweeper route already so there should not be a problem with the GPD 
communicating the trash locations to them.  He will have discussions with the GPD traffic 
supervisor, Sgt. Mike Ross, and have him to touch base with the Public Works Department 
to work out a solution.  The City’s pace is 10 crash accidents per day. 
 
DISCUSSION OF WAIVING PARKING FINES IN THE UNIVERSITY NEIGHBORHOOD DURING 
GRADUATION CEREMONIES 
 
Council Member Godley stated that he receives a lot of complaints this time of the year 
from residents in the University neighborhoods, specifically, because students’ parents 
come to the City for the East Carolina University graduation.  They park their cars on the 
street in front of their children’s place of residence and receive a $20 parking fine.  These 
same people take their children to Bonefish to celebrate and spend $150.  He is requesting 
the City to waive parking fines in the University neighborhoods during the day of and after 
graduation ceremonies.  August 1st might be another time to do the same because that is 
when students are moving into their new residences. 
 
Chief Holtzman stated that he spoke to Parking Enforcement Supervisor Corey Barrett 
about this agenda item.  Last year was the first time tickets were issued to people parking 
their vehicles on the streets, in the University neighborhoods, without a permit.  In 2013, 
Supervisor Barrett worked with the City Attorney to create Section 10-2 150 of the City’s 
Code of Ordinances regarding temporary suspension of parking and restriction for special 
events.  This ordinance permits the City to waive parking fines during the days 
recommended by Council Member Godley.   
 
Chief Holtzman stated that the ordinance states that the Chief of Police or his designee is 
authorized to temporarily suspend parking.  He will notify the City Council about the 
waiving of parking fines in the University neighborhoods for the upcoming ECU graduation.  
Supervisor Barrett is familiar with other specific events that should be brought to the City 
Council’s attention. 
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Chief Holtzman stated that Supervisory Barrett works with the property owners in the area 
when students are moving out of their residences.  The property owners are available 
during that time to collect the trash and bulk items.  Supervisory Barrett gets credit for his 
knowledge of this ordinance. 
 
DISCUSSION OF RESOLUTION FOR NAMING THE 10TH STREET CONNECTOR IN HONOR OF 
DR. LEO W. JENKINS AND NAMING THE NEW 10TH STREET CONNECTOR BRIDGE IN 
HONOR OF DR. ANDREW A. BEST – (Resolution No. 030-17) 
 
Council Member Godley stated that Greenville’s medical and academic industries would not 
be where they are today without the late Dr. Leo W. Jenkins and the late Dr. Andrew A. Best.  
Both of them were huge advocates for education.  Dr. Jenkins was a former Chancellor of 
East Carolina University (ECU).  Dr. Best served on the ECU Board of Trustees and he was 
the first African-American member of the Board of Governors.  Both helped to integrate 
ECU without a court order.  There is a corridor going directly to connect these two 
industries and their districts.  He feels that the City should honor the legacy of these two 
individuals by naming the new 10th Street Connector and Connector Bridge in their honor. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Godley and seconded by Council Member Glover to 
adopt the resolution naming the 10th Street Connector in honor of Dr. Leo W. Jenkins and 
naming the new 10th Street Connector Bridge in honor of Dr. Andrew A. Best.  
 
Mayor Thomas emphasized that the City should personalize the community as much as 
possible because it really brings a sense of history and legacy.  When people come to 
Greenville, there will be stories told in neighborhoods, at a bridge or a crossing explaining 
what they do connect not only in real life, but also metaphorically. 
 
Council Member Glover stated that a lot of people are unaware that Greenville might not 
have a medical school if Dr. Best had not been working with Dr. Jenkins.  During their 
discussions about the school, the main people involved asked where are the African-
American doctors.  Dr. Best introduced them to the old Eastern Medical Association, a 
group of African-American doctors, and they signed on to the medical school.  Additionally, 
the late Dr. Best and Dr. Iron and her mother integrated the nursery at the hospital. 
 
Council Member Connelly read the following comments from Mayor Pro-Tem Smith: 
 

Although I do know that the NCDOT (North Carolina Department of 
Transportation) will make a decision after the completion of this 
project, I think that it is beneficial for the City to share its wishes in 
order to have the best collaboration in the naming of the final project.  
I have spoken to members of the community and shared some of the 
naming suggestions and the feedback was both positive and 
supportive.  The late Dr. Leo Jenkins was a strong contributor to the 
Greenville community and his work will continue to be recognized for 
years to come.  Naming the new road that shows a path from the 
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hospital to the University is most fitting in his honor.  Dr. Jenkins did 
not work alone.  There was someone who was a strong bridge builder, 
who was pivotal in his efforts in connecting West Greenville and the 
rural areas to health care resources - Dr. Andrew Best!  Dr. Best 
practiced in the West Greenville area and did what he could to 
educate and connect others to the better quality of life.  Naming the 
bridge after him reflects his strong connection, which often serves as a 
bridge to the community. 
 
      Kandie D. Smith 
      Mayor Pro-Tem 

 
There being no further discussion, the motion passed unanimously to adopt the resolution 
naming the 10th Street Connector in honor of Dr. Leo W. Jenkins and naming the new 10th 
Street Connector Bridge in honor of Dr. Andrew A. Best. 
 
DISCUSSION OF THE GREENVILLE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN COMMISSION’S 
RESOLUTION ON A POLICY TO SUPPORT BIKE LANES AND SIDEWALKS FOR CURRENT 
AND FUTURE ROAD PROJECTS 
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated that Council Member Mercer requested that this item be 
placed on tonight’s agenda. 
 
Chairperson Katy Webb stated that the Greenville Bicycle and Pedestrian Commission 
(GBPC) is requesting that bicycle lanes and sidewalks are considered when future projects 
occur in the City.  The GBPC wanted to make sure that other modes of transport were 
considered in both the discussion tonight and future City of Greenville projects. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated that the GBPC is one of the City’s very active commissions 
and it is great working with the members, who are supportive of the City of Greenville.  The 
members are requesting the City Council to reaffirm its commitment to complete the 
streets, which is a trend for growing an exciting city and consistent with State standard.   
 
Motion was made by Council Mercer and seconded by Council Member Smiley to support 
the Greenville Bicycle and Pedestrian Commission's resolution on a policy to support bike 
lanes and sidewalks for current and future road projects. 
 
City Attorney Holec explained that the City Council received copies of a resolution from the 
GBPC and there is no resolution proposed for the City Council’s action.  City Attorney Holec 
asked whether the City Council is directing staff to prepare a resolution to reaffirm the 
complete streets.  By motion, the City Council could support the recommendation of the 
resolution from the GBPC. 
 
Council Member Connelly stated that his reservation with the GBPC’s request is the 
language in the last sentence of the resolution.  It states that the City is going to apply this 
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resolution to any and all future projects within the Greenville city limits and Greenville’s 
extraterritorial jurisdiction and to provide the people of Greenville, North Carolina with 
fewer accidents, more options for transportation, and safer travel for all.  He has some 
hesitation with going forward with or showing support for a resolution forcing the City 
Council to move forward with every project.  Is the resolution referring to resurfacing, 
development, future expansion like the Evans Street Allen Road, Portertown Road as those 
projects?  It is vague and needs to spell out when that would be applicable.  There may be 
some situations that the City cannot do it or maybe massive amounts of condemnation 
proceedings that might need to be taken place.   
 
Council Member Mercer stated his sense of this is that the City Council is affirming what is 
in the Horizons 2026 Community Plan, which has been approved by the Horizons 
Committee, Planning and Zoning Commission and this City Council.  If the City Council 
needs to wordsmith the resolution, he is open to that. 
 
Council Member Glover stated that the City Attorney should come back with a resolution 
with the appropriate language because there will be some areas where the bike lanes 
cannot be placed.  If the areas are big enough then bike lanes should be there, but a lot of 
the City streets that will be resurfaced are not wide enough to have a bicycle lane. 
 
Council Member Godley asked if the City Council supports this resolution is the City of 
Greenville bounded by anything. 
 
City Attorney Holec responded no.  Basically, the City Council is supporting a complete 
streets concept and as every project comes in, the City Council is stating they would 
attempt to and this is the City’s policy.  
 
Council Member stated that he agrees that sometimes it may not be durable. 
 
Chairperson Webb stated that the GBPC thought it would be presented before hearing from 
the NCDOT.  The members thought of it as a strong affirmation that they supported 
continuing on with that project as planned or in an amended way that kept those modes of 
transport on the road. 
 
Council Member Mercer accepted the friendly amendment by Council Member Glover to 
direct the City Attorney to draft appropriate language for the resolution. 
 
Chairperson Webb invited the Mayor and City Council to participate in a city bike ride on 
May 13, 2017 starting at the Town Common at 2:00 p.m. 
 
There being no further discussion, the motion passed unanimously to support the 
Greenville Bicycle and Pedestrian Commission’s resolution for the City Council’s 
consideration. 
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CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
 

 
City Attorney Holec reported the terms of settlements in two lawsuits.  In the City of 
Greenville vs. Heirs of Ben W. Sherrod, Jr., eminent domain action for the Greenville 
Transportation Activity Center project, the amount of just compensation to pay to the 
owner is $95,750.  In the City of Greenville vs. W. G. B. Properties, Inc., eminent domain 
action for the greenway, the amount of just compensation to pay to the owner is $150,000.  
No action is required of the City Council.  
 

 
COMMENTS BY MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

 
 
The Mayor and City Council made comments about past and future events.  
 

 
CLOSED SESSION 

 
 
Council Member Godley moved to enter closed session in accordance with G.S. §143-
318.11(a)(6) to consider qualifications, competence, performance, and conditions of 
appointment of a public officer or employee.  Council Member Glover seconded the motion, 
which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the City Council in Closed Session at 9:54 p.m. and called a brief 
recess to allow Council Members to relocate to Conference Room 337. 
 
Upon conclusion of the closed session discussion, motion was made by Council Member 
Smiley and seconded by Council Member Godley to return to open session.  Motion was 
approved unanimously, and Mayor Thomas returned the City Council to open session at 
10:12 p.m. 
 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
There being no further business before the City Council, motion was made by Council 
Member Smiley and seconded by Council Member Godley to adjourn the meeting.  Motion 
carried unanimously, and Mayor Thomas declared the meeting adjourned at 10:13 p.m. 
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       Respectfully Submitted 
 
 
 
       Polly Jones 
       Deputy City Clerk 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Resolution Amending the Assignment of Classes to Salary Grades and Ranges 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  A resolution amending the City of Greenville's Assignment of Classes 
to Salary Grades and Ranges is being presented for approval.  The Financial 
Services Department is proposing to reclassify two positions in order to 
maximize managerial effectiveness and efficiency. The Police Department and 
the Office of Economic Development are requesting to retitle various positions. 
  
Explanation:  The Financial Services Department has recently experienced 
turnover in the position of Senior Financial Services Manager.  Financial 
Services is proposing to reclassify two positions as they move forward to fill this 
vacancy.  The Police Department and the Office of Economic Development are 
also requesting to retitle various positions.  The following is a detail of the 
proposed changes for each area: 
   
Financial Services Department: 
The Financial Services Department is proposing to reclassify two of its existing 
positions to create a new job classification within the department.  This 
reclassification would eliminate the current allotment of one (1) vacant Senior 
Financial Services Manager position (pay grade 121) and one (1) Business 
Analyst position (pay grade 115).  The two positions eliminated would be 
replaced with two Financial Services Manager positions (pay grade 120).  
Essentially, the responsibilities of the previous Senior Financial Services 
Manager and Business Analyst will be split between the new positions.  This is a 
budget neutral reclassification that will not result in additional personnel 
expenses or an increase to the budget.  The reclassifications will improve 
operational effectiveness by directing expertise to assigned areas of 
responsibility.  Segal Waters has reviewed the job documentation for the 
proposed position and recommends that the position be placed in Pay Grade 120. 
  
The positions will perform managerial and administrative work in accounting, 
financial reporting, budgeting, collections, and purchasing.  In addition, the 
positions will be assigned responsibility for functional areas within the Financial 
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Services Department, based on their skill sets and experience.  Additionally, both 
positions will supervise a number of professional, paraprofessional, and clerical 
personnel involved in diverse finance-related activities. 
  
Police Department: 
The Police Department is proposing to retitle the current Community Services 
Supervisor position to Telecommunications Supervisor.  This proposed title 
change is consistent with industry titling and will help attract qualified applicants 
when recruiting for the position.  There is no budget impact of the proposed 
change in title.  The position will remain assigned to Pay Grade 115. 
  
Economic Development: 
The Office of Economic Development is proposing to retitle two positions so as 
to provide a greater degree of clarity to prospective applicants as part of the 
recruitment process for two vacant Economic Development positions.  There is 
currently one vacant Planner II position within the office with a second Planner 
II position expected to become vacant in the next several weeks.  The retitling of 
positions is intended to assist in expediting the hiring process. 
  
The Office is proposing to retitle the Planner II position to Economic Developer 
and the GIS Technician II position to Senior Economic Developer.  There is not 
a change in pay grade associated with these changes as the newly retitled 
Economic Developer will remain in Pay Grade 114 and the newly retitled Senior 
Economic Developer will remain in Pay Grade 115.  In addition, there is no 
budget impact of the proposed changes in title. 
  

Fiscal Note: The former Senior Financial Services Manager was a long-tenured employee.  
Due to the budgeted salary of the former position being significantly higher than 
the starting salary of the newly reclassified positions, the proposed changes 
outlined in this agenda item are budget neutral.  There is no negative impact to 
the budget as a result of the requested reclassifications. 
  

Recommendation:    Approve the resolution amending the Assignment of Classes to Salary Grades 
and Ranges. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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RESOLUTION NO. ______ 
 

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE CITY OF GREENVILLE 
ASSIGNMENT OF CLASSES TO SALARY GRADES AND RANGES (PAY PLAN) 

 
 
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA, 
RESOLVES: 
 

Section 1.  The City of Greenville Assignment of Classes to Salary Grades and 
Ranges is hereby amended by adding the following classifications: 

 
Classification Title     Pay Grade 
 

 Telecommunications Supervisor   115 
Financial Services Manager   120 
Senior Economic Developer   115 
Economic Developer    114 
 
Section 2.  The City of Greenville Assignment of Classes to Salary Grades and 

Ranges is hereby amended by deleting the following classifications: 
 
Classification Title     Pay Grade 
 
Community Services Supervisor   115 
Business Analyst     115 
Senior Financial Services Manager  121 
GIS Technician II     115 
Planner II- Economic Development  114 
 
Section 3. All inconsistent provisions of former resolutions, ordinances, or 

policies are hereby repealed. 
 

Section 4. This resolution shall be effective June 5, 2017. 
 
Adopted this the 5th day of June, 2017. 

 
        _______________________ 

Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
______________________ 
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Status update on FEMA Reimbursement from Hurricane Matthew 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  Staff is providing a status update on FEMA reimbursements from 
Hurricane Matthew. 
  
Explanation:  The purpose of this item is to provide an update to the projection 
of funds the City of Greenville expects to receive as reimbursement from FEMA 
and the State of North Carolina for work performed and costs incurred related to 
Hurricane Matthew.  It should be noted that all figures are estimates based on 
meetings with FEMA staff. While confidence in these figures is high, it remains 
probable that the final reimbursements will vary from these estimates. 

FEMA Public Assistance Program - Emergency Work (Category A – B) 

Category A – Debris Removal 

o   Projected Reimbursement: $250,000 

o   Project Status: This project has been finalized and submitted to FEMA project 
writers. This is the final stage of the FEMA approval process. 

Category B – Emergency Protective Measures 
  
o   Projected Reimbursement: $440,000 

o   Project Status: This project is being finalized and is projected to be submitted 
to FEMA project writers by June 2, 2017.  Per FEMA’s Public Assistance Crew 
Lead, once a project is submitted to FEMA project writers the typical time to 
reimbursement is six to eight weeks. 

FEMA Public Assistance Program Permanent Work (Category C – G) 

There are Permanent Work projects for the City of Greenville that are in various 
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stages of completion.  (See attached spreadsheet for detail). 

o   Projected Reimbursement: $720,000 

o   Project Status: These projects are being coordinated between the individual 
City departments and the FEMA Public Assistance Crew Lead. Reimbursement 
timelines will vary based on the project.  

FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 

The City has submitted a reimbursement request for buyout costs associated with 
eight properties. The costs are categorized as follows: 

             Purchase Cost                         $646,013.70 

             Demolition Cost                          89,200.00 

             Administrative Cost                    36,203.19 

                                         Total         $771,416.89 

This request is in the early stages of the submission process. More information 
will be available in subsequent updates. 

  

Fiscal Note: FEMA Category Reimbursement Estimates: 
  
Debris Removal - $250,000 
Emergency Protective Measures - $440,000 
FEMA Public Assistance Program Permanent Work - $720,000 
FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program - $771,417 
  

Recommendation:    Receive the status update on FEMA reimbursements from Hurricane Matthew 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Various tax refunds greater than $100 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  Pursuant to North Carolina General Statute 105-381, refunds are 
being reported to City Council.  These are refunds created by a change or release 
of value for City of Greenville taxes by the Pitt County Tax Assessor.  Pitt 
County Commissioners have previously approved these refunds; they are before 
City Council for their approval as well.  These refunds will be reported as they 
occur when they exceed $100. 
  
Explanation:  The Director of Financial Services reports the refund of the 
following taxes: 
  

  
  

Payee Adjustment Refunds Amount 
Dixon, Lisa M. Registered Property Tax 723.77
Godley, Quynette Registered Property Tax 160.36
Hugo, Nelson Registered Property Tax 128.15
Meads, Wayne O., Sr. Registered Property Tax 247.86
Pablo, Nereo A. Registered Property Tax 314.99
Portillo, Miguel A. Registered Property Tax 176.30
Ramirez, Pedro Registered Property Tax 140.86
Walker, Lamont L. Registered Property Tax 119.63
Williams, Gloria Registered Property Tax 142.60

Fiscal Note: The total to be refunded is $2,154.52 
  

Recommendation:    Approval of tax refunds by City Council 
  

Item # 4



 

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download

Item # 4



 

 

 

City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Ordinance and Reimbursement Resolution Amending Greenville Utilities 
Commission's FY 2016-17 Budget and various capital projects budgets   

Explanation: Abstract:  Greenville Utilities Commission (GUC) seeks to amend its fiscal year 
2016-17 budget to reflect end of year projections which includes certain capital 
projects budget amendments. 
  
Explanation:  GUC's fiscal year 2016-17 Electric, Water, Sewer and Gas Fund 
Budgets need to be amended to ensure that the estimated sources of revenue 
appropriately cover the estimated expenditures and contingencies for the 
remainder of the fiscal year and to also alleviate the potential of actual 
expenditures being over the budget.  On May 18, 2017, the GUC Board of 
Commissioners approved the fiscal year 2016-17 budget amendment which 
included certain capital projects budget amendments and a reimbursement 
resolution.  The GUC Board of Commissioners recommends similar action by 
City Council.  
  

Fiscal Note: No cost to the City.   

Recommendation:    Adopt the attached ordinance and resolution amending GUC's fiscal year 2016-
17 budget amendment which includes certain capital projects budget 
amendments and a reimbursement resolution.   

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-__ 
RESOLUTION DECLARING THE INTENTION OF THE 

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE TO REIMBURSE THE 
GREENVILLE UTILITIES COMMISSION, OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH 

CAROLINA, A BODY POLITIC DULY CHARTERED BY THE STATE OF NORTH 
CAROLINA,  FROM THE PROCEEDS OF ONE OR MORE TAX EXEMPT 

FINANCING FOR CERTAIN EXPENDITURES MADE AND TO BE MADE IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE ACQUISITION AND CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
 

WHEREAS, the Greenville Utilities Commission of the City of Greenville, North 
Carolina, a body politic duly chartered by the State of North Carolina,  (the Commission) has 
determined to pay certain expenditures (the “Expenditures”) incurred no more than 60 days prior 
to the date hereof and thereafter relating to the acquisition and construction of certain 
improvements  (collectively, the “Project”) more fully described in Exhibit A attached hereto, 
consisting of improvements to its electric, gas, sanitary sewer and water systems (collectively, 
the “System”); and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Greenville, North Carolina (the “City 
Council”) has determined that those moneys previously advanced by the Commission no more 
than 60 days prior to the date hereof to pay such Expenditures are available only on a temporary 
period and that it is necessary to reimburse the Commission for the Expenditures from the 
proceeds of one or more issues of tax-exempt obligations (the “Debt”); 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL as follows: 

Section 1. The City Council hereby declares concurrence with the Commission’s 
intent to reimburse the Commission from the proceeds of the Debt for the Expenditures made 
with respect to the Project no more than 60 days prior to the date hereof and thereafter.  The City 
Council reasonably expects on the date hereof that it will reimburse the Commission for the 
Expenditures from the proceeds of a like amount of the Debt. 

Section 2. Each Expenditure was or will be either (a) of a type chargeable to capital 
account under general federal income tax principles (determined as of the date of the 
Expenditures), (b) the cost of issuance with respect to the Debt, (c) a non-recurring item that is 
not customarily payable from current revenues of the System, or (d) a grant to a party that is not 
related to or an agent of the Commission or City of Greenville, North Carolina (the “City”) so 
long as such grant does not impose any obligation or condition (directly or indirectly) to repay 
any amount to or for the benefit of the Commission or City. 

Section 3. The principal amount of the Tax Exempt Financing estimated to be issued 
to reimburse the Commission for Expenditures for the Improvements is estimated to be not more 
than $49,636,858. 

Section 4. The Commission and the City will make a reimbursement allocation, 
which is a written allocation by the Commission and the City that evidences the Commission’s 
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use of proceeds of the Debt to reimburse an Expenditure no later than 18 months after the later of 
the date on which such Expenditure is paid or the Project is placed in service or abandoned, but 
in no event more than three years after the date on which the Expenditure is paid.  The City 
Council recognizes that exceptions are available for certain "preliminary expenditures," costs of 
issuance, certain de minimis amounts, (expenditures by "small issuers" based on the year of 
issuance and not the year of expenditure), and expenditures for construction projects of at least 5 
years. 

Section 5. The resolution shall take effect immediately upon its passage. 

 

Adopted this the ____ day of ______________, 2017. 

 

 

 ____________________________________ 
 Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 
 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 
_____________________________________ 
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk
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EXHIBIT A 
THE IMPROVEMENTS 

 

The Improvements referenced in the resolution include, but are not limited to, all operating and 
capital expenditures associated with the purchase, design and construction of: 

  
FCP10072 New Operations Center Phase 2 40,941,858 
WCP-117 Water Treatment Plant Upgrade Phase 1 6,900,000 
SCP-121 Sewer Harris Mill Intercepter 995,000 
SCP10219 Candlewick Area Sanitary Sewer System Project 800,000 
 $49,636,858 
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 THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA, DOES ORDAIN:

 Revenues  Budget Change Revised
  
A. Electric Fund
  

Rates & Charges $173,925,971 ($988,238) $172,937,733
 Fees & Charges 1,475,124 419,476 1,894,600

Miscellaneous 2,111,369 (288,228) 1,823,141
Interest on Investments 165,000 42,479 207,479
FEMA/Insurance Reimbursement 0 667,636 667,636
Bond Proceeds 806,619 (806,619) 0
Transfer from Capital Projects 0 806,619 806,619

Total Electric Fund Revenue $178,484,083  ($146,875) $178,337,208

B. Water Fund
 
Rates & Charges $18,715,321 $170,384 $18,885,705
Fees & Charges 351,607 6,599 358,206
Miscellaneous 240,370 128,030 368,400
Interest on Investments 45,000 2,384 47,384
FEMA/Insurance Reimbursement 17,363 17,363
Bond Proceeds 79,633 (79,633) 0
Transfer from Capital Projects 79,633 79,633

Total Water Fund Revenue $19,431,931 $324,760 $19,756,691

C. Sewer Fund
 
Rates & Charges $21,728,078 $253,447 $21,981,525
Fees & Charges 341,518 22,216 363,734
Miscellaneous 129,041 57,693 186,734
Interest on Investments 32,000 (471) 31,529
FEMA/Insurance Reimbursement 16,613 16,613
Bond Proceeds 167,880 (167,880) 0
Transfer from Capital Projects 800,000 (632,120) 167,880

Total Sewer Fund Revenue $23,198,517 ($450,502) $22,748,015
  

D. Gas Fund   
   
Rates & Charges $35,653,000 ($5,837,710) $29,815,290
Fees & Charges 142,153 13,203 155,356
Miscellaneous 145,350 183,474 328,824
Interest on Investments 80,000 (20,100) 59,900
FEMA/Insurance Reimbursement 19,726 19,726
Bond Proceeds 364,595 (364,595) 0
Transfer from Capital Projects 364,595 364,595
Transfer from Rate Stabilization 400,000 400,000
Appropriated Fund Balance 1,000,000 1,000,000

Total Gas Fund Revenue $36,385,098 ($4,241,407) $32,143,691
  

Total Revenues $257,499,629 ($4,514,024) $252,985,605

ORDINANCE NO. 17-
CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA

TO AMEND THE GREENVILLE UTILITIES COMMISSION 2016-17 BUDGET, AND
TO AMEND VARIOUS CAPITAL PROJECTS BUDGETS

Section l.  Estimated Net Revenues and Fund Balances.  It is estimated that the following non-tax revenues and fund balances will be available during the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 2016 and ending June 30, 2017 to meet the subsequent expenditures according to the following schedules:
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Expenditures Budget Change Revised

Electric Fund $178,484,083 ($146,875) $178,337,208
Water Fund 19,431,931 324,760 19,756,691
Sewer Fund 23,198,517 (450,502) 22,748,015
Gas Fund 36,385,098 (4,241,407) 32,143,691

 Total Expenditures $257,499,629 ($4,514,024) $252,985,605

Section III. Capital Projects. The following Capital Project Budgets previously established are hereby amended.

(a) The revenues anticipated to be available to complete the projects are amended as follows.

Proceeds from long-term debt $6,535,000 $42,301,858 $48,836,858
Capital projects fund balance 700,000 100,000 800,000

$7,235,000 $42,401,858 $49,636,858

(b) The amounts appropriated for the projects are amended as follows:

FCP10072 New Operations Center Phase 2 $4,000,000 $36,941,858 $40,941,858
WCP117 Water Treatment Plant Upgrade Phase 1 1,900,000 5,000,000 6,900,000
SCP121 Sewer Harris Mill Intercepter 635,000 360,000 995,000
SCP10219 Candlewick Area Sanitary Sewer System Project 700,000 100,000 800,000

$7,235,000 $42,401,858 $49,636,858

(c) The capital project revenues and expenditures authorizations shall extend from year to year until each project is completed.

(a) Pursuant to General Statutes 159-15, these budgets may be amended by submission of proposed changes to the City Council.

 
 Adopted this the _______ day of ____________, 2017.

 

Attest:
Allen M. Thomas, Mayor

Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk

(c) In case of emergency which threatens the lives, health, or safety of the public, the General Manager/CEO may authorize expenditures in an 
amount necessary to meet the emergency so long as the expenditure(s) is/are reported to the Greenville Utilities Commission as soon as possible, 
and appropriate budget amendments are submitted to the City Council, if necessary, at its next meeting.

Section V:  Distribution.  Copies of this ordinance shall be furnished to the General Manager/CEO and the Chief Financial Officer of the Greenville 
Utilities Commission, and the Director of Financial Services of the City of Greenville to be kept on file by them for their direction in the disbursement of 
funds.

Section II.  Expenditures.  The following amounts are hereby estimated for the Greenville Utilities Commission to be expended for managing, operating, 
improving, maintaining, and extending electric, water, sewer and gas utilities during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2015 and ending on June 30, 2016, 
according to the following schedules:

Section IV.  Amendments.  

(b) Notwithstanding Subsection (a) above, the General Manager/CEO of Greenville Utilities Commission is authorized to transfer funds from one 
appropriation to another in an amount not to exceed $100,000.  Any such transfers shall be reported to the Greenville Utilities Commission and 
the City Council at their next regular meeting and shall be entered in the minutes.
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Budget Ordinance Amendment #8 to the 2016-2017 City of Greenville budget 
(Ordinance #16-036), Public Works Capital Projects Fund (Ordinance #17-024), 
Recreation & Parks Capital Projects Fund (Ordinance #17-024), Special Revenue 
Grants Fund (Ordinance #11-003), Facility Improvement Fund (Ordinance #16-
036), and Stormwater Utility Fund (Ordinance #16-036) 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  This budget amendment is for City Council to review and approve 
proposed changes to the adopted 2016-2017 budget and other funds as identified.  
  
Explanation:  Attached for consideration at the June 5, 2017 City Council 
meeting is an ordinance amending the 2016-2017 City of Greenville budget 
(Ordinance #16-036), Public Works Capital Projects Fund (Ordinance #17-024), 
Recreation & Parks Capital Projects Fund (Ordinance #17-024), Special Revenue 
Grants Fund (Ordinance #11-003), Facility Improvement Fund (Ordinance #16-
036), and Stormwater Utility Fund (Ordinance #16-036).    
  
For ease of reference, a footnote has been added to each line item of the budget 
ordinance amendment, which corresponds to the explanation below:  
    

 
Item 

 
Justification 

Funds 
Amended 

Net 
Adjustment 

A. Reallocate Insurance Loss and 
Premium balances to the Human 
Resources Department to pay the 
remaining claims for the fiscal 
year. 

- General Fund 

                

$53,110

B. Adjust departmental budgets to 
projected actual for year-
end. Adjustments have been made 
between departments. 

- General Fund 

  

$0

C. Recognize money received from 
the Connect NC bond for the 
Accessible Water Sports Facility 

- R&P Capital 
  Fund 
- Facility 

$224,090

$0
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project.   Improvement 
D. Reclass remaining funds in 

Contingency to cover expenses 
associated with the NCLM 
Conference to be held later this 
year. 

- General Fund 

  

$0

E. Recognize monies received from 
the NC Department of Commerce- 
Building Reuse Program for 
Caremaster, LLC 

- Special 
  Revenue Fund 

$157,500

F. Recognize monies received from 
the NC Science Museum for the 
Love a Sea Turtle Grant 

- Special 
  Revenue Fund 

$62,913

G. Recognize monies received from 
the NC Housing Finance Agency 
for the 2017 cycle of the Urgent 
Repair Program (URP17) 

- Special  
  Revenue Fund 

$50,000

H. Appropriate Stormwater Utility 
Funding from the Watershed 
Master Plan project in the 
Enterprise Capital Project Fund 

- Stormwater 
  Utility Fund 

$677,575

I. Reverse replicated budget for the 
Golden Leaf Economic Catalyst 
Grant  

- Special 
  Revenue Fund 

$(539,445)

J. Record Occupancy Tax funds for 
the Convention Center Expansion 
project  

- Public Works  
  Capital Project 
  Fund 

$30,000

Fiscal Note: The budget ordinance amendment affects the following funds: 
   

  

Fund Name 

2016-17 
Budget 

Per Amend #7 

  

Amend #8 

2016-17 
Budget 

Per Amend #8 
General $85,154,087 $53,110 $85,207,197
Debt Service 5,505,438 0 5,505,438
Stormwater Utility 6,544,434 677,575 7,222,009
Facility Improvement 2,326,152 0 2,326,152
Vehicle Replacement 5,303,743 0 5,303,743
Special Revenue Grant 5,393,298 (269,032) 5,124,266
Public Works Capital 
Projects 

34,459,537 30,000 34,489,537

Transportation 2,634,012 0 2,634,012
Health Fund 12,885,572 0 12,885,572
Rec & Parks Capital Projects 5,822,348 224,090 6,046,438
Capital Reserve 2,090,538 0 2,090,538
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Fleet Maintenance 4,240,378 0 4,240,378
Sanitation 7,647,951 0 7,647,951
CD- Housing 1,417,781 0 1,417,781
Sheppard Memorial Library 2,547,428 0 2,547,428
FEMA- Hurricane Matthew 
Fund 

2,000,000 0 2,000,000

Pitt-Greenville Convention 
and Visitors Authority 
(CVA) 

1,294,324 0 1,294,324

CD Capital Projects 18,478,476 0 18,478,476

Recommendation:    Approve budget ordinance amendment #8 to the 2016-2017 City of Greenville 
budget (Ordinance #16-036), Public Works Capital Projects Fund (Ordinance 
#17-024), Recreation & Parks Capital Projects Fund (Ordinance #17-
024), Special Revenue Grants Fund (Ordinance #11-003), Facility Improvement 
Fund (Ordinance #16-036), and Stormwater Utility Fund (Ordinance #16-036)   
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Public hearing on proposed Fiscal Year 2017-18 budgets including public hearing to be 
held concurrently on proposed stormwater management utility rate increase 
  
a)   City of Greenville including Sheppard Memorial Library and Pitt-Greenville 
Convention & Visitors Authority 
  
b)   Greenville Utilities Commission 
  

Explanation: Abstract:    The City Council is required by Section 159-12 of the North Carolina 
General Statutes to hold a public hearing before adopting the budget ordinances. The 
City of Greenville's budget ordinance also includes Sheppard Memorial Library and 
Pitt-Greenville Convention & Visitors Authority budgets.  
  
Explanation:   Attached are the 2017-18 proposed City of Greenville and Greenville 
Utilities Commission budget ordinances. The City Council is required by Section 159-
12 of the North Carolina General Statutes to hold a public hearing before adopting the 
budget ordinances. The City of Greenville's budget ordinance also includes Sheppard 
Memorial Library and Pitt-Greenville Convention & Visitors Authority budgets. Also 
attached is an abbreviated version of items to be implemented into the Manual of Fees 
and includes fee changes for Sanitation and Stormwater for your consideration.  
  
It should be noted that the required public hearing on the proposed stormwater 
management utility rate increase will be held concurrently with the public hearing on the 
proposed fiscal year 2017-18 budgets as authorized by North Carolina General Statute 
160A-314.  
  
The 2017-18 budget has been adjusted from the proposed budget that was presented at 
the May 8, 2017 City Council meeting.  At the May 8th meeting, Council approved a 
motion that directed staff to make various adjustments to the 2017-18 proposed General 
Fund budget.   
  
The following is a summary of the adjustments made to the General Fund budget: 
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The following is a reconciliation between the 2017-18 proposed General Fund budget as 
presented at the May 8, 2017 City Council meeting and the budget as adjusted per the 
motion approved by Council at the May 8th meeting: 
  

  
The attached ordinances are submitted for consideration at the City Council's June 8, 
2017 meeting. 

 Budget Increases:  
 Street Lighting  $     100,000 
 Street Improvements         200,000
 Total Budget Increases  $     300,000
  
 Budget Adjustments:  
 R&P Capital Project Reduction  
      Eastside Park   $  (102,000)
      Westside Park         (18,000)
 Subtotal      (120,000)
 CDBG Fund Allocation      (100,000)
 Routers/Switches Reduction        (50,000)
 Public Works: Operations & Capital        (30,000)
 Total Budget Adjustments  $   (300,000)

     2017-18     Increase  R&P Capital       Other     2017-18 
    Proposed      Streets        Budget      Budget    Adjusted 
      Budget     & Lights  Adjustments  Adjustments      Budget 
 Revenue      
 Property Tax  $32,750,000  $        -    $        -    $         -    $ 32,750,000 
 Sales Tax    18,823,000            -              -               -       18,823,000 
 UFT      7,102,077            -              -               -         7,102,077 
 GUC Transfer      6,651,919            -              -               -         6,651,919 
 Powell Bill      2,220,065            -              -               -         2,220,065 
 Rescue Fees      3,127,484            -              -               -         3,127,484 
 Investment         500,000            -              -               -            500,000 
 Motor Vehicle       1,503,457            -              -               -         1,503,457 
 Inspections         950,000            -              -               -            950,000 
 Recreation      1,999,487            -              -               -         1,999,487 
 Other Rev      5,107,966            -              -         100,000       5,207,966 
 Approp FB      1,178,344            -              -               -         1,178,344
 Total Revenue  $81,913,799  $        -    $        -    $    100,000  $ 82,013,799
      
 Expense      
 Personnel  $53,265,688  $        -    $        -    $         -    $ 53,265,688 
 Operating    17,505,441            -              -          (15,000)     17,490,441 
 Capital       5,727,631       100,000       (120,000)        (65,000)       5,642,631 
 Transfers      6,874,558       200,000            -               -         7,074,558 
 Indirect Cost     (1,459,519)            -              -               -      (1,459,519)
 Total Expense  $81,913,799  $   300,000  $   (120,000)  $    (80,000)  $ 82,013,799 
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Fiscal Note: The fiscal year 2017-18 budget ordinances provide revenues and appropriations for the 
following funds:  
  

  
  

General $82,013,799
Debt Service 5,448,934
Public Transportation – Transit 2,858,391
Fleet Maintenance 4,337,071
Sanitation 7,619,286
Stormwater 5,928,998
Housing 1,424,149
Health Insurance 13,135,690
Vehicle Replacement 4,934,770
Facilities Improvement 1,542,000
Capital Reserve -
Greenville Utilities Commission 250,541,773
Convention & Visitors Authority 1,228,484
Sheppard Memorial Library 2,432,280

Recommendation:    Receive staff presentations and conduct a public hearing on the proposed budget 
ordinances for fiscal year 2017-18, including the concurrent public hearing on the 
stormwater management utility rate increase.  
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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Unrestricted Intergovernmental Revenues:
Ad Valorem Taxes;
     Current Year Taxes - Operations 32,413,458$        
     Prior Year's Taxes and Penalties 336,542               
          Subtotal 32,750,000$            

     Sales Tax 18,823,000$        
     Video Programming & Telecommunication Services Tax 923,767               
     Rental Vehicle Gross Receipts 133,378               
     Utilities Franchise Tax 7,102,077            
     Motor Vehicle Tax 1,503,457            
     Other Unrestricted Intergovernmental Revenues 878,341               
          Subtotal 29,364,020$            

Restricted Intergovernmental Revenues:
     Restricted Intergovernmental Revenues 420,501$             
     Powell Bill - State allocation payment 2,220,065            
          Subtotal 2,640,566$              

Licenses, Permits, & Fees:
     Other Licenses, Permits & Fees 4,512,792$          
          Subtotal 4,512,792$              

Sales and Services:
     Rescue Service Transport 3,127,484$          
     Parking Violation Penalties, Leases, and Meters 216,363               
     Other Sales and Services 178,386               
          Subtotal 3,522,233$              

Other Revenues:
     Other Revenue Sources 793,925$             
          Subtotal 793,925$                 

Investment Earnings:
     Interest on Investments 500,000$             
          Subtotal 500,000$                 

Other Financing Sources:
     Transfer from Greenville Utilities Commission 6,651,919$          
     Appropriated Fund Balance 1,178,344            
     Other Transfers 100,000               
          Subtotal 7,930,263$              

TOTAL GENERAL FUND REVENUES                     82,013,799$            

ORDINANCE NO.  17-  

CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA
2017-2018 BUDGET ORDINANCE

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA, DOES ORDAIN:

Section I:  Estimated Revenue.  It is estimated that the following revenues will be available for the City of Greenville 
during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2017 and ending June 30, 2018:

GENERAL FUND

PDFConvert.18966.1.Budget_Ordinance_2017_18_COG_1052227.xls
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Powell Bill Fund 73,299$               
Occupancy Tax 711,932               
Transfer from General Fund 4,663,703            

TOTAL DEBT SERVICE FUND 5,448,934$              

Operating Grant 2017-2018 1,434,397$          
Planning Grant 2017-2018 37,800                 
State Maintenance Assistant Program 285,000               
Hammock Source 974                      
Convergys 979                      
Pitt Community College Bus Fare 9,744                   
Bus Fares 255,297               
Bus Ticket Sales 108,149               
Pitt County Bus Service 4,871                   
Transfer from General Fund 603,781               
Appropriated Fund Balance 117,399               

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION FUND 2,858,391$              

Fuel Markup 1,222,336$          
Labor Fees 1,136,773            
Parts Markup 1,471,233            
Commercial Labor Markup 496,796               
Other Revenue Sources 9,933                   

TOTAL FLEET MAINTENANCE FUND 4,337,071$              

Refuse Fees 7,449,600$          
Extra Pickup 5,400                   
Recycling Revenue 10,552                 
Cart and Dumpster 94,880                 
Solid Waste Tax 58,854                 

TOTAL SANITATION FUND 7,619,286$              

Utility Fee 5,928,998$          

TOTAL STORMWATER MANAGEMENT UTILITY FUND 5,928,998$              

Annual CDBG Grant Funding 796,296$             
HUD City of Greenville 327,047               
Transfer from General Fund 300,806               

TOTAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT HOUSING FUND 1,424,149$              

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT HOUSING FUND

DEBT SERVICE FUND

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FUND

FLEET MAINTENANCE FUND

SANITATION FUND

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT UTILITY FUND

PDFConvert.18966.1.Budget_Ordinance_2017_18_COG_1052227.xls

Attachment number 1
Page 2 of 6

Item # 7



Employer Contributions - City of Greenville 9,197,718$          
Employee Contributions - City of Greenville 991,464               
Retiree Contributions - City of Greenville 1,349,309            
Other Health Sources 1,251,447            
Appropriated Fund Balance 345,752               

TOTAL HEALTH FUND 13,135,690$            

Transfer from General Fund 1,542,000$          

TOTAL FACILITY IMPROVEMENT FUND 1,542,000$              

Sale of Property 227,460$             
Transfer from Sanitation Fund 250,000               
Transfer from Other Funds 3,328,636            
Other Revenues 51,000                 
Appropriated Fund Balance 1,077,674            

TOTAL VEHICLE REPLACEMENT FUND 4,934,770$              

TOTAL ESTIMATED CITY OF GREENVILLE REVENUES               129,243,088$          

City of Greenville 1,232,969$          
Pitt County 598,529               
Pitt County-Bethel/Winterville 12,000                 
Town of Bethel 30,315                 
Town of Winterville 167,780               
State Aid 191,774               
Desk/Copier Receipts 128,775               
Interest 1,000                   
Other Revenues 31,500                 
Greenville Housing Authority 10,692                 
Appropriated Fund Balance 26,946                 

TOTAL SHEPPARD MEMORIAL LIBRARY FUND 2,432,280$              

Occupancy Tax (2%) 1,061,783$          
Miscellaneous Revenue 60                        
Appropriated  Fund Balance 166,641               

TOTAL PITT-GREENVILLE CONVENTION AND VISITORS AUTHORITY FUND 1,228,484$              

HEALTH FUND

VEHICLE REPLACEMENT FUND

SHEPPARD MEMORIAL LIBRARY FUND

FACILITY IMPROVEMENT FUND

PITT-GREENVILLE CONVENTION AND VISITORS AUTHORITY FUND
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Mayor & City Council 457,998$                 

City Manager 2,077,618                

City Clerk 265,083                   

City Attorney 460,767                   

Human Resources 2,790,698                

Information Technology 2,993,452                

Fire/Rescue 14,023,486              

Financial Services 2,428,481                

Contingency 200,000                   

Other Post Employment Benefits 500,000                   

Police 24,750,354              

Recreation & Parks 7,573,949                

Public Works 9,671,950                

Community Development 2,562,292                

Capital Improvement 2,100,631                

Transfers to Other Funds 10,616,558              

Indirect Cost Reimbursement (1,459,519)               

TOTAL GENERAL FUND                                     82,013,799$            

Debt Service 5,448,934$              

Public Transportation 2,858,391$              

Fleet Maintenance 4,337,071$              

Sanitation Service 7,619,286$              

Stormwater Management Utility Fund 5,928,998$              

DEBT SERVICE FUND

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FUND

SANITATION FUND

GENERAL FUND

Section II:  Appropriations.  The following amounts are hereby appropriated for the operation of the City of Greenville 
and its activities for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2017 and ending June 30, 2018:

FLEET MAINTENANCE FUND

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT UTILITY FUND
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Community Development Housing/CDBG 1,424,149$              

Health Fund 13,135,690$            

Facility Improvement Fund 1,542,000$              

Vehicle Replacement Fund 4,934,770$              

TOTAL CITY OF GREENVILLE APPROPRIATIONS 129,243,088$          

Sheppard Memorial Library 2,432,280$              

Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors Authority 1,228,484$              

Section V:  Salaries.  

Mayor                               13,900$  
Mayor Pro-Tem                  9,600$    
Council Members               8,700$    

Chair 350$       
Member 200$       

Section IV:  Taxes Levied.  There is hereby levied a tax rate of 52 cents per one hundred dollars ($100) valuation of 
taxable properties, as listed for taxes as of January 1, 2017, for the purpose of raising the revenue from current year's 
property tax, as set forth in the foregoing estimates of revenue, and in order to finance the foregoing appropriations.

    (a) Salaries of Elected Officials.  The annual salaries of the Mayor, Mayor Pro-Tem, and other members of the City 
Council shall be as follows:

HEALTH FUND

VEHICLE REPLACEMENT FUND

(b) Salary Cap of Greenville Utilities Commission Members. Pursuant to Section 4 of the Charter of the Greenville
Utilities Commission of the City of Greenville, the monthly salaries of members of the Greenville Utilities Commission
shall not exceed the following caps:

FACILITY IMPROVEMENT FUND

SHEPPARD MEMORIAL LIBRARY FUND

PITT-GREENVILLE CONVENTION AND VISITORS AUTHORITY

Section III: Encumbrances. Appropriations herein authorized and made shall have the amount of outstanding purchase
orders as of June 30, 2017, added to each appropriation as it appears in order to account for the expenditures in the
fiscal year in which it was paid.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT HOUSING FUND

PDFConvert.18966.1.Budget_Ordinance_2017_18_COG_1052227.xls

Attachment number 1
Page 5 of 6

Item # 7



Section VI:   Amendments.  

Section VIII:   Motor Vehicle Tax.  

ADOPTED this the 8th day of June, 2017.

            __________________________________
               Allen M. Thomas, Mayor      
ATTEST:

_______________________________
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk

(a) Pursuant to the provisions of General Statute 20-97 (b1) and Section 10-3-1 of the Code of Ordinances, City of
Greenville, an annual motor vehicle tax in the amount of thirty dollars ($30) is hereby levied upon any vehicle resident in
the city.

(a) Pursuant to General Statutes 159-15, this budget may be amended by submission of proposed changes to the
City Council.

(b) Notwithstanding Subsection (a) above, the City Manager is authorized to transfer funds from one appropriation to
another within the same fund in an amount not to exceed $10,000. Any such transfers shall be reported to the City
Council at its regular meeting and shall be entered in the minutes.

(c) In case of emergency which threatens the lives, health, or safety of the public, the City Manager may authorize
expenditures in an amount necessary to meet the emergency so long as such amount does not exceed the amount in
contingency accounts and the expenditure is reported to the City Council as soon as possible, and the appropriate
budget amendments are submitted at the next regular meeting.

Section VII:    The Manual of Fees, dated July 1, 2017, is adopted herein by reference.  

Section IX: Community Development. The City Council does hereby authorize grant project funds for the operation of
FY 2016-2017 CDBG Entitlement and Community Development Home Consortium programs under the Community
Development Block Grant Program and Home Consortium Program for the primary purpose of housing rehabilitation
and other stated expenditures.

Section X: Greenville Utilities Commission. The City Council adopts a separate ordinance for the budget of the
Greenville Utilities Commission.  

Section XI: Distribution. Copies of this ordinance shall be furnished to the City Manager and the Director of Financial
Services of the City of Greenville to be kept on file by them for their direction in the disbursement of funds.

PDFConvert.18966.1.Budget_Ordinance_2017_18_COG_1052227.xls
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       THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA, DOES ORDAIN:

 Revenues   Budget
  
A. Electric Fund
  

Rates & Charges $169,026,175
 Fees & Charges 1,777,452

Miscellaneous 2,295,301
Interest on Investments 204,000

Total Electric Fund Revenue  $173,302,928

B. Water Fund
 
Rates & Charges $19,010,430
Fees & Charges 359,787
Miscellaneous 246,053
Interest on Investments 45,000

Total Water Fund Revenue  $19,661,270

C. Sewer Fund
 
Rates & Charges $22,065,490
Fees & Charges 304,686
Miscellaneous 145,866
Interest on Investments 27,000

Total Sewer Fund Revenue  $22,543,042

D. Gas Fund
 
Rates & Charges $33,683,200
Fees & Charges 135,176
Miscellaneous 156,157
Interest on Investments 60,000
Appropriated Fund Balance 1,000,000

Total Gas Fund Revenue  $35,034,533
  

Total Revenues  $250,541,773

 
Expenditures Budget

 Electric Fund $173,302,928
 Water Fund 19,661,270
 Sewer Fund 22,543,042
 Gas Fund 35,034,533

 Total Expenditures $250,541,773

ORDINANCE NO. _________
CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA

2017-18 GREENVILLE UTILITIES COMMISSION BUDGET ORDINANCE

Section l.  Estimated Net Revenues and Fund Balances.  It is estimated that the following non-tax revenues and fund balances will be available during 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2017 and ending June 30, 2018 to meet the subsequent expenditures, according to the following schedules:

Section II.  Expenditures.  The following amounts are hereby estimated for the Greenville Utilities Commission to be expended for managing, operating, 
improving, maintaining, and extending electric, water, sewer and gas utilities during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2017 and ending on June 30, 2018, 
according to the following schedules:

Attachment number 2
Page 1 of 3

Item # 7



Capital Projects Revenues Budget

Electric Fund - Long Term Debt Proceeds $2,500,000
Sewer Fund - Long Term Debt Proceeds 6,780,000
Gas Fund - Long Term Debt Proceeds 12,300,000

Total Revenues $21,580,000

(b) The following amounts are hereby appropriated for capital projects that will begin during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2017.

Capital Projects Expenditures Budget

Electric System Expansion Project $2,500,000
Southeast Area Sewer Extensions Project 2,500,000
Sewer Outfall Rehabilitation Phase 4 Project 2,480,000
Regional Pump Station Upgrades Project 1,800,000
High-Pressure Multiple Gas Facilities Relocation Project 9,500,000
NCDOT Southwest Bypass Relocations Project 1,500,000
Firetower Road Widening Project 1,300,000

Total Capital Projects Expenditures $21,580,000

 
 Adopted this the 8th day of June, 2017.

Attest:

(c)  In case of emergency which threatens the lives, health, or safety of the public, the General Manager/CEO may authorize expenditures 
in an amount necessary to meet the emergency so long as such amount does not exceed the amount in contingency accounts and the 
expenditure is reported to the Greenville Utilities Commission as soon as possible, and appropriate budget amendments are submitted to 
the City Council, if necessary, at its next regular meeting.

Section III. Capital Improvements. The following Capital Improvements anticipated revenues and project appropriations as listed below in this section 
are hereby adopted in the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2017.

(a) It is estimated that the following non-tax revenues and long term debt proceeds will be available to fund capital project expenditures 
that will begin in the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2017.

Section IV:  Amendments.  

(a) Pursuant to General Statutes 159-15, this budget may be amended by submission of proposed changes to the City Council.

(b) Notwithstanding Subsection (a) above, the General Manager/CEO of Greenville Utilities Commission is authorized to transfer funds 
from one appropriation to another in an amount not to exceed $100,000.  Any such transfers shall be reported to the Greenville Utilities 
Commission and the City Council at their next regular meeting and shall be entered in the minutes.

(d)  Capital Projects listed in section III may be amended on an individual project basis.

Section V:  Appropriation.  The capital project revenue and expenditure authorizations shall extend from year to year until each project is completed.

Section VI:  Distribution.  Copies of this ordinance shall be furnished to the General Manager/CEO and the Chief Financial Officer of the Greenville 
Utilities Commission, and the Director of Financial Services of the City of  Greenville to be kept on file by them for their direction in the disbursement 
of funds.

Allen M. Thomas, Mayor
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Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk
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 Doc# 1052694

Department/Division FEE DESCRIPTION ACCOUNT NUMBER CURRENT 
FEE

RECOMMENDED 
FEE

REVENUE 
INCREASE

STORMWATER
Storm Water Utility Fee for each equivalent rate 
unit (ERU) proposed to be raised by $0.50/ERU 

033-01-00-00-000-000-480034 $4.85/ERU $5.35/ERU $554,112.00

SANITATION 
Curbside Fee (Monthly) 032-01-00-00-000-000-476002 $15.75 $16.00 $27,000.00
Backyard Fee (Monthly) 032-01-00-00-000-000-476002 $44.30 Service Eliminated $0.00
Multi-family fee (Monthly) 032-01-00-00-000-000-476002 $15.75 $16.00 $31,305.00

TOTAL FUND $612,417.00

PROPOSED  FEE CHANGES FOR CITY OF GREENVILLE
MANUAL OF FEES

ALL DEPARTMENTS- SUMMARIZED BY FINANCIAL SERVICES
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Budget Comparison
City Managed Funds

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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2015 2016 2017 2018 %
Fund Actual Actual Budget Proposed Change

General Fund 77,407,669$            78,092,981$            82,640,550$            82,013,799$            ど0.8%
Debt Service Fund 4,749,894                10,991,661              5,433,438                5,448,934                0.3%
Public Transportation - Transit Fund 4,157,308                2,638,981                2,530,012                2,858,391                13.0%
Fleet Maintenance Fund 3,575,629                4,058,800                4,240,378                4,337,071                2.3%
Sanitation Fund 7,571,736                7,460,008                7,647,951                7,619,286                ど0.4%
Stormwater Fund 4,522,239                4,905,213                5,850,219                5,928,998                1.3%
Housing Fund 1,690,458                1,251,636                1,416,027                1,424,149                0.6%
Health Insurance Fund 12,336,663              12,233,779              12,785,572              13,135,690              2.7%
Vehicle Replacement Fund 2,854,810                2,161,930                5,066,743                4,934,770                ど2.6%
Facilities Improvement Fund 1,545,434                1,579,180                1,590,000                1,542,000                ど3.0%
Capital Reserve Fund 43,370                     1,447,851                2,083,419                -                               ど100.0%

Total 120,455,210$          126,822,020$          131,284,309$          129,243,088$          ど1.6%

CITY OF GREENVILLE
BUDGET COMPARISON OF CITY MANAGED FUNDS

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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General Fund 
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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General Fund

The General Fund is established to account for the revenues
and expenditures in operating the general functions of a nonど
proprietary nature. This fund receives ad valorem tax
revenues, state shared revenues, licenses, permits, and fees.
The major operating activities include general government,
police, fire, public works, recreation and parks, and other
governmental service functions.
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Property Taxes
40%

Sales Tax
23%

GUC Transfers In
8%

Utilities Franchise Tax
9%

Rescue Transport
4%

Powell Bill
3%

Motor Vehicle Fee
2%

Investment Earnings
0%

Other Revenues Ͳ
Restricted & 
Unrestricted

11%

2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Property Taxes 31,860,174$             31,760,125$             32,444,935$             32,750,000$             
Sales Tax 16,588,706               17,289,708               17,831,023               18,823,000               
GUC Transfers In 6,505,044                 7,383,935                 6,459,112                 6,651,919                 
Utilities Franchise Tax 6,282,750                 6,949,180                 7,158,899                 7,102,077                 
Rescue Transport 3,499,651                 3,033,907                 3,096,519                 3,127,484                 
Powell Bill 2,235,741                 2,220,065                 2,220,065                 2,220,065                 
Motor Vehicle Fee 1,096,015                 1,015,680                 1,383,674                 1,503,457                 
Inspections 1,084,774                 658,573                    916,402                    950,000                    
Recreation 2,007,186                 1,864,639                 1,979,690                 1,999,487                 
Investment Earnings 363,857                    683,778                    500,000                    500,000                    
Other Revenues - Restricted & Unrestricted 5,883,771                 5,233,391                 6,854,237                 5,207,966                 
Appropriated Fund Balance

General Fund -                                -                                1,078,808                 465,766                    
Powell Bill -                                -                                717,186                    712,578                    

Subtotal 77,407,669$             78,092,981$             82,640,550$             82,013,799$             

CITY OF GREENVILLE
BUDGET PROPOSAL FOR GENERAL FUND REVENUES

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Unrestricted Intergovernmental
Property Taxes

Current Year Taxes 28,938,765$             28,842,926$             29,694,435$             29,944,490$             
Motor Vehicle Taxes 2,884,760                 2,994,670                 2,907,541                 2,965,692                 
Prior Years Taxes 281,964                    204,359                    146,159                    149,082                    
Tax Penalties & Interest 220,768                    172,176                    183,784                    187,460                    
Tax Discounts (316,067)                   (409,232)                   (404,197)                   (412,281)                   
Tax Refunds (150,016)                   (44,774)                     (82,787)                     (84,443)                     

Subtotal 31,860,174$             31,760,125$             32,444,935$             32,750,000$             

Other Unrestricted Intergovernmental
Sales Taxes 16,588,706               17,289,708               17,831,023               18,823,000               
Rental Vehicle - Gross Receipts 127,304                    142,723                    130,763                    133,378                    
Video Program & Supplemental PEG 908,091                    871,962                    914,621                    923,767                    
Motor Vehicle Fee 1,096,015                 1,015,680                 1,383,674                 1,503,457                 
Payment in Lieu of Taxes 51,075                      46,584                      51,075                      51,075                      
State Fire Protection 380,431                    386,926                    390,000                    390,000                    
Utilities Franchise Tax 6,282,750                 6,949,180                 7,158,899                 7,102,077                 
Wine & Beer 416,085                    390,180                    432,937                    437,266                    

Subtotal 25,850,457$             27,092,943$             28,292,992$             29,364,020$             

Restricted Intergovernmental
Traffic Control Lights Maintenance 290,776                    (78,869)                     157,000                    157,000                    
Street Sweeper Agreement 50,070                      25,035                      25,035                      25,035                      
Reimbursable Agreements -                                -                                503,000                    -                                
Federal Forfeiture Money 69,237                      -                                -                                -                                
Powell Bill State Allocation 2,235,741                 2,220,065                 2,220,065                 2,220,065                 
Special State/Federal/Local Grants 32,698                      -                                13,186                      13,186                      
Controlled Substance Tax 30,744                      34,173                      -                                -                                
Police Department Grants 313                           -                                -                                -                                
Task Force Overtime Reimbursement 25,044                      -                                -                                -                                
Section 104 F Planning Grant MPO 160,358                    91,763                      225,280                    225,280                    
Recreation & Parks Donations - Restricted 90,703                      72,837                      -                                -                                

Subtotal 2,985,684$               2,365,004$               3,143,566$               2,640,566$               

Licenses, Permits & Fees
Privilege Licenses 724,810                    23                             -                                -                                
Inspection Division Permits 1,084,774                 658,573                    916,402                    950,000                    
Planning Fees 102,943                    135,975                    109,625                    110,721                    
Recreation Department Activity Fees 2,007,186                 1,864,639                 1,979,690                 1,999,487                 
Police Fees 1,243,985                 1,344,499                 1,205,625                 1,229,621                 
Engineering Fees 14,973                      29,981                      14,386                      14,508                      
Fire / Rescue Fees 229,511                    202,061                    207,955                    208,455                    

Subtotal 5,408,182$               4,235,751$               4,433,683$               4,512,792$               

CITY OF GREENVILLE
BUDGET PROPOSAL FOR GENERAL FUND REVENUES

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

CITY OF GREENVILLE
BUDGET PROPOSAL FOR GENERAL FUND REVENUES

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018

 Ͳ
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2015 Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Proposed

M
ill
io
ns

Appropriated Fund Balance

Other Revenues Ͳ Restricted & Unrestricted

Investment Earnings

Recreation

Inspections

Motor Vehicle Fee

Powell Bill

Rescue Transport

Utilities Franchise Tax

GUC Transfers In

Sales Tax

Property Taxes

Sales & Services
Rescue Service Transport 3,499,651                 3,033,907                 3,096,519                 3,127,484                 
Leased Parking & Meters 171,459                    186,697                    178,386                    178,386                    
Parking Violations 188,324                    297,783                    200,000                    216,363                    
Other Sales & Services 482,884                    361,545                    343,328                    -                                

Subtotal 4,342,318$               3,879,932$               3,818,233$               3,522,233$               

Other Revenues
Donations 8,121                        -                                -                                -                                
Sale of Property 7,139                        70,435                      1,525,758                 26,016                      
Other Revenue 18,822                      179,279                    226,277                    767,909                    

Subtotal 34,082$                    249,714$                  1,752,035$               793,925$                  

Investment Earnings
Investment Earnings 363,857$                  683,778$                  500,000$                  500,000$                  

Other Financing Sources
Transfer in GUC 6,505,044                 7,383,935                 6,459,112                 6,651,919                 
Transfer from Capital Reserve -                                50,000                      -                                -                                
Transfer from Housing -                                -                                -                                100,000                    
Transfer from Sanitation -                                58,942                      -                                -                                
Other Transfers 57,871                      332,857                    -                                -                                
Appropriated Fund Balance - General Fund -                                -                                1,078,808                 465,766                    
Appropriated Fund Balance - Powell Bill -                                -                                717,186                    712,578                    

Subtotal 6,562,915$               7,825,734$               8,255,106$               7,930,263$               

Total Revenues not including Other Financing Sources 70,844,754               70,267,247               74,385,444               74,083,536               

Total Revenues including Other Financing Sources 77,407,669$             78,092,981$             82,640,550$             82,013,799$             
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Mayor & City Council
1%

[CATEGORY NAME]
3%

City Attorney
1%

Human Resources
3%

Information 
Technology

4%
Fire/Rescue

17%

Financial Services
3%

[CATEGORY NAME]
30%

Recreation & Parks
9%

Public Works
11%

Community 
Development

3%

Indirect Cost 
Reimbursement

Ͳ2%

Other Post 
Employment Benefits

1%

[CATEGORY NAME]
13% Total Capital 

Improvements
3%

2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Mayor & City Council 363,076$                  399,017$                  378,265$                  457,998$                  
City Manager 1,060,062                 1,257,272                 2,181,371                 2,077,618                 
City Clerk 261,408                    232,546                    244,879                    265,083                    
City Attorney 456,107                    468,044                    455,059                    460,767                    
Human Resources 2,412,518                 3,607,855                 2,796,037                 2,790,698                 
Information Technology 2,909,254                 3,263,760                 2,963,382                 2,993,452                 
Fire/Rescue 12,839,310               13,630,366               13,568,513               14,023,486               
Financial Services 2,454,669                 2,490,011                 2,487,958                 2,428,481                 
Police 22,575,236               23,551,071               23,087,392               24,750,354               
Recreation & Parks 7,400,170                 7,644,946                 7,572,763                 7,573,949                 
Public Works 7,924,225                 8,471,925                 9,470,961                 9,671,950                 
Community Development 2,466,066                 2,624,262                 2,661,558                 2,562,292                 

Total by Department 63,122,101$             67,641,075$             67,868,138$             70,056,129$             

Indirect Cost Reimbursement (1,284,768)$              (1,390,869)$              (1,432,859)$              (1,459,519)$              
Other Post Employment Benefits 400,000                    450,000                    500,000                    500,000                    
Contingency -                                -                                150,000                    200,000                    

Total Expenses by Department 62,237,333$             66,700,205$             67,085,279$             69,296,610$             

Transfers to Other Funds 11,408,692$             11,116,896$             11,582,013$             10,616,558$             
Total Capital Improvements 2,596,181                 78,419                      3,973,258                 2,100,631                 

Total General Fund 76,242,206$             77,895,520$             82,640,550$             82,013,799$             

CITY OF GREENVILLE
BUDGET PROPOSAL FOR GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Personnel
Regular Salaries 31,341,269               32,322,096               33,699,614               35,258,772               
Overtime Salaries 1,000,421                 1,229,450                 1,165,338                 1,456,762                 
Off-Duty 413,046                    369,374                    237,838                    237,838                    
Allowances 459,223                    366,982                    467,940                    459,540                    
FICA 2,419,415                 2,500,280                 2,355,312                 2,703,818                 
Retirement 2,235,190                 2,229,691                 2,243,874                 2,732,279                 
Health Insurance 7,940,242                 8,113,249                 8,946,371                 8,691,174                 
Group Life Insurance 72,915                      93,162                      116,118                    140,398                    
Workers Compensation 663,609                    630,099                    656,068                    559,512                    
Education/Training Assistance 28,087                      52,549                      17,100                      30,000                      
401K Program 817,076                    837,572                    811,488                    903,386                    
Other Personnel Expense 128,210                    102,344                    179,895                    92,209                      

Total Personnel 47,518,703$             48,846,846$             50,896,956$             53,265,688$             

Operating
Contracted Services 3,168,977                 3,661,916                 3,787,361                 3,760,647                 
Supplies & Equipment 3,838,932                 4,137,821                 3,417,302                 3,314,310                 
Utilities/Fuel 3,103,161                 2,984,295                 3,351,600                 3,285,729                 
Maintenance 1,263,631                 1,247,705                 1,451,609                 1,493,001                 
Fleet Expense 1,539,797                 1,688,938                 1,966,140                 1,960,170                 
Technology 913,622                    1,181,658                 1,265,057                 1,271,348                 
Liability Insurance 1,025,774                 1,533,970                 811,000                    811,000                    
Other Post-Employment Benefits 400,000                    450,000                    500,000                    500,000                    
Travel & Training 338,264                    318,879                    386,034                    378,245                    
Contingency -                                -                                150,000                    200,000                    
Elections -                                63,362                      -                                -                                
Other Expense 411,240                    300,172                    497,061                    515,991                    

Total Operating 16,003,398$             17,568,717$             17,583,164$             17,490,441$             

Capital Outlay / Capital Improvements 2,596,181                 1,753,930                 4,011,276                 2,100,631                 
Total Capital 2,596,181$               1,753,930$               4,011,276$               2,100,631$               

CITY OF GREENVILLE
BUDGET PROPOSAL FOR GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018

Attachment number 5
Page 11 of 44

Item # 7



2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

CITY OF GREENVILLE
BUDGET PROPOSAL FOR GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018

[CATEGORY NAME]
65%

Operating
21%

[CATEGORY NAME]
3%

[CATEGORY NAME]
13%

Indirect Cost
Ͳ2%

Transfers
Facilities Improvement Fund 1,545,434                 1,579,180                 1,590,000                 1,542,000                 
Street Improvement Program 2,650,000                 1,138,000                 1,700,000                 2,200,000                 
Debt Service Fund 4,113,477                 4,281,286                 4,737,002                 4,737,002                 
Sheppard Memorial Library 1,248,774                 1,162,192                 1,197,058                 1,232,969                 
Housing Division 211,327                    235,561                    292,684                    300,806                    
Transit Fund 711,443                    712,963                    565,269                    603,781                    
Capital Reserve Fund 43,369                      1,447,301                 460,000                    -                                
Imperial Site Project Fund -                                -                                1,040,000                 -                                
South Greenville Project 200,000                    81,000                      -                                -                                
FEMA - Hurricane Irene 180,592                    -                                -                                -                                
COPS Law Enforcement 262,968                    -                                -                                -                                
Other Transfers 241,308                    479,412                    -                                -                                

Total Transfers 11,408,692$             11,116,896$             11,582,013$             10,616,558$             

Indirect Cost Reimbursement (1,284,768)                (1,390,869)                (1,432,859)                (1,459,519)                
Total Expenditures 76,242,206$             77,895,520$             82,640,550$             82,013,799$             
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Other Fund
Budget Summaries

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Other Funds

This section will include the revenues and expenses for the
following funds:

• Debt Service Fund
• Public Transportation
• Fleet Maintenance
• Sanitation
• Stormwater
• Housing
• Health Insurance
• Vehicle Replacement
• Facilities Improvement
• Capital Reserve
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Debt Service Fund
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Debt Service Fund

The Debt Service Fund accounts for the payment of the City’s
debt. When payments are due, the General Fund transfers
the needed funds into this fund for payment.
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Revenues:
Occupancy Tax 636,088$                  520,822$                  696,436$                  711,932$                  
Transfer from Powell Bill 66,107                      49,845                      68,677                      73,299                      
Transfer from General Fund 4,047,370                 4,231,441                 4,668,325                 4,663,703                 
Bond Proceeds -                                6,185,392                 -                                -                                
Investment Earnings 329                           4,161                        -                                -                                

Total 4,749,894$               10,991,661$             5,433,438$               5,448,934$               

Expenses:
Principal 3,766,065$               3,808,442$               4,606,181$               4,682,088$               
Interest 1,024,261                 815,107                    827,257                    766,846                    
Closing Costs -                                6,248,200                 -                                -                                
Transfer to South Greenville Center -                                102,500                    -                                -                                
Other 9,671                        56,050                      -                                -                                

Total 4,799,997$               11,030,298$             5,433,438$               5,448,934$               

CITY OF GREENVILLE
DEBT SERVICE FUND

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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Public Transportation
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Public Transportation Fund

Planning activities remain approximately the same and are
reimbursed at 80% from Federal funds. Federal operating
funding remains at 50% of the total. Capital items and ADA
service and preventative maintenance items requested are
reimbursable at 80% Federal share.
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Revenues:
Grant Income 3,043,669$       1,642,200$       1,584,729$       1,757,197$       
Bus Fare/Ticket Sales 319,129            281,058            380,014            380,014            
Other Revenues 83,067              2,759                -                        -                        
Transfer from General Fund 711,443            712,963            565,269            603,781            
Appropriated Fund Balance -                        -                        -                        117,399            

Total 4,157,308$       2,638,981$       2,530,012$       2,858,391$       

Expenses:
Personnel 1,114,361$       1,114,245$       1,099,591$       1,177,241$       
Operating 797,856            1,087,378         1,013,309         1,141,561         
Capital 2,071,804         347,945            417,112            539,589            
Other -                        (419,782)           -                        -                        

Total 3,984,021$       2,129,787$       2,530,012$       2,858,391$       

CITY OF GREENVILLE
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FUND

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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Fleet Maintenance
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Fleet Maintenance

The Fleet Maintenance Fund has been established as an
internal service fund to account for chargeどbacks to the
respective departments of the City for labor, fuel, and parts
for items needed to maintain City vehicles. The creation of
this fund will assist the City in more accurately reflecting the
true costs of the vehicle maintenance by department.
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Revenues:
Fuel Markup 1,095,091$        935,828$           1,169,099$        1,222,336$        
Labor Fees 939,388             1,261,071          1,142,540          1,136,773          
Parts Markup 1,093,418          1,208,087          1,434,129          1,471,233          
Commercial Labor Markup 438,418             613,651             484,925             496,796             
Other 9,314                 40,163               9,685                 9,933                 

Total 3,575,629$        4,058,800$        4,240,378$        4,337,071$        

Expenses:
Personnel 1,397,377$        1,364,193$        1,408,128$        1,466,383$        
Operating 2,677,115          2,585,079          2,832,250          2,870,688          
Capital -                         -                         -                         -                         
Transfer to General Fund -                         8,487                 -                         -                         
Other -                         (19,344)              -                         -                         

Total 4,074,492$        3,938,415$        4,240,378$        4,337,071$        

CITY OF GREENVILLE
FLEET MAINTENANCE FUND

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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Sanitation Fund
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Sanitation Fund

The Sanitation Fund is established to account for the user
charges, fees, and all operating costs associated with the
operation of the Sanitation Division operated through the
Public Works Department of the City. The Sanitation Division
offers comprehensive solid waste services such as garbage,
recyclable, bulky trash, leaf collection, as well as mosquito
and rodent control. A rate increase of $0.25/per month is
proposed for the next year as to move forward with the
elimination of backyard service and to make the service selfͲ
supporting.

Monthly Rate Change Monthly Rate Change
2015 Actual 43.55$             1.25$               14.50$             1.25$         
2016 Actual 44.30               0.75                 15.25               0.75           
2017 Actual 44.30               Ͳ                   15.75               0.50           
2018 Projected Ͳ                   Ͳ                   16.00               0.25           
2019 Projected Ͳ                   Ͳ                   16.25               0.25           
2020 Projected Ͳ                   Ͳ                   16.50               0.25           

Back Yard Rates Curbside Rates

Scheduled Changes in Monthly Rates
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Revenues:
Refuse Fees 7,015,305$        7,307,613$        7,481,586$        7,449,600$        
Cart & Dumpster Sales 91,196               66,866               93,020               94,880               
Other Revenues 105,235             85,529               73,345               74,806               
Transfer from General Fund -                         -                         -                         -                         
Bond Proceeds 360,000             -                         -                         -                         

Total 7,571,736$        7,460,008$        7,647,951$        7,619,286$        

Expenses:
Personnel 3,178,689$        2,951,139$        2,950,369$        3,135,859$        
Operating 3,239,932          2,885,696          4,076,855          3,963,668          
Capital 608,034             326,401             200,000             101,606             
Debt Service 57,991               58,942               170,727             168,153             
Contra Expense -                         (48,359)              -                         -                         
Transfer to Vehicle Replacement Fund -                         -                         250,000             250,000             

Total 7,084,646$        6,173,819$        7,647,951$        7,619,286$        

CITY OF GREENVILLE
SANITATION FUND

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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Stormwater Fund
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Stormwater Fund

The Stormwater Utility Fund is an enterprise fund established
to implement the City’s Stormwater Management Program.
Revenue for this program is generated through a Stormwater
fee paid by citizens owning improved property with buildings,
parking lots, driveways, etc. The Stormwater Management
Program is implemented through the Public Works
Department’s Engineering and Street Maintenance Divisions.
It is directed at compliance with Federal and State
environmental regulations through the implementation of
local development regulations, capital improvements, and
storm drain maintenance. A fee increase of $0.50/ERU is
proposed for the next year so as to move forward with the
Watershed Master Plan and complete various other projects
of high priority.

Monthly Rate Change
2015 Actual 3.85$               0.50$              
2016 Actual 4.35                 0.50                
2017 Actual 4.85                 0.50                
2018 Projected 5.35                 0.50                
2019 Projected 5.35                 Ͳ                  
2020 Projected 5.35                 Ͳ                  

Scheduled Changes in Monthly Rates
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Revenues:
Stormwater Utility Fee 4,354,309$        4,932,955$        5,374,886$        5,928,998$        
Other Revenues 167,930             (28,221)              -                         -                         
Transfer from Other Funds -                         479                    -                         -                         
Appropriated Fund Balance -                         -                         475,333             -                         

Total 4,522,239$        4,905,213$        5,850,219$        5,928,998$        

Expenses:
Personnel 1,261,563$        1,268,564$        1,427,041$        1,487,637$        
Operating 1,333,290          757,434             1,423,178          1,398,361          
Capital 3,112,364          209,153             3,000,000          3,043,000          
Other Expenses -                         (115,352)            -                         -                         
Transfer Out 257,515             406,056             -                         -                         

Total 5,964,732$        2,525,855$        5,850,219$        5,928,998$        

CITY OF GREENVILLE
STORMWATER FUND

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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Housing Fund
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Housing Fund

The Housing Division administers US Department of Housing
and Urban Development Community Development Block
Grant Funds and Local Bond Funds. The funds are used to
develop programs to serve low and moderateどincome
households. To this end, this fund is responsible for
monitoring programs for compliance with local, state, and
federal program standards. This fund also provides housing
rehabilitation assistance to owner occupants, assistance to
nonprofit agencies, downどpayment assistance to
homebuyers, acquisition and demolition of substandard
structures, and program administrative funding.
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Revenues:
CDBG Grant Income 1,006,478$        684,002$           796,296$           796,296$           
HOME Grant Income 446,867             332,073             327,047             327,047             
Program Income 25,786               -                         -                         -                         
Transfer from General Fund 211,327             235,561             292,684             300,806             

Total 1,690,458$        1,251,636$        1,416,027$        1,424,149$        

Expenses:
Personnel 285,248$           261,773$           463,182$           485,655$           
Operating 1,383,869          957,880             952,845             938,494             
Capital -                         29,987               -                         -                         
Transfer Out -                         9,960                 -                         -                         

Total 1,669,117$        1,259,601$        1,416,027$        1,424,149$        

CITY OF GREENVILLE
HOUSING FUND

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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Health Fund
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Health Fund

The Health Fund is used to account for the administration of
the City’s health insurance program.
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Revenues:
City Employer Contribution 8,394,660$        7,878,601$        8,837,053$        9,197,718$        
City Employee Contribution 1,624,498          1,619,812          1,245,311          991,464             
CVA Contribution 45,988               47,936               48,670               51,713               
Library Contribution 177,134             166,147             176,895             182,536             
Airport Contribution 158,947             157,489             168,179             173,411             
Housing Authority Contribution 597,920             581,240             581,284             599,541             
Retiree Contribution 1,094,678          1,401,474          1,311,058          1,349,309          
Other Revenues 86                      94                      4,246                 4,246                 
Insurance Company Refund/Reimbursement 242,752             380,987             240,000             240,000             
Appropriated Fund Balance -                         -                         172,876             345,752             

Total 12,336,663$      12,233,779$      12,785,572$      13,135,690$      

Expenses:
City 9,854,263$        10,548,236$      10,851,187$      11,137,330$      
Library 186,670             184,658             209,203             216,313             
CVA 38,511               49,495               52,814               54,611               
Housing 782,673             804,968             812,915             841,305             
Airport 156,146             159,164             177,167             183,234             
Retiree 563,766             426,888             592,286             612,897             
Other Expenses 56,819               -                         90,000               90,000               

Total 11,638,848$      12,173,410$      12,785,572$      13,135,690$      

CITY OF GREENVILLE
HEALTH FUND

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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Vehicle Replacement Fund
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Vehicle Replacement Fund

The Vehicle Replacement Fund accounts for monies to fund
the City’s capital budget, for the replacement of vehicles. All
vehicles/equipment maintained by the Fleet Maintenance
Division of the Public Works Department are considered
under this fund. This fund minimizes fluctuations in the
annual budget for vehicle expenditures and establishes a
manageable replacement cycle.
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Revenues:
Sale of Property 219,488$           63,819$             223,000$           227,460$           
Other Revenues -                         -                         50,000               51,000               
Transfer from City Departments 2,635,322          2,098,112          3,176,826          3,328,636          
Transfer from Sanitation Fund -                         -                         250,000             250,000             
Appropriated Fund Balance -                         -                         1,366,917          1,077,674          

Total 2,854,810$        2,161,930$        5,066,743$        4,934,770$        

Expenses:
Operating -$                       1,782,721$        -$                       -$                       
Capital 3,334,759          4,320,146          5,066,743          4,934,770          
Contra Expense -                         (3,483,687)         -                         -                         

Total 3,334,759$        2,619,180$        5,066,743$        4,934,770$        

CITY OF GREENVILLE
VEHICLE REPLACEMENT FUND

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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Facilities Improvement Fund
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Facilities Improvement Fund

The Facilities Improvement Fund accounts for monies to fund
deferred maintenance projects as outlined in the City’s 10
Year Facilities Improvement Plan. The projects funded
include facility operations projects that are overseen by the
Public Works department as well as Parks and Recreation
improvement projects that are overseen by the Parks and
Recreation department. The fund was created back in fiscal
year 2014ど15 through a $0.01 increase in the ad valorem
property tax rate. The fund receives funding through
transfers from the General Fund in an amount needed to fund
the annual budgeted projects.
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Revenues:
Transfer from General Fund 1,545,434$        1,579,180$        1,590,000$        1,542,000$        

Total 1,545,434$        1,579,180$        1,590,000$        1,542,000$        

Expenses:
Depreciation -$                       40,734$             -$                       -$                       
Capital/Capital Improvements 752,770             577,498             1,590,000          1,542,000          
Contra Expense -                         (441,254)            -                         -                         

Total 752,770$           176,979$           1,590,000$        1,542,000$        

CITY OF GREENVILLE
FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT FUND

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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Capital Reserve Fund
Budget Summary

FY 2017Ͳ18 Proposed Budget
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Capital Reserve Fund

Capital Reserve Fund is a fund established to set aside and
appropriate current funding to future capital projects.
Routinely, the Council has transferred unassigned fund
balance from the General Fund above the 14% Fund Balance
policy into the Capital Reserve Fund to fund specifically
identified projects as approved by Council. Currently, the
Capital Reserve Fund contains funding appropriated to land
banking for future park sites as well as funding for the
Dickinson Sidewalk Project.
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2015 2016 2017 2018
Actual Actual Budget Proposed

Revenues:
Investment Earnings -$                   550$                  -$                   -$                   
Transfers from General Fund 43,370               1,447,301          460,000             -                     
Transfers from Convention Center -                     -                     -                     -                     
Appropriated Fund Balance -                     -                     1,623,419          -                     

Total 43,370$             1,447,851$        2,083,419$        -$                   

Expenses:
Increase in Reserve 43,370$             -$                   -$                   -$                   
Transfer to Capital Project Fund -                     -                     2,083,419          -                     
Transfer to General Fund -                     50,000               -                     -                     

Total 43,370$             50,000$             2,083,419$        -$                   

CITY OF GREENVILLE
CAPITAL RESERVE FUND
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Presentations by Boards and Commissions: 
  
a.  Neighborhood Advisory Board  
  

Explanation: The Neighborhood Advisory Board is scheduled to make their annual 
presentation to City Council at the June 5, 2017 meeting. 
  

Fiscal Note: No direct cost. 
  

Recommendation:    Hear the presentation from the Neighborhood Advisory Board. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: East Carolina University Campus Law Enforcement Agency Extended 
Jurisdiction Agreement and Cooperation Agreements for Mutual Assistance with 
East Carolina University Police Department  
  

Explanation: Abstract: The City of Greenville Police Department and the ECU Police 
Department have been discussing cooperative measures which will (1) provide 
extended jurisdiction and designated authority to the ECU Police to include the 
area within the City’s corporate limits and (2) have ECU Police provide four 
loaned police officers to the City Police in the Center City area.  In order to 
accomplish this, three agreements are required.  The purpose of these three 
agreements is to enhance overall law enforcement capabilities, response 
effectiveness and efficiency, and to provide a highly visible law enforcement 
presence in the Center City Area.  

Explanation: The City of Greenville Police Department and the ECU Police 
Department have been discussing cooperative measures which will (1) provide 
extended jurisdiction and designated authority to the ECU Police to include the 
area within the City’s corporate limit and (2) have ECU Police provide four 
loaned police officers to the City Police in the Center City area.  In order to 
accomplish this, three agreements are required.  The purpose of these three 
agreements is to enhance overall law enforcement capabilities, response 
effectiveness and efficiency, and to provide a highly visible law enforcement 
presence in the Center City Area.   
  
The three agreements are the following: 
  
First Amended and Restated Agreement for Police Cooperation and 
Campus Law Enforcement Agency Extended Jurisdiction. This agreement 
allows ECU Police officers extended jurisdiction to all of the City’s territorial 
jurisdiction within the corporate boundaries of the City and designates and 
defines the roles and authority of ECU Police officers in the extended 
jurisdictional area by broadening their authority (more specifically addressed 
below in paragraphs 4., 5., 6., 8., 9., and 13. under the heading First Amended 
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and Restated Agreement for Police Cooperation and Campus Law Enforcement 
Agency Extended Jurisdiction).  Currently under an existing agreement, the 
extended jurisdiction of ECU Police officers is limited to in both area and scope.  
As to area, the current ECU Police area of extended jurisdiction is the following 
area:  The area bounded to the north by the Tar River, to the east by Greene 
Street, Reade Circle, down Cotanche Street and Charles Boulevard, and then to 
the south and west by Greenville Boulevard/Alternate US 264 east and back up 
to the Tar River.  As to scope, the current scope of authority for ECU Police 
officers within the area of existing extended jurisdiction, is limited to 1) when 
the ECU Police officer has probable cause to believe that a person to be arrested 
has committed a felony or 2) the officer has probable cause to believe that the 
person to be arrested has committed a misdemeanor in or out of the officer’s 
presence and has probable cause to believe that either a) the person to be arrested 
will not be apprehended unless immediately arrested, or b) the person to be 
arrested may cause physical injury to self or others unless immediately arrested, 
or c) the person to be arrested may damage property of another unless 
immediately arrested. 
  
State law (N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(b)) authorizes the City and ECU to enter into 
agreements to extend the law enforcement authority of ECU Police officers into 
any or all of the municipality’s jurisdiction and to determine the circumstances in 
which this extension of authority may be granted.  Without such an agreement, 
the jurisdiction of the ECU Police officers would be limited to that which is 
statutorily defined by N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(a), which states that “the territorial 
jurisdiction of a campus police officer shall include all property owned or leased 
to the institution employing the campus police officer and that portion of any 
public road or highway passing through such property or immediately adjoining 
it, wherever located.”  This agreement is required to be approved by City Council 
and the ECU Board of Trustees.  This agreement is scheduled to be presented to 
the ECU Board of Trustees at its July meeting.  
  
Interagency Mutual Assistance Agreement. This agreement allows the City 
Police and ECU Police to provide to each other, upon request and when feasible 
to do so, temporary assistance in enforcing the laws of North Carolina and other 
matters.  This agreement is the same as a mutual aid agreement which provides 
the basis for temporary assistance by one law enforcement agency to another.  
This agreement updates the existing mutual aid agreement. State law and City 
ordinance (N.C.G.S. § 160A-288, § 90-95.2, § 116-40.5, and City Code § 5-1-
21) authorizes the head of the City Police (Chief of Police Mark R. Holtzman) 
and ECU Police (Interim Chief/Director Jason L. Sugg) to enter into this 
agreement.  Approval by City Council is also sought.  This agreement is also 
scheduled to be presented to the ECU Board of Trustees at its July meeting. 
  
Request for Interagency Mutual Assistance and Agreement. This agreement 
provides that from August 1, 2017 to July 31, 2018, ECU Police will provide to 
the City four (4) loaned police officers to be assigned to the Center City area (as 
defined by the Agreement) and assume non-exclusive law enforcement 
responsibility with City Police officers during specified times.  This agreement 
involves an action under the authority of the above- described Interagency 
Mutual Assistance Agreement, where this inter-agency assistance is requested by 
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the City Police and being provided by the ECU Police.  Chief of Police Holtzman 
is authorized to make this request on behalf of the City Police Department and 
ECU Police Chief Sugg is authorized to grant the request on behalf of the ECU 
Police Department.  Approval by City Council is also sought.  This agreement is 
also scheduled to be presented to the ECU Board of Trustees at its July meeting. 

The agreements are attached and provide as follows: 

First Amended and Restated Agreement for Police Cooperation and 
Campus Law Enforcement Agency Extended Jurisdiction 

1.  Must be approved by City Council and the ECU Board of Trustees. 

2.  The agreement amends the September 26, 2006 Agreement whereby the City 
and ECU agreed to an extension of ECU Police officers’ law enforcement 
authority beyond that as provided by N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(a). 

3.  Defines the ECU Police extended area of jurisdiction to mean, pursuant to 
N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(b), all of the City’s territorial jurisdiction except that area 
outside of the corporate boundaries of the City known as the City’s 
extraterritorial jurisdiction (“City’s ETJ”), as defined in Chapter 160A, Article 
19, Part 1 of the North Carolina General Statutes. The ECU Police Extended 
Area of Jurisdiction shall specifically include all buildings, rooms, adjacent 
grounds, common areas, and parking areas of all commercial and residential 
properties leased by ECU within the corporate limits of the City and those 
portions of any public road or highway passing through such property or 
immediately adjoining it, wherever located within the City.  

4. Designates, clarifies, and defines the primary responsibilities of City Police 
and ECU Police and their scope of authority. ECU Police will have and maintain 
primary responsibility in the following instances: 1) To respond to calls for 
service and investigate offenses committed on ECU’s original area of jurisdiction 
as defined by N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(a); 2) To respond to calls for service 
originating from and investigate offenses committed on the following portion of 
the ECU Police extended area of jurisdiction: all buildings, rooms, adjacent 
grounds, common areas, and parking areas of all commercial and residential 
properties leased by ECU within the corporate limits of the City; and 3) The 
response and investigation of an offense committed on the ECU Police original 
area of jurisdiction for which the suspect or alleged perpetrator is no longer 
present on the ECU Police original area of jurisdiction, whether or not officers 
are in active or immediate pursuit. 

5.  ECU Police officers may exercise all law enforcement authority and powers, 
including the powers of arrest, anywhere within the ECU Police extended area of 
jurisdiction. This includes, but is not limited to participating in joint operations 
or training with City Police officers so long as those activities are approved by 
both the Head of the City Police and the Head of the ECU Police. ECU Police 
officers are further authorized to conduct routine law enforcement patrols outside 
of the ECU Police original area of jurisdiction and anywhere within the ECU 
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Police extended area of jurisdiction whether in the performance of routine law 
enforcement activity, traveling to and from property leased by ECU, participating 
in a joint operation with the City Police, or while participating in, responding to, 
or consistent with a mutual assistance request by the City Police under any 
mutual assistance agreement in effect at the time of such a request.  

6.  When in pursuit of suspects of offenses that occurred on the ECU Police 
original area of jurisdiction or arising from other instances defined in the 
agreement, ECU Police officers shall provide notice to the City Police as soon as 
possible when continuing the pursuit otherwise into the corporate limits of the 
City.  

7.  When in pursuit of suspects of offenses that occurred within its jurisdiction, 
City Police officers shall provide notice to the ECU Police as soon as possible 
when continuing the pursuit upon the ECU Police original area of jurisdiction.  

8.  City Police shall have primary responsibility for those portions of any public 
road or highway passing through such property or immediately adjoining all 
commercial and residential properties leased by ECU, wherever located within 
the City and in all other instances, including but not limited to investigating 
parking violations occurring on City streets adjacent the ECU original area of 
jurisdiction. 

9.  When an ECU Police officer has in the officer’s possession either a search 
authorization to search an area outside of the ECU Police original area of 
jurisdiction or has an arrest warrant for an offense committed on the ECU Police 
original area of jurisdiction but where such search or arrest authorizations are to 
be served outside of the ECU Police original area of jurisdiction, but within the 
ECU Police extended area of jurisdiction, ECU Police will request assistance 
from City Police in service of such authorizations and a member of the City 
Police will accompany the ECU Police officer in service of such authorizations. 

10.  When a City Police Officer has in the officer’s possession either a search 
authorization to search an area within the ECU Police original area of jurisdiction 
or has an arrest warrant for an offense committed outside of the ECU Police 
original area of jurisdiction but to be served on the ECU Police original area of 
jurisdiction, the City Police will request assistance from ECU Police in service of 
such authorizations and a member of the ECU Police will accompany the City 
Police officer in service of such authorizations. 

11.  The Head of ECU Police, exercising discretionary authority, may request the 
assistance of the City Police in investigating any offense committed on the ECU 
Police original area of jurisdiction. This provision has no effect on the obligation 
of the ECU Police to notify the State Bureau of Investigation as required by 
statute, regulation, directive, or policy. 

12.  The Head of the City Police, exercising discretionary authority, may request 
that the ECU Police assume full responsibility for investigations of any offense, 
and the Head of the ECU Police, exercising discretionary authority, may accept 
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such responsibility. 

13.  In addition to the powers ECU Police officers normally possess, while on-
duty and acting in a law enforcement capacity within the ECU Police extended 
area of jurisdiction under the authority of N.C.G.S.  § 116-40.5(b) and the 
agreement, ECU Police officers will have the same powers, rights, privileges, 
and immunities (including those relating to civil actions and payment of 
judgments) as City Police officers, including all law enforcement powers as 
authorized by statute, case law, and the common law of the State of North 
Carolina. 

14.  The City, its managers, officers, directors, or employees make no 
assumption of liability or waiver of any sovereignty for the actions taken by ECU 
Police officers while said officers are acting in a law enforcement capacity within 
the City’s corporate limits and the ECU Police extended area of jurisdiction 
under the authority of N.C.G.S.  § 116-40.5(b) and the agreement. 

15.  ECU, its governing board, officers, agents, and employees make no 
assumption of liability or waiver of any sovereignty for the actions taken by the 
City Police officers within the City’s corporate limits and jurisdiction. 

16.  The City Police and ECU Police agree to periodically participate in joint 
training exercises and programs, including but not limited to, natural and 
manmade disasters, active shooter, civil disorder, and incident command and 
control. Such continuing training exercises and programs shall not be a substitute 
for each law enforcement agency’s current training programs but in addition to or 
as a supplement to such ongoing training. 

17.  The City Police and ECU Police agree to independently conduct ongoing 
officer training related to community policing, sensitivity, and bias-based 
policing.  

18.  The agreement does not supersede any mutual assistance agreement between 
the City Police and the ECU Police currently in effect. 

19.  Any mutual assistance agreement in effect during the term of the agreement 
shall be read in conjunction with the agreement and not contrary to the terms of 
such mutual assistance agreement.  

20.  The agreement begins on the last date signed by a party to the agreement. 

21.  The agreement will remain in force and effect until terminated by either 
party upon written notice to the respective agency Head. Such written 
notification shall be effective upon date of receipt by the party not issuing the 
termination notice. All such investigations, citations, cases, and actions opened 
by the ECU Police pursuant to the agreement shall be completed by the ECU 
Police and so much of the agreement as needed shall remain in effect until all 
such cases, investigations, citations, and judicial actions are completed and 
closed. 
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22.  The City Police and ECU Police may amend the agreement by written 
concurrence of both parties. 

Interagency Mutual Assistance Agreement 

1.  Establishes that while working with the requesting agency, a temporarily 
assigned loaned officer from the loaning agency shall have the same jurisdiction, 
powers, rights, privileges, and immunities (including those relating to the defense 
of civil actions and payments of judgments) as the officers of the requesting 
agency in addition to those the loaned officer normally possesses. 

2.  Establishes that while on duty with the requesting agency, a loaned officer 
shall be subject to the lawful operational commands of the loaned officer’s 
superior officers in the requesting agency, but the loaned officer shall, for 
personnel and administrative purposes, remain under the control of the loaned 
officer’s own agency, including for purposes of pay, whether by salaries, wages, 
bonuses, or other compensation. A loaned officer shall furthermore be entitled to 
workers’ compensation and the same benefits from the loaning agency to the 
same extent and as though he or she were functioning within the normal scope of 
his or her duties. 

3.  When temporary assistance is needed, the head of the requesting agency shall 
notify the loaning agency of the need for such assistance and the assistance shall 
be provided if feasible to do so. A requesting agency which needs temporary 
assistance shall notify the loaning agency of such need in writing, when 
possible. In an emergency situation, the notification of the need for temporary 
assistance need not be in writing, but a written notification from respective 
agency head shall be provided as soon thereafter as possible. 

4.  Any disciplinary actions arising out of the temporary work assignment of any 
loaned officer will remain the responsibility of the loaned officer’s own agency. 

5.  The loaning agency assumes liability to pay compensation for personal injury 
or death by accident arising out of and in the course of any loaned officer’s 
employment while responding to the request for assistance from the requesting 
agency pursuant to the North Carolina Workers’ Compensation Act, N.C. Gen. 
Stat. § 97-1, et. seq., and its exclusive coverage. 

6.  The loaning agency will not attempt to hold the requesting agency liable or 
responsible for damages to the supplies, materials, or equipment of the loaning 
agency when responding to a request for assistance from the requesting agency. 

7.  The loaning agency assumes no liability or responsibility for the death of or 
injury to any personnel of the requesting agency. 

8.  The loaning agency assumes no liability or responsibility for damage to the 
supplies, materials, or equipment of the requesting agency. 

9.  The requesting agency is responsible for the conduct of its officers, agents, 
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and employees arising out of the performance of the agreement to the extent 
permitted and limited by the laws of North Carolina, including the North 
Carolina Tort Claims Act, N.C.G.S. § 143-291, et. seq., the Defense of State 
Employees Act, and the Excess Liability Policy administered through the North 
Carolina Department of Insurance, subject to availability of appropriations and in 
proportion to and to the extent that such liability for damages is caused by or 
results from the acts of the requesting agency, its officers, or employees. As a 
state agency, East Carolina University does not waive any rights or defenses 
under the Act or the rights and authority of the Attorney General of the State of 
North Carolina to represent East Carolina University. 

10.  The agreement is exclusively for the benefit of the parties and it may not be 
enforced by any party other than the parties to the agreement and shall not give 
rise to liability to any third party. Nothing in the agreement shall limit the 
jurisdiction, powers, rights, privileges and immunities of loaned officers, the 
control of the loaned officers’ own agency for personnel and administrative 
purposes, or the entitlement to workers’ compensation and the same benefits 
when acting pursuant to the agreement as though a loaned officer were 
functioning within the normal scope of his or her duties, as provided by N.C.G.S. 
§ 160A-288 and as restated herein. 

11.  The agreement will remain in force and effect until terminated by either 
party upon written notice to the respective agency head of the other party.  

Request for Interagency Mutual Assistance and Agreement 

1.  The agreement is a request for temporary law enforcement assistance pursuant 
to the contemporaneously approved Interagency Mutual Assistance Agreement. 

2.  The agreement defines the City as the requesting agency and ECU as the 
loaning agency.  

3.  The agreement further defines the “Center City Area” as follows:  that 
specified area limited to the land area located within the following 
boundary: bounded on the north by the Tar River, on the east by Elm Street, 
extended to the Tar River, on the south by 10th Street, and on the west by 
Dickinson Avenue between 10th Street and Pitt Street, and Pitt Street between 
Dickinson Avenue northward extended to the Tar River. 

4.  ECU agrees to provide to the City four (4) loaned officers to be assigned to 
the Center City Area and assume the non-exclusive responsibility with the City 
Police during specified times as herein stated for law enforcement services in the 
Center City Area as follows: 

A.                As the loaning agency, ECU will provide to the City two (2) loaned 
officers to supplement the City Police officers assigned to the Center City Area 
from Wednesday night through Sunday morning of each week, during times as 
assigned by the City Police but not less than 80 hours every two-weeks, for the 
duration of the agreement. 
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B.                 As the loaning agency, ECU will provide to the City two (2) 
additional loaned officers to supplement the City Police officers assigned to the 
Center City Area not to exceed six consecutive hours per day per officer, 
Wednesday night through Sunday morning of each week for the duration of the 
agreement.  

5.  The loaned officers shall have the same powers, rights, privileges, and 
immunities (including those relating to civil actions and payment of judgments) 
as City Police officers, including all law enforcement powers as authorized by 
statute, case law, and the common law of the State of North Carolina.  

6.  Loaned officers shall report to and will be supervised by the City Police Chief 
or the City Police Chief’s designee. The City Police will ensure a clearly defined 
command structure and will establish procedures governing the use of loaned 
officers including processing arrestees, transporting prisoners, and operating 
temporary detention facilities, when applicable. While on-duty pursuant to the 
agreement, loaned officers shall be subject to the lawful operational commands 
of the assigned and designated City Police supervisor, but shall, for all personnel 
and administrative purposes, remain under the authority and control of ECU and 
ECU Police, including for purposes of pay. When acting pursuant to the 
agreement, loaned officers shall be entitled to the same and continuous workers’ 
compensation coverage and other benefits provided by ECU and ECU Police that 
the loaned officers receive within the normal course and scope of their duties as 
ECU Police officers. ECU shall be responsible for the payment of all 
compensation and benefits for all loaned officers. 

7.  The officer in charge of the division or unit in which a loaned officer is 
temporarily assigned pursuant to this Agreement may, at any time, relieve such 
loaned officer of his or her duties and shall immediately forward to the head of 
the loaning agency, or designee, a written statement setting forth the reason for 
such action. 

8.  Loaned officers shall report for work with all necessary equipment, including 
vehicles, issued to them by ECU and ECU Police. The City may furnish loaned 
officers with other equipment and personnel support as may be reasonably 
necessary to perform the assigned duties required under the 
agreement. Additionally, ECU may furnish equipment and supplies to the City if 
so requested by the City. 

9.  Each loaned officer shall provide a weekly report to the City Police through 
the loaned officer’s ECU Police chain of command. Such report shall include a 
daily breakdown of the number of hours worked and the assignments performed 
by the loaned officer. 

10.  Loaned officers shall assist the City, as required, in any court actions or 
proceedings related to loaned officers’ service under the agreement. 

11.  The term of the agreement will be for a twelve (12) month period 
commencing on August 1, 2017 and terminating on July 31, 2018.  
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12.  If either party should desire to terminate this arrangement, the terms of the 
agreement shall control and the party desiring termination shall provide a thirty 
(30) day written notice to the other party setting forth the effective date of such 
termination.  

13.  Unless otherwise specified, termination of this agreement will not terminate 
the Interagency Mutual Assistance Agreement.  

  

Fiscal Note: There are no costs to the City associated with these Agreements nor attached to 
this proposal.  However, the City is receiving the benefit of four ECU police 
officers in the Center City area without incurring an expense.  There may be 
expenses incurred or benefits received when future requests for assistance are 
made. 

  

Recommendation:    It is recommended that the City Council approve the First Amended and Restated 
Agreement for Police Cooperation and Campus Law Enforcement Agency 
Extended Jurisdiction and authorize the City Manager to sign same.  It is further 
recommended that the City Council approve the Interagency Mutual Assistance 
Agreement and Request for Interagency Mutual Assistance and Agreement as 
proposed.  
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download

Extended Jurisdiction and Center Center Area Maps

COG_ECU__First_Amended_Extended_Jurisdiction_Agreement_1052459

COG_ECU__Interagency_Mutual_Assistance_Agreement_1052461

COG_ECU__Request_for_Interagency_Mutual_Assistance_and_Agreement_1052466
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FIRST AMENDED AND RESTATED AGREEMENT FOR POLICE COOPERATION 
AND CAMPUS LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY EXTENDED JURISDICTION  

  
 

THIS FIRST AMENDED AND RESTATED AGREEMENT FOR POLICE 
COOPERATION AND CAMPUS LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY EXTENDED 
JURISDICTION (“Amended Agreement”) is made and entered into this the _______day of 
_______________, 2017, by and between the City of Greenville, a municipal corporation 
organized and existing under the laws of the State of North Carolina (the “CITY”), and East 
Carolina University, a constituent institution of the University of North Carolina as designated 
by N.C.G.S. § 116-4 (“ECU”)(collectively referred to herein as the “Parties”) as follows:  
 

W I T N E S S E T H: 
 

WHEREAS, the CITY has established, organized, and maintained an accredited law 
enforcement agency, the Greenville Police Department (“CITY Police”), with territorial 
jurisdiction and all law enforcement powers as authorized by statute, case law, and the common 
law of the State of North Carolina within the corporate limits of the CITY, pursuant to N.C.G.S.   
§ 160A-281 and § 160A-285; 
 

WHEREAS, ECU has established, organized, and maintained an accredited law 
enforcement agency, the East Carolina University Police Department (“ECU Police”), with 
territorial jurisdiction and all law enforcement powers as authorized by statute, case law, and the 
common law of the State of North Carolina within the territorial jurisdiction defined by N.C.G.S. 
§ 116-40.5(a); 
 

WHEREAS, the Parties have a close working relationship in the function of law 
enforcement, which both desire to maintain; 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(b), § 90-95.2, and § 160A-288, ECU may 
enter into agreements with the CITY to extend the law enforcement authority of ECU Police 
officers from that as defined by N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(a) into any or all of the CITY’s jurisdiction 
and to determine the circumstances in which this extension of authority may be granted;  
 

WHEREAS on September 26, 2006, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(b), the Parties 
entered into an agreement (the “September 26, 2006 Agreement”) whereby the CITY and ECU 
agreed to an extension of ECU Police officers’ law enforcement authority beyond that as 
provided by N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(a); and 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to paragraph 5.5 of the September 26, 2006 Agreement, the Parties 
desire to amend said September 26, 2006 Agreement to modify and extend the law enforcement 
authority of ECU Police officers;  
 

NOW THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION OF THESE MUTUAL INTERESTS, THE 
PARTIES AMEND THE AGREEMENT AND RESTATE THE AGREEMENT IN FULL BY 
REWRITING THE AGREEMENT AS FOLLOWS: 
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1.0 Definitions. 
 

1.1. “CITY” shall mean the City of Greenville, a municipal corporation organized and 
existing under the laws of the State of North Carolina. 

 
1.2. “CITY Police” shall mean the Greenville Police Department, an accredited law 

enforcement agency with territorial jurisdiction and all law enforcement powers as authorized by 
statute, case law, and the common law of the state of North Carolina within the corporate limits 
of the CITY, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 160A-281 and § 160A-285. 

 
1.3. “Head of CITY Police” shall mean the Chief of Police of the City of Greenville 

Police Department. 
 
1.4. “ECU” shall mean East Carolina University, a constituent institution of the 

University of North Carolina as designated by N.C.G.S. § 116-4. 
 
1.5. “ECU Police” shall mean the ECU Police Department, an accredited law 

enforcement agency with territorial jurisdiction and all law enforcement powers as authorized by 
statute, case law, and the common law of the State of North Carolina within the territorial 
jurisdiction defined by N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(a).   
 

1.6. “Head of ECU Police” shall mean the Chief/Director of ECU Police.  
 
1.7. “ECU Police Original Area of Jurisdiction” or “ECU Police OAJ” shall 

interchangeably and synonymously mean the territorial jurisdiction of ECU Police officers as 
defined by N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(a) which shall include all property owned or leased to ECU and 
that portion of any public road or highway passing through such property or immediately 
adjoining it, wherever located.   

 
1.8. “ECU Police Extended Area of Jurisdiction” or “ECU Police EAJ” shall 

interchangeably and synonymously mean and include, pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(b), all of 
the CITY’s territorial jurisdiction except that area outside of the corporate boundaries of the 
CITY known as the CITY’s extraterritorial jurisdiction (“CITY’s ETJ”), as defined in Chapter 
160A, Article 19, Part 1 of the North Carolina General Statutes.  The ECU Police EAJ shall 
specifically include all buildings, rooms, adjacent grounds, common areas, and parking areas of 
all commercial and residential properties leased by ECU within the corporate limits of the CITY 
and those portions of any public road or highway passing through such property or immediately 
adjoining it, wherever located within the CITY. 
 

1.9. “Primary Responsibility” shall mean the responsibility and authority by either the 
CITY Police or ECU Police to assume principal duties of responding to calls for service, 
initiating and conducting investigations, and concluding the investigations of an offense with or 
without the assistance of the other law enforcement agency that is a party to this Amended 
Agreement. 
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1.10.  “Mutual assistance agreement” shall mean an interagency mutual aid or mutual 
assistance agreement in effect during the term of this Amended Agreement to provide temporary 
assistance pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 160A-288. 

 
1.11. “On-Duty” shall mean a police officer’s scheduled work period and shall include 

the period of time immediately before a police officer’s scheduled work period, when the officer 
is driving to work.  It also includes the period of time immediately following a police officer’s 
work period, when the officer is driving from work.   

  
2.0 Designation and Clarification of Primary Responsibilities of CITY Police and ECU 

Police and Scope of Authority. 
 

2.1. Given that pursuant to this Amended Agreement and N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(b), the 
CITY Police has extended the authority of ECU Police to include the ECU Police EAJ, the 
parties desire to designate, clarify, and further define which law enforcement agency has Primary 
Responsibility for responding to calls for service and the investigation of offenses originating on 
the ECU Police OAJ and offenses originating on the ECU Police EAJ. 
 

2.2. ECU Police shall have and maintain Primary Responsibility in the following 
instances: 
 

2.2.1. To respond to calls for service and investigate offenses committed on the 
ECU OAJ.   
 

2.2.2. To respond to calls for service originating from and investigate offenses 
committed on the following portion of the ECU Police EAJ:  all buildings, 
rooms, adjacent grounds, common areas, and parking areas of all 
commercial and residential properties leased by ECU within the corporate 
limits of the CITY.  

 
2.2.3. The response and investigation of an offense committed on the ECU 

Police OAJ for which the suspect or alleged perpetrator is no longer 
present on the ECU Police OAJ, whether or not officers are in active or 
immediate pursuit. 

 
2.2.4. Unless otherwise specified, CITY Police shall have Primary 

Responsibility for those portions of any public road or highway passing 
through such property or immediately adjoining all commercial and 
residential properties leased by ECU, wherever located within the CITY 
and in all other instances, including but not limited to investigating 
parking violations occurring on CITY streets adjacent the ECU OAJ. 

 
2.3. Notwithstanding the designation of Primary Responsibility as established in 

paragraph 2.2. (2.2.1. to 2.2.4.), ECU Police Officers may exercise all law enforcement authority 
and powers, including the powers of arrest, anywhere within the ECU Police EAJ.  This 
includes, but is not limited to participating in joint operations or training with CITY Police 
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officers so long as those activities are approved by both the Head of the CITY Police and the 
Head of the ECU Police.  ECU Police officers are further authorized to conduct routine law 
enforcement patrols outside of the ECU Police OAJ and anywhere within the ECU Police EAJ 
whether in the performance of routine law enforcement activity, traveling to and from property 
leased by ECU, participating in a joint operation with the CITY Police, or while participating in, 
responding to, or consistent with a mutual assistance request by the CITY Police under any 
mutual assistance agreement in effect at the time of such a request.   

 
2.4. When in pursuit of suspects of offenses that occurred on the ECU Police OAJ or 

arising from instances defined by paragraphs 2.2.1. to 2.2.3., ECU Police officers shall provide 
notice to the CITY Police as soon as possible when continuing the pursuit otherwise into the 
corporate limits of the CITY.  

 
2.5. When in pursuit of suspects of offenses that occurred within its jurisdiction, CITY 

Police officers shall provide notice to the ECU Police as soon as possible when continuing the 
pursuit upon the ECU Police OAJ.   

 
2.6. When an ECU Police officer has in the officer’s possession either a search 

authorization to search an area outside of the ECU Police OAJ or has an arrest warrant for an 
offense committed on the ECU Police OAJ but where such search or arrest authorizations are to 
be served outside of the ECU Police OAJ, but within the ECU Police EAJ, ECU Police will 
request assistance from CITY Police in service of such authorizations and a member of the CITY 
Police will accompany the ECU Police officer in service of such authorizations. 

 
2.7. When a CITY Police Officer has in the officer’s possession either a search 

authorization to search an area within the ECU Police OAJ or has an arrest warrant for an 
offense committed outside of the ECU Police OAJ but to be served on the ECU Police OAJ, the 
CITY Police will request assistance from ECU Police in service of such authorizations and a 
member of the ECU Police will accompany the CITY Police officer in service of such 
authorizations. 
 

2.8. Notwithstanding the responsibilities described in paragraphs 2.2. (2.2.1. to 2.2.4.) 
and 2.4., the Head of ECU Police, exercising discretionary authority, may request the assistance 
of the CITY Police in investigating any offense committed on the ECU Police OAJ.  This 
provision has no effect on the obligation of the ECU Police to notify the State Bureau of 
Investigation as required by statute, regulation, directive, or policy. 

 
2.9. Notwithstanding the primary responsibilities described in paragraphs 2.2. (2.2.1. 

to 2.2.4.) and 2.4., the Head of the CITY Police, exercising discretionary authority, may request 
that the ECU Police assume full responsibility for investigations of any offense, and the Head of 
the ECU Police, exercising discretionary authority, may accept such responsibility. 
 
3.0 Privileges, Rights, and Immunities. 
 

3.1. In addition to the powers ECU Police officers normally possess, while On-Duty 
and acting in a law enforcement capacity within the ECU Police EAJ under the authority of 
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N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(b) and this Amended Agreement, ECU Police officers shall have the same 
powers, rights, privileges, and immunities (including those relating to civil actions and payment 
of judgments) as CITY Police officers, including all law enforcement powers as authorized by 
statute, case law, and the common law of the State of North Carolina. 

 
3.2. The CITY, its managers, officers, directors, or employees make no assumption of 

liability or waiver of any sovereignty for the actions taken by ECU Police officers while said 
officers are acting in a law enforcement capacity within the CITY’s corporate limits and the 
ECU Police EAJ under the authority of N.C.G.S. § 116-40.5(b) and this Amended Agreement. 

 
3.3. ECU, its governing board, officers, agents, and employees make no assumption of 

liability or waiver of any sovereignty for the actions taken by the CITY Police officers within the 
CITY’s corporate limits and jurisdiction. 

 
3.4. The CITY Police and ECU Police agree to periodically participate in joint training 

exercises and programs, including but not limited to, natural and manmade disasters, active 
shooter, civil disorder, and incident command and control.  Such continuing training exercises 
and programs shall not be a substitute for each law enforcement agency’s current training 
programs but in addition to or as a supplement to such ongoing training. 

 
3.5. The CITY Police and ECU Police agree to independently conduct ongoing officer 

training related to community policing, sensitivity, and bias-based policing.   
 
4.0 Terms and Amendments. 
 

4.1. This Amended Agreement does not supersede any mutual assistance agreement 
between the CITY Police and the ECU Police currently in effect. 

 
4.2. Any mutual assistance agreement in effect during the term of this Amended 

Agreement shall be read in conjunction with this Agreement and not contrary to the terms of 
such mutual assistance agreement.  

 
4.3. This Amended Agreement shall be effective on the date last signed by a signatory 

to this agreement. 
 
4.4. This Amended Agreement shall remain in force and effect until terminated by 

either party upon written notice to the respective agency Head.  Such written notification shall be 
effective upon date of receipt by the party not issuing the termination notice.  All such 
investigations, citations, cases, and actions opened by the ECU Police pursuant to this Amended 
Agreement shall be completed by the ECU Police and so much of this Amended Agreement as 
needed shall remain in effect until all such cases, investigations, citations, and judicial actions 
are completed and closed. 

 
4.5. The parties to this Amended Agreement may amend this agreement by written 

concurrence of both parties. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement, in duplicate 
originals, pursuant to authority duly granted.           
      CITY OF GREENVILLE 
 
       
 

By:       
       Barbara Lipscomb, City Manager 
 
      Date:       
 

 
 
EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY 

  
       
 
      By:       
       Cecil Staton, Chancellor  

On behalf of the Board of Trustees 
 
      Date:       
 
 
  

Attachment number 1
Page 6 of 7

Item # 9



{00047801}; 1052459                                               Page 7 of 7 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
BY:  
 David A. Holec, City Attorney 
 
 
 
PRE-AUDIT CERTIFICATION: 
 
This instrument has been pre-audited in the manner required by the Local Government Budget 
and Fiscal Control Act. 
 
 
 

    
     
     
    
 

 

 
Bernita W. Demery, Director of Financial Services 

  
Account Number  

 
Project Code  
(if applicable) 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF PITT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
 MUTUAL AID 

 
INTERAGENCY MUTUAL ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT 

 
Pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 160A-288, § 90-95.2, and § 116-40.5 and § 5-1-21 of the Code of Ordinances, 

City of Greenville, North Carolina, the undersigned do hereby request of each another, and agree to provide to 
each another, when feasible to do so, temporary assistance in enforcing the laws of North Carolina and other 
matters. This Interagency Mutual Assistance Agreement (“Agreement”) shall serve as the request, in writing for 
such assistance.  The assistance may consist of, but is not limited to, the loaning of officers (including in an 
undercover capacity) and equipment and supplies. 
 

1. While working with a requesting agency, a temporarily assigned loaned officer from the assisting 
agency (“loaned officer”) shall have the same jurisdiction, powers, rights, privileges, and immunities (including 
those relating to the defense of civil actions and payments of judgments) as the officers of the requesting agency 
in addition to those the loaned officer normally possesses. 

 
2. While on duty with the requesting agency, a loaned officer shall be subject to the lawful 

operational commands of the loaned officer’s superior officers in the requesting agency, but the loaned officer 
shall, for personnel and administrative purposes, remain under the control of the loaned officer’s own agency, 
including for purposes of pay, whether by salaries, wages, bonuses, or other compensation.  A loaned officer shall 
furthermore be entitled to workers’ compensation and the same benefits from the assisting agency to the same 
extent and as though he or she were functioning within the normal scope of his or her duties. 
 

3. When temporary assistance is needed pursuant to this Agreement, the head of the requesting 
agency shall notify the assisting agency of the need for such assistance and the assistance shall be provided if 
feasible to do so.  A requesting agency which needs temporary assistance shall notify the assisting agency of such 
need in writing, when possible.  In an emergency situation, the notification of the need for temporary assistance 
need not be in writing, but a written notification from respective agency head shall be provided as soon thereafter 
as possible.  

 
4. Any disciplinary actions arising out of the temporary work assignment of any loaned officer will 

remain the responsibility of the loaned officer’s own agency.   
 
5. The assisting agency assumes liability to pay compensation for personal injury or death by 

accident arising out of and in the course of any loaned officer’s employment while responding to the request for 
assistance from the requesting agency pursuant to the North Carolina Workers’ Compensation Act, N.C. Gen. 
Stat. § 97-1, et. seq., and its exclusive coverage. 

 
6. The assisting agency will not attempt to hold the requesting agency liable or responsible for 

damages to the supplies, materials, or equipment of the assisting agency when responding to a request for 
assistance from the requesting agency.  

 
7. The assisting agency assumes no liability or responsibility for the death of or injury to any 

personnel of the requesting agency. 
 
8. The assisting agency assumes no liability or responsibility for damage to the supplies, materials, 

or equipment of the requesting agency. 
 

9. Without waiving any of its rights or defenses, and notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Agreement, the requesting agency is responsible for the conduct of its officers, agents and employees arising out 
of the performance of this Agreement to the extent permitted and limited by the laws of North Carolina, including 
the North Carolina Tort Claims Act, N.C.G.S. § 143-291, et. seq., the Defense of State Employees Act, and the 
Excess Liability Policy administered through the North Carolina Department of Insurance, subject to availability 
of appropriations and in proportion to and to the extent that such liability for damages is caused by or results from 
the acts of the requesting agency, its officers, or employees.  As a state agency, East Carolina University does not 
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waive any rights or defenses under the Act or the rights and authority of the Attorney General of the State of 
North Carolina to represent East Carolina University. 

 
10. This Agreement is exclusively for the benefit of the parties hereto and it may not be enforced by 

any party other than the parties to this Agreement and shall not give rise to liability to any third party; provided, 
however, that nothing herein shall limit the jurisdiction, powers, rights, privileges and immunities of loaned 
officers, the control of the loaned officers’ own agency for personnel and administrative purposes, or the 
entitlement to workers’ compensation and the same benefits when acting pursuant to this Agreement as though a 
loaned officer were functioning within the normal scope of his or her duties, as provided by N.C.G.S. § 160A-288 
and as restated herein. 

 
11. The undersigned enter into this agreement pursuant to duly adopted resolutions, rules, policies, or 

guidelines officially adopted by their respective governing bodies, as authorized by N.C.G.S. § 160A-288. 
 
12. This Agreement shall remain in force and effect until terminated by either party upon written 

notice to the respective agency head of the other party.  
 
SO AGREED. 
 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF PITT 
 
I, __________________________, a Notary Public 
for said County and State aforesaid, certify that 
Jason L. Sugg, personally came before me this day 
and acknowledged that she executed the foregoing 
document. 
 
Witness my hand and Notarial Seal this 
 _____ day of _______________, 2017. 
 
 
(Seal) 
 
 

 EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY  
POLICE DEPARTMENT 
 
 
 
 

Jason L. Sugg 
Interim Chief/Director 

East Carolina University Police Department 
 
 
 
This the _____ day of _______________, 2017. 
 
 

 
SO AGREED. 
 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF PITT 
 
I, __________________________, a Notary Public 
for said County and State aforesaid, certify that 
Mark R. Holtzman, personally came before me this 
day and acknowledged that she executed the 
foregoing document. 
 
Witness my hand and Notarial Seal this 
 _____ day of _______________, 2017. 
 
 
(Seal) 
 

 GREENVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT 
 
 
 
 

Mark R. Holtzman 
Chief of Police 

Greenville Police Department 
 
 
 
This the _____ day of _______________, 2017. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF PITT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
 MUTUAL AID 

 
REQUEST FOR INTERAGENCY MUTUAL ASSISTANCE AND AGREEMENT 

 
This Request for Mutual Assistance and Agreement (the “Request and Agreement”) is 

made and entered into by the City of Greenville, a municipal corporation organized and existing 
under the laws of the State of North Carolina (the “City”), and East Carolina University, a 
constituent institution of the University of North Carolina as designated by N.C.G.S. § 116-4 
(“ECU”)(individually referred to herein as “Party” and collectively referred to herein as the 
“Parties”) pursuant to the Parties’ current Interagency Mutual Assistance Agreement (“IMAA”) 
and N.C.G.S. § 90-95.2, § 160A-288, § 116-40.5, and § 5-1-21 of the Code of Ordinances, City 
of Greenville, North Carolina, as follows: 

 
The mutual assistance herein provided pursuant to the IMAA will enable each Party to 

enhance its law enforcement capabilities, response effectiveness, and efficiency, and provide a 
highly visible law enforcement presence in the Center City Area as herein defined;  

 
The Parties have agreed that such law enforcement undertaking shall be subject to certain 

terms and conditions as provided in the IMAA and as herein stated; and  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the mutual promises set forth in the IMAA, the Parties 

herein agree as follows: 
 

DEFINITIONS 
 

1. “Center City Area” shall mean that specified area limited to the land area located 
within the following boundary:  bounded on the north by the Tar River, on the east by Elm 
Street, extended to the Tar River, on the south by 10th Street, and on the west by Dickinson 
Avenue between 10th Street and Pitt Street, and Pitt Street between Dickinson Avenue 
northward extended to the Tar River. 

 
2. “On-Duty” shall mean a loaned officer’s scheduled work period under this 

Request and Agreement and shall include the period of time immediately before a loaned 
officer’s scheduled work period, when the officer is driving to work.  It also includes the period 
of time immediately following a loaned officer’s work period, when the officer is driving from 
work.   

 
3.  “Loaned officer” (and “loaned officers” in its plural form) shall mean any and all 

temporarily assigned loaned officer from the assisting agency, which are those ECU Police 
officers provided to the City pursuant to this Request and Agreement.   

 
REQUEST AND AGREEMENT 

 
4. In accordance with the IMAA, the City, as the requesting agency, herein requests 

from ECU, and ECU, as the assisting agency, herein agrees to provide to the City four (4) loaned 
officers to be assigned to the Center City Area and assume the non-exclusive responsibility with 
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the City Police during specified times as herein stated for law enforcement services in the Center 
City Area as follows: 

 
A. As the assisting agency, ECU will provide to the City two (2) loaned 

officers to supplement the City Police officers assigned to the Center City 
Area from Wednesday night through Sunday morning of each week, 
during times as assigned by the City Police but not less than 80 hours 
every two-weeks, for the duration of this Request and Agreement. 
 

B. As the assisting agency, ECU will provide to the City two (2) additional 
loaned officers to supplement the City Police officers assigned to the 
Center City Area not to exceed six consecutive hours per day per officer, 
Wednesday night through Sunday morning of each week for the duration 
of this Request and Agreement.   

 
5. In addition to the powers loaned officers normally possess, acting in a law 

enforcement capacity with the City under the terms of the IMAA and that First Amended and 
Restated Agreement for Police Cooperation and Campus Law Enforcement Agency Extended 
Jurisdiction Agreement, executed contemporaneously with the Agreement, the loaned officers 
shall have the same powers, rights, privileges, and immunities (including those relating to civil 
actions and payment of judgments) as City Police officers, including all law enforcement powers 
as authorized by statute, case law, and the common law of the State of North Carolina.  

 
6. Loaned officers shall report to and will be supervised by the City Police Chief or 

the City Police Chief’s designee.  The City Police will ensure a clearly defined command 
structure and will establish procedures governing the use of loaned officers including processing 
arrestees, transporting prisoners, and operating temporary detention facilities, when applicable.  
While On-Duty pursuant to this Agreement, loaned officers shall be subject to the lawful 
operational commands of the assigned and designated City Police supervisor, but shall, for all 
personnel and administrative purposes, remain under the authority and control of ECU and ECU 
Police, including for purposes of pay.  When acting pursuant to this Request and Agreement, 
loaned officers shall be entitled to the same and continuous workers’ compensation coverage and 
other benefits provided by ECU and ECU Police that the loaned officers receive within the 
normal course and scope of their duties as ECU Police officers.  ECU shall be responsible for the 
payment of all compensation and benefits for all loaned officers. 

 
7. The officer in charge of the division or unit in which a loaned officer is 

temporarily assigned pursuant to this Agreement may, at any time, relieve such loaned officer of 
his or her duties and shall immediately forward to the head of the assisting agency, or designee, a 
written statement setting forth the reason for such action. 

 
8. Loaned officers shall report for work under this Request and Agreement with all 

necessary equipment, including vehicles, issued to them by ECU and ECU Police.  The City may 
furnish loaned officers with other equipment and personnel support as may be reasonably 
necessary to perform the assigned duties required under this Request and Agreement.  
Additionally, ECU may furnish equipment and supplies to the City if so requested by the City. 
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9. Each loaned officer shall provide a weekly report to the City Police through the 
loaned officer’s ECU Police chain of command. Such report shall include a daily breakdown of 
the number of hours worked and the assignments performed by the loaned officer. 

 
10. Loaned officers shall assist the City, as required, in any court actions or 

proceedings related to loaned officers’ service under this Request and Agreement. 
 
11. The term of this Request and Agreement pursuant to the Parties IMAA shall be 

for a twelve (12) month period commencing on August 1, 2017 and terminating on July 31, 
2018.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, in the event that either of the Parties should desire to 
terminate this arrangement, the terms of this Request and Agreement shall control and the Party 
desiring termination shall provide a thirty (30) day written notice to the other Party setting forth 
the effective date of such termination.  Unless otherwise specified, termination of this Request 
and Agreement will not terminate the IMAA.  Notice to either Party as required by this 
paragraph shall be as follows: 

 
 If to the City:   Chief of Police 
  City of Greenville 
  P.O. Box 7207 
  Greenville, NC 27835-7207 
   
 If to ECU:  Chief/Director of ECU Police 
  East Carolina University Police Department  
  609 East Tenth Street 
  Greenville, NC 27858-4353 
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have agreed to provide this Interagency 
Mutual Assistance as requested by the City and as agreed to by ECU, herein memorialized by 
this writing and executed below, in duplicate originals, pursuant to authority duly granted.           

 
EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY 
POLICE DEPARTMENT 
      
  
 
By:__________________________________
 Jason L. Sugg  
 Interim Chief/Director of ECU Police 
 
      
Date:       

 
GREENVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT 
 
       
 
By:__________________________________  
 Mark R. Holtzman  
  Chief of Police  
        
  
Date:      
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Current Extended Jurisdiction Area
“Campus Law Enforcement Agency Area of Extended Jurisdiction”

Amended Extended Jurisdiction Agreement rescinds above and 
allows ECU Police officers to patrol throughout the City.
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Proposed “Center City Area”

Area where four (4) ECU Police officers will assist the City.Item # 9



 

 

City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Contract Negotiations for Golf Management Agreement 

  

Explanation: Abstract:  Staff was instructed to research the possibility of a golf management 
firm operating the Bradford Creek Public Golf Course.  A Request for Proposals 
(RFP) was recently issued for such a management arrangement, and staff 
subsequently interviewed and received presentations from the three (3) firms that 
submitted proposals. Staff is seeking permission to negotiate the provisions of a 
possible management contract with the preferred company.  

Explanation:  In an effort to increase financial efficiencies at the Bradford Creek 
Public Golf Course while maintaining a high level of service, the possibility of 
an outside firm managing the course has been investigated.  An RFP targeting 
eastern U.S. golf management firms was issued, resulting in the City receiving 
operational proposals from three (3) golf management companies:  Billy Casper 
Golf, Cornerstone Golf, and Pope Golf. 

A staff committee composed of Assistant City Manager Michael Cowin, 
Business Analyst Byron Hayes, Recreation and Parks Director Gary Fenton, and 
Parks Superintendent Dean Foy hosted in-person interviews and received 
presentations from all three firms.  Staff is seeking Council approval to pursue 
contract negotiations with Billy Casper Golf, the preferred company, for the 
possible management of Bradford Creek Public Golf Course.  Billy Casper 
Golf has extensive experience in golf course management throughout the nation 
and manages just over 140 courses with 80 of those courses being municipal.  In 
North Carolina, they manage the Fairfield Harbour Property Owners Association 
course in New Bern.  Billy Casper Golf has a strong marketing program and 
approach for the courses they manage. 
 
The negotiated contract would then be brought back to Council at a future 
meeting for consideration and possible approval.  
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Fiscal Note: No fiscal impact is anticipated at this time.   
  

Recommendation:    Grant permission for staff to negotiate the provisions of a management contract 
with Billy Casper Golf for the company’s possible operation of the Bradford 
Creek Public Golf Course.  
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Request to utilize Federal and State Asset Forfeiture Funds to purchase various 
equipment for the Police Department 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  The Police Department is requesting authorization to purchase needed 
equipment for the department by utilizing Federal and State Asset Forfeiture 
Funds.  These funds are the direct result of money and property seized during 
criminal investigations. 

Explanation:  The Police Department is seeking approval to use both Federal 
and State Asset Forfeiture funds to purchase equipment needed for the 
department.  Copies of quotes for each item are attached for your information. 
  
The following is a description of proposed expenditures requested from the 
Federal Asset Forfeiture account: 
  
Mini-Caliber Robot and Accessory package:  $54,110.85 
This equipment will be for use by the Emergency Response Team during various 
critical incidents.  This device allows the operator to penetrate areas that are 
initially unsafe for human intervention.  The unit will provide the operator with 
live camera footage from anywhere within its mobile range and can be used to 
interact with a violent or potentially violent person absent the presence of an 
officer.    
 
Crash and Crime Scene Laser Scanning System:  $123,298.69 
This device will provide a means for precise mapping of crash and major crime 
scenes.  Laser technology will replace the need for analog measurements that 
officers must utilize when responding to these types of major scenes.  It will also 
provide a digital map whereby scenes can be created/recreated for use in the 
investigative process as well as in court proceedings.   
  
Three-Line Message Board 
With speed measurement and data collection capabilities:  $17,000.00 
The current digital message board, which is heavily used throughout the 
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city, is obsolete.  This item will not only allow for messaging but will 
also measure speed when needed and provide the ability to collect data such as 
traffic volume, high traffic times of day, and vehicular count in regard to a 
specific area.    
  
Speed Patrol Trailer:  $8,347.18 
This device is needed to replace an outdated, out of service speed measurement 
trailer that has been utilized by the department for years.  This trailer can be 
placed in areas experiencing chronic speed issues and can serve as a tremendous 
deterrent for violators thereby gaining voluntary compliance and addressing a 
major quality of life issue.   
 
30 Tasers and Holsters:  $41,340.02 
These units are needed to replace units that are no longer supported for repair by 
TASER and continue with the current complement among the sworn law 
enforcement officers.  The new units will ensure that the devices are supported 
for service and that they function properly when deployed.  
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
The proposed expenditure requested from the State Asset Forfeiture account will 
be used to purchase the following: 
  
Ballistic Resistant Emergency Rescue Vehicle:  $259,559.00 
This vehicle will be utilized when the standard police vehicle no longer provides 
the protection needed for either the responding officers or members of the 
public.  It will provide officers the ability to respond to a victim in a critical 
incident who otherwise might not be rescued.  The vehicle will also be utilized as 
part of the de-escalation model to safely resolve crisis negotiations.  In addition, 
the Greenville Police Department has developed a policy that governs and 
restricts the use of the vehicle under certain conditions so as not to negatively 
impact public perception.    
  
The anticipated cost for the vehicle is $259,559.  However, as indicated on the 
attached letter of support from Pitt County Sheriff Neil Elks, the Sheriff's Office 
has agreed to contribute $20,000 towards the purchase of this vehicle for use as 
needed within Pitt County.    
  
Additionally, in support of the Pitt County Mutual Aid Agreement, regional 
police departments support the availability of this vehicle in the area.  Letters of 
support from Ayden Police Department, Grifton Police Department, Farmville 
Police Department, and Winterville Police Department are also attached. 
  

Fiscal Note: The total proposed expenditures from the Federal Asset Forfeiture account are 
$244,096.74.  The City's Federal Forfeiture cash account has an available 
balance of $314,489.   
  
The total proposed expenditure from the State Asset Forfeiture account is 
$259,559.00.  The City's State Controlled Substance account  has an available 
balance of $328,673.  
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Recommendation:    Staff recommends approval to utilize Federal and State Asset Forfeiture Funds 
for the purchase of the stated equipment needs. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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Letters of Support

Emergency Rescue Vehicle
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Dormitory-Style Student Housing - Approach to Public Input and Solicitation for 
Consultant 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  At their May 8, 2017 meeting, City Council directed staff to (1) look 
into potential vendors to conduct a study on dormitory-style student housing and 
report back to Council in June, and (2) begin a public input process.   
  
Explanation:  Recent rezoning requests to allow various types of student 
housing projects have generated much discussion among Council Members and 
throughout the community.  There have been specific areas of concern regarding 
the number and location of dormitory-style student housing complexes that are 
developed within and outside of the core ECU campus area.  Before proposed 
amendments are promulgated to amend the zoning map, table of uses or zoning 
ordinance text, Council asked staff to research the cost to have a study 
commissioned that would determine whether or not the market for dormitory-
style student housing is currently overbuilt or will be saturated after programmed 
projects in various stages of review and construction are completed.  Consensus 
by Council discussion was also to solicit public input regarding the current status 
of student housing. 
  
1.  Consultant.  During the May 8, 2017 Council meeting, staff presented a 
summary of a study commissioned for the City of Auburn, Alabama, that 
addresses similar concerns as Greenville in Auburn around the University of 
Auburn and throughout the city.  Staff contacted both Auburn's City staff and 
the real estate research consultant Auburn used and determined the initial 2013 
study had a professional fee of $14,500.  Staff recommends Council approve a 
contract price for a similar study in Greenville for a not-to-exceed fee of 
$20,000.  Attached is a draft Request for Qualifications that includes a scope of 
services similar to the report prepared for the City of Auburn, Alabama.   
  
2.  Public Input.  To gather input by the public, as recommended by City 
Council, staff recommends one public input session during a weekday in City 
Hall's 3rd floor gallery in June; one public input session in the evening in City 

Item # 12



 

Hall's 3rd floor gallery in June; a public input item during a scheduled public 
hearing of the Planning and Zoning Commission on July 18; and an online 
survey on the City of Greenville website throughout the months of July and 
August.  The scope of services for the  real estate research consultant will also 
include a public input session in early September.  
  

Fiscal Note: The estimated consultant fee is $20,000, which is not in the City's current 
budget.  Attached is a DRAFT Request for Qualifications that includes a 
recommended scope of services.  If Council approves this outline, dates will be 
firmed up in the draft RFQ. 
  

Recommendation:    Seek direction from City Council to (1) authorize the City to issue a Request for 
Qualifications to commission a student and market-rate housing analysis to 
determine whether the market is or will become saturated based on existing and 
programmed dormitory-style student housing projects and (2) approve a series of 
public input sessions as outlined above.   

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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DRAFT #2, 5/26/2017 

 
 

   

 
 

DRAFT #2, 5/26/2017 
 
 

Community Development Department 
Request for Qualifications (RFQ) 

 
Date of Issue: __________ 
Due Date: ___________ 

 
 

Student and Market-Rate Apartment Housing Analysis 
Through this RFQ the City of Greenville is soliciting Requests for 
Qualifications from Real Estate Research and Consulting firms to 
prepare a student and market-rate housing analysis in the City of 

Greenville, NC. 

  
Contact Information: 

 
City of Greenville 

Financial Services/Purchasing 
Attention:  Denisha Harris, Purchasing Manager 

Post Office Box 7207 
201 West Fifth Street 

Greenville, NC 27835-7207 
dharris@greenvillenc.gov  

 
 

#1052451 
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R E Q U E S T   F O R   Q U A L I F I C A T I O N S 
 

CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
STUDENT AND MARKET-RATE APARTMENT HOUSING ANALYSIS 

 

1.0 Introduction 
 
The City of Greenville, North Carolina, is seeking a qualified and experienced real estate 
research consultant to assist in conducting and preparing a student and market rate apartment 
housing analysis in the City of Greenville to ascertain whether the supply of private dormitory 
developments, existing and approved for construction, have saturated or will saturate the 
housing market.   

2.0 Project Scope and Budget 
 
PROJECT SCOPE:  Responders must prepare a preliminary scope of work and project 
schedule to achieve the following requirements.  A preliminary scope of work must be 
included in the overall response.  The City and the selected consultant will determine the final 
scope of work following selection.  The selected consultant will, at a minimum: 

 
1. Develop a timeline for the completion of the Housing Analysis, with clear deadlines 

and specific action items identified for each task or phase identified in the scope. 
 

2. Establish and implement a community outreach and information strategy to ensure 
appropriate resident, business and City staff involvement is present throughout the 
research process. The public outreach efforts will help to establish and prioritize goals 
and strategies to meet the community’s vision. 

 
3. Prepare for and present preliminary and final report findings to the Planning and Zoning 

Commission and City Council for public input. 
 

4. Facilitate meetings and calls with City staff to provide progress and solicit input.  
Meetings are expected to be held at an average of one meeting every six months 
throughout the planning and adoption process. 
 

5. The scope of the housing study shall include a complete analysis of the rental market for 
students with a minimum of the following considerations: a field survey of modern 
apartments; an analysis of area housing; profile data; an analysis of the area economy; a 
demographic analysis; and recommendations for development. 
 
a. Field Survey:  Conduct a survey of modern apartments includes a cross-analysis 

of vacancies by rents, a survey of unit and project amenities, and a rent/value 
analysis. 

Attachment number 1
Page 2 of 7

Item # 12



 

3 
 

b. Area Housing Analysis:  Conduct an analysis of housing demand that includes a 
study of support by both growth and internal mobility. Analyze existing housing 
using the most recent census material. 
 

c. Profile Data:  Conduct case studies of student-oriented housing projects at 
universities and colleges throughout the country. This information, which 
included questions regarding unit size and features, project amenities, roommate 
preferences, rent, student profiles, and residing characteristics, is incorporated 
into the analysis and report. 

 
d. University Profile:  Conduct interviews with East Carolina University officials 

and reviewed student demographic information while completing a university 
profile.  The profile includes general information, housing characteristics, 
enrollment, a profile of the student body, tuition and fees, available transportation, 
and review of area attractions. 

 
e. Economic Analysis:  Major employers, utilities, banks, savings and loans, and 

media that serve the area should be listed in the study.  The information should be 
used to create a map showing school, shopping, and employment areas in relation 
to the University. 

 
f. Demographic Analysis:  The study includes an analysis of demographic 

characteristics of the student population and identifies any trends that may impact 
the development of student housing at the subject site. Enrollment trends have 
also been evaluated. 

 
g. Key Interviews:  Interviews regarding the perception of housing, recent 

development trends, planned and proposed developments and local conditions 
were conducted with city and county officials, area property owners and 
developers, major employers and human resource directors, major institutions 
such as schools and hospitals and real estate professionals. 

 
h. Case Study of Universities:  Colleges and universities in the south/southeast 

United States were identified for comparison of key indicators and ratios 
impacting student housing in Greenville. 

 
PROJECT BUDGET:  The City’s budget for the Housing Analysis is $20,000. 
  

3.0 Submittal Requirements 
 
1. Interested firms shall limit their proposal to a maximum of 10 pages and are required 

to submit the following information: 
 
2. A letter of interest. 
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3. An organization chart of the project team including identification of project manager, 
professional support staff, principal in charge, and known sub-consultant/contractor 
relationships. 

 
4. Statements of qualifications and resumes for project team members with specific 

mention of related projects including specific knowledge and experience. 
 

5. A proposed scope of services and timeline to complete the project. 
 
6. A demonstrated record of completing similar projects on schedule and within budget. 
 
7. A list of three references and contacts from past or current client relationships 

involving similar projects. 
 
 

4.0 Submittal Timeline 
 
Interested firms shall deliver one original hardcopy and four electronic (CD or flash drive) 
submittal packages in a sealed enclosure bearing the name and address of the firm and the 
project name.  Submittals must be received by the Purchasing Manager no later than 4:00 p.m. 
on___________ at the following address.  Responses may be hand delivered, mailed or 
delivered via courier.  Faxes and e-mails are not accepted and qualification statements received 
after the deadline will not be considered. 
 
City of Greenville 
Financial Services/Purchasing 
Attention:  Denisha Harris, Purchasing Manager 
Post Office Box 7207 
201 West Fifth Street 
Greenville, NC 27835-7207 
 
5.0 Criteria for Selection 
 
The evaluation of the proposals for these services will be based on the following 
considerations and their respective weights for the services listed in the scope of work: 
 
30% Experience in providing professional real estate research services. 
 
25% Education and experience of professional personnel including sub-consultants, if 

applicable. 
 
25% Past performance on similar type of projects of comparable sized cities. 
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20% The commitment of the firm, its key project members and proposed sub-consultants to 
provide requested services in accordance with City of Greenville plans and schedules.   

 
The City of Greenville may choose to short list firms for interview, if determined necessary. 
The presentations and interviews, if applicable, would be held in (July of 2017.  The City will 
notify applicants of their status in the selection process by (End of July 2017). 
 
Based on an evaluation of all materials and the potential interview process, the City will 
identify the most qualified firm by (August of 2017) and pursue the development of an 
agreement covering the scope of services, fees, timetable, performance standards, etc.  If an 
agreement cannot be reached, staff will consider another firm. 
 
Once completed, the agreement with be delivered to the City Manager for execution. 
 

6.0 Miscellaneous Provisions 
 
1. Ownership of Proposals.  Upon delivery, all RFQ’s will become the property of the City 

of Greenville. 
 

2. Public Disclosure of All Proposals.  All proposals received in response to this RFQ shall 
become the property of the City.  All proposals shall become a matter of public record, 
and shall be regarded as public records. 
 

3. Reasonable Inquiry.  The City may conduct any reasonable inquiry to determine the 
responsibility of the proposer.  The submission of a proposal constitutes permission by 
the proposer for the City to verify all information contained therein.  If the City deems it 
necessary, additional information may be requested from any proposer.  Failure to comply 
with any such request may disqualify a proposer from consideration. 

 
7.0 Minority and/or Women Business Enterprise (M/WBE) Program 
 
It is the policy of the City of Greenville to provide minorities and women equal opportunity for 
participating in all aspects of the City’s contracting and procurement programs, including but not 
limited to, construction projects, supplies and materials purchase, and professional and personal 
service contracts.  In accordance with this policy, the City has adopted a Minority and Women 
Business Enterprise (M/WBE) Plan and subsequent program, outlining verifiable goals. 
 
The City has established a 4% Minority Business Enterprise (MBE) and 4% Women 
Business Enterprise (WBE) goal for the participation of M/WBE firms in supplying goods and 
services for the completion of this project.  All firms submitting qualifications and/or proposals 
agree to utilize minority and women owned firms whenever possible. 
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8.0 Equal Employment Opportunity Clause 
 
The City has adopted an Equal Employment Opportunity Clause, which is incorporated into all 
specifications, purchase orders, and contracts, whereby a vendor agrees not to discriminate 
against any employee or applicant for employment on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, 
national origin or ancestry.  A copy of this clause may be obtained at the City Clerk’s Office, 
City Hall, Greenville, NC.  By submitting qualifications and/or proposals, the firm is attesting 
that they are an Equal Opportunity Employer. 
 
Federal law (Rehabilitation Act and ADA) prohibits handicapped discrimination by all 
governmental units.  By submitting a proposal, the vendor is attesting to its policy of 
nondiscrimination regarding the handicapped. 
 
 
9.0 City of Greenville Local Preference Policy 
 
It is the policy of the City of Greenville to ensure the best overall value in the procurement of 
goods and services and to support the City’s economic development. Therefore, the City of 
Greenville has adopted a Local Preference Policy which provides a preference to eligible local 
bidders in the awarding of certain city contracts.  
 
In accordance with the City’s Local Preference Policy, being local is a factor to be considered in 
determining the qualifications of the entity or person submitting a proposal.  A copy of the City’s 
local preference policy can be found at http://www.greenvillenc.gov/government/financial-
services/purchasing 
 
Questions regarding the City’s Local Preference Policy should be directed to the Purchasing 
Division of the City of Greenville at (252) 329-4664. 
 
10.0 Acceptance/Rejection of Proposals 
 
The City of Greenville reserves the right to award to the Firm who will best serve the interests of 
the City.  The City also reserves the right to waive minor variations in the specifications and in 
the bidding process, as well as to accept in whole or in part such proposal(s) where it deems it 
advisable in protection of the best interests of the City.  The City further reserves the right to 
accept or reject any or all proposals, and to award or not award a contract based on this proposal. 
 
11.0 E-Verify 
 
The firm submitting a proposal shall comply with the requirements of Article 2 of Chapter 64 of 
the North Carolina General Statutes. Further, if the firm utilizes a sub consultant, the firm shall 
require the sub consultant to comply with the requirements of Article 2 of Chapter 64 of the 
North Carolina General Statutes. The firm represents that the firm and its sub consultants are in 
compliance with the requirements of Article 2 of Chapter 64 of the North Carolina General 
Statutes. 
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12.0 Iran Divestment Act 
 
The firm submitting a proposal certifies that it is not on the Iran Final Divestment List created by 
the North Carolina State Treasurer pursuant to N.C.G.S. 147-86.58. The firm will not utilize on 
the contract any sub consultant that is listed on the Iran Final Divestment List created by the 
North Carolina State Treasurer pursuant to N.C.G.S. 147-86.58. 
 
13.0 Questions 
 
Questions regarding this Request for Qualifications shall be submitted in writing by (July 2017) 
to:   
 
 
City of Greenville 
Financial Services/Purchasing 
Attention:  Denisha Harris, Purchasing Manager 
Post Office Box 7207 
201 West Fifth Street 
Greenville, NC 27835-7207 
Email:  dharris@greenvillenc.gov 
 
Refer to the City of Greenville Purchasing Department website for posted questions and answers 
associated with this Request for Qualifications at the following address: 
http://www.greenvillenc.gov/government/financial-services/purchasing-division/current-bid-
opportunities 
 
 

Attachment number 1
Page 7 of 7

Item # 12



 

 

City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Amended Expenditures from North Carolina Department of Commerce 
Downtown Revitalization Grant Funds 

  

Explanation: Abstract:  In September of 2016, the City Council accepted a $94,340 
downtown revitalization grant from the Rural Economic Development Division 
of the North Carolina Department of Commerce.  The City intended to use these 
funds to pay Development Finance Initiative (DFI).  Due to cost savings on the 
Imperial site brownfields cleanup, $61,840 of the $94,240 grant is available for 
downtown revitalization projects.  The original deadline to spend these funds 
was March 31, 2017; however, the State extended the deadline for one year.  On 
March 2, 2017, staff received input from the Redevelopment Commission 
concerning how to spend the additional funds.  Staff is seeking City Council 
approval to spend the money on the projects listed herein. 
  
Explanation:  In September of 2016, the City Council accepted a $94,340 
downtown revitalization grant from the Rural Economic Development Division 
of the North Carolina Department of Commerce.  The City of Greenville’s grant 
application stated the City intended to use these funds to pay for Imperial site 
redevelopment planning and related items.  With funding in place, the City hired 
the Development Finance Initiative (DFI) of the UNC School of Government for 
services in the amount of $94,000 (plus a 1.5 percent commission).  The flat fee 
included urban design services that were to be completed by a subcontractor. 
  
To expedite the project, the City agreed to hire the urban design firm – J. Davis – 
directly in the amount of $24,000, while paying DFI’s $70,000 flat fee 
separately.  Cost savings on the Imperial site brownfields cleanup enabled the 
City to pay DFI using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency brownfields grant 
funds.  The City used part of the $94,340 revitalization grant to pay for three 
other Imperial site redevelopment items: J. Davis ($24,000), Duncklee & 
Dunham ($5,000) to complete environmental consulting services for the Imperial 
site, and a fence ($3,500) to protect two historic properties on the site.  That 
leaves $61,840 for other downtown revitalization items.  Eligible expenses under 
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this grant program include: 

l Planning costs that will produce a final plan for physical improvements, 
including architectural and engineering design;  

l Streetscape design and implementation;  
l Public infrastructure including water, sewer, electric, lighting, sidewalk, 

traffic, road and/or digital infrastructure improvements;  
l Façade or building improvements;  
l Wayfinding signage; or  
l Art or cultural installations.  

The original deadline to expend these funds was March 31, 2017.  When the 
additional $61,840 in grant funds became available, OED staff met with other 
City departments and Uptown stakeholders to gather input on program-eligible 
projects within the Uptown/Dickinson Avenue area, on an expedited basis.  
Subsequently, the NC Rural Economic Development Division gave 
municipalities participating in this grant program a one-year extension through 
March 2018.  Among stakeholders and staff, there was consensus to use the grant 
funds to expedite two high-priority Uptown/Dickinson Avenue projects: 

l Uniform, black parking sign poles:  to improve wayfinding and 
streetscape, furthering the City’s goal of decluttering and enhancing 
signage aesthetics  

l Banners:  to help “brand” Uptown/Dickinson Avenue districts  

Other items that stakeholders and staff considered: 

l Public art purchases and/or installations  
l An information kiosk on Dickinson Avenue  

Given additional time, staff sought input from the Redevelopment Commission 
(RDC) at its May 2, 2017 meeting.  The consensus of the RDC is to use these 
funds on revitalization projects that are already underway and can be 
implemented immediately.  With that in mind, the RDC agreed that the parking 
signage poles and banners should be included, but the RDC prefers to spend 
remaining funds on the Hodges Alley improvement project – which is expected 
to commence this summer – as opposed to purchasing public art or an 
information kiosk, two projects which will require additional study and/or a 
(competitive, open) public selection process. 
  
Based on stakeholder and RDC input, staff recommends that the City use the 
remaining $61,480 in Downtown Revitalization Grant funds to support the 
following projects: 
   
Total grant award  $94,340

                            Spent

Imperial Site -$32,500

                           Current balance  $61,840
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New items: 
  

  
Staff is prepared to complete the project items, as outlined above, within the next 
few months, pending City Council approval. 
  

Hodges Alley                                 -$20,000

Parking (signage poles) -$31,651

Banners -$10,189

                           Final balance  $0

Fiscal Note: Acceptance of these grant funds did not require any additional fiscal 
commitments from the City; this grant required no local match.   

Recommendation:    Staff recommends that City Council approve the program outlined herein.   

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 6/5/2017 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Proposed Jobs Creation Grant Program   

Explanation: Abstract: Staff presented an outline of a proposed Job Creation Grant program 
to the City Council Economic Development Committee (CCEDC). The CCEDC 
was satisfied with the proposal and requested that staff seek City Council input 
prior to finalizing the program Guidelines. 
 
Explanation: The City Council Economic Development Committee (CCEDC) 
requested staff to develop proposals for additional economic development 
incentives to better position Greenville to attract and locate jobs-producing 
projects. At CCEDC’s May 10, 2017 meeting, staff presented a proposed Job 
Creation Grant Program. The CCEDC was satisfied with the proposal and 
requested that staff seek City Council feedback. After incorporating changes 
suggested by City Council, staff will schedule a public hearing in August to 
request City Council approval for the final incentive program. 
  
Staff will discuss the purpose of this incentive program; eligibility requirements; 
guidelines for which types of economic development projects would 
automatically be sent to City Council for consideration; the grant amounts that 
businesses would be eligible to receive; the application process; and a 
“clawback” provision for the City to recover funds from failing projects. 
  

Fiscal Note: Approval of a Job Creation Grant Program would require initial seed funding of 
$60,000. These funds would be re-directed from the Airport Tax Incentive funds 
within the Economic Development Budget.   

Recommendation:    Staff requests that City Council provide input on the outlined proposal.   

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT  1 

 

Outline of Proposed Job Creation Grant Program 
CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 

 
1). Purpose: to better position Greenville to attract and land competitive economic development 
projects. The Job Creation Grant will complement the City’s existing Capital Investment Grant program 
as well as the State’s economic development incentives. Used prudently, the Job Creation Grant (and 
the Capital Investment Grant) can help the City to close the deal on competitive economic 
development projects. Local incentives will not convince a company, or site selector, to take an interest 
in your market area initially; however, incentives can make a big difference when your city has made it 
to a company’s “short list” for a project.  
 
2). Eligibility: is for businesses seeking to open or expand facilities within Greenville city limits; business 
activities that will create net new fullǦtime jobs1 (or FTEs) with benefits as a function of producing goods 
and services locally and/or selling them outside of the Greenville M.S.A. (i.e., create “basic” or “export” 
jobs) are eligible for the Job Creation Grant.  
 
3.) Guidelines: Projects that meet or exceed the following minimum jobǦcreation thresholds, in 
addition to meeting basic eligibility requirements, will be submitted to City Council for Job Creation 
Grant funding consideration:  

 A minimum of 10 net new fullǦtime jobs, or FTEs, that pay at least $25/hour (total employment 
compensation); or 

 A minimum of 30 net new fullǦtime jobs, or FTEs, that pay at least $11/hour plus benefits; or      
 A minimum of 50 net new fullǦtime jobs, of FTEs for any salary/hourly wage but pays benefits 

 
Projects that are receiving State of NC economic development incentives may also receive a Job 
Creation Grant. Projects that meet the basic eligibility requirements, but do not meet the above 
thresholds, may also be awarded funding at the discretion of City Council.    
 
4). Grant Awards: Project awards are cash grants, which are paid in three annual installments, over a 
36Ǧmonth grant period. The total amount of grant awards is calculated on the basis of net new jobs 
created, as outlined below, unless otherwise modified at the discretion of City Council:  

 Tier I = $1,500 per fullǦtime job that provides full benefits (health insurance/medical plan) at any 
wage level 

 Tier II = $3,000 per fullǦtime job that pays over $25/hour 

                                                                   
1 Net job creation refers to the net result of all hiring minus voluntary and involuntary separations. Businesses that create new 
job openings, which are not expected to displace similar positions within the existing local employment base, are creating net 
new jobs. On the other hand, if a local company, which employs 100 workers, decides to move across town to a new, stateǦofǦ
theǦart facility that enables the company to maintain or increase production while employing only 75 workers, this project 
would actually result in a net loss of 25 jobs for the community (although the project would figure to generate positive 
economic impacts as well). A more complicated example is when a new company moves into the city, promising to create 50 
new jobs, but is expected to put considerable competitive pressure on an existing local company that employs 50 workers; it’s 
unlikely that all 100 employees will still be working two or three years later. In such cases, the City Council might estimate that 
the new company will really create about 25 net new jobs and award a Job Creation Grant based on that estimate.  
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OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT  2 

 

If a company creates a combination of Tier I and Tier II jobs, the total grant amount will be determined 
by combining the subtotals from Tier I and Tier II jobs created, unless modified at the discretion of City 
Council.  

Companies receiving Job Creation Grants shall provide annual reports to the Office of Economic 
Development demonstrating the total number of fullǦtime employees in the last month of the reporting 
period and total salary/benefits paid for the entire 12Ǧmonth period: 

 First Annual Report: 12 months from the date of the grant award 
 Second Annual Report: 24 months from the date of the grant award 
 Third (and Final) Annual Report: 36 months from the date of the grant award   

If the company reaches its job creation and wage targets for each reporting period, then the cash grants 
will be awarded as follows:  

 First installment (12thǦmonth) = 1/3 of total grant award   
 Second installment (24thǦmonth) = 1/3 of total grant award 
 Third installment (36thǦmonth) = 1/3 of total grant award  

Once a company has reached all of its job and wage targets after 36 months, it will have received the 
full amount of the grant award. At the conclusion of the 36th month report and final installment, the 
grant is closed out. 

For an explanation of how grant installments are modified in the event that a company does not reach 
the agreed upon job and wage targets, see section (7). Clawback Provisions.  

 

5). Examples of “export” industries: when goods and services are produced locally and then sold 
predominantly outside of the MSA, it brings wealth back into the local economy. Businesses engaged in 
these activities are creating valueǦadded jobs, whereas nonǦwealth producing jobs typically recirculate 
wealth within a community.  
 

1. Manufacturing Ǧ heavy, light, or artisanal.  

2. Financial services, highǦvalue backǦoffice operations, or other similar valueǦadded service 
functions that generate a majority of transactions originating outside of eastern NC; may 
include customer service operations. 

3. Corporate or regional headquarters. 

4. Digital media/simulation/animation. 

5. Research and development. The conducting of research, development or testing for industrial, 
scientific, medical, or food/drink products. 
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6). Application Process: businesses interested in applying for either a Job Creation Grant, a Capital 
Investment Grant, or both programs are requested to submit an application in the form of a letter to 
the Economic Development Manager (Office of Economic Development). The OED staff will process 
and review the letter and attachments; work with applicants to provide any additional data that might 
be pertinent to the application, and then forward the application and OED staff recommendation to the 
City Manager and City Council Economic Development Committee, respectively, for their 
consideration. If the CCEDC supports moving forward with the application, staff will submit the 
application to City Council for approval.  
 
Applicant’s letter to the Office of Economic Development should include the following information: 

 Name of company 
 Description of product produced, production process and/or service provided, and the local 

project proposed 
 Number of new employees at the start of operation and projected jobs 36 months after start of 

operations 
 Anticipated start date of operations 
 Average wages to be paid for employees at the start of operation and average estimated wages 

36 months after the start of operations 
 Annual payroll anticipated at the end of 36 months after the start of operations 
 Total investment in land, building and equipment anticipated at the start of operations, and at 

the end of 36 months after the start of operations 

Attachments should include:  

 A copy of the company’s business plan describing the goals and objectives of the company, 
current sales, operational costs and employment, and anticipated investments, sales or 
services, and employment 

 Letters of recommendation 

 

7). Clawback Provision: the Job Creation Program Grant agreement shall include provisions for the 
reimbursement of applicable local incentives if the business fails to achieve established job creation and 
wage scale obligations.  

If a company does not reach the agreedǦupon job creation and wage targets at either, or both, of the 
12Ǧmonth and 24Ǧmonth “interim” reporting periods, the 1/3 annual installment for either, or both, 
periods will be reduced on a prorated basis; however, if the company subsequently reaches its targets 
at the final, 36Ǧmonth period, it will receive the full amount of the award, including any amounts 
previously discounted from the 1/3 annual installments on a prorated basis.  

If a company fails to reach its job and wage targets at the 36thǦmonth reporting period, it will forfeit all 
of its third installment payment and thus its total effective grant award will equal whatever amounts it 
had received from the 12Ǧ and 24Ǧmonth installments. 
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The formula for calculating how much of the 1/3 annual installments will be paid is as follows: 

o First, calculate the realized total value of the project to the local employment base over 
the 36thǦmonth grant period: e.g. Year 1 total employee compensation for all 12Ǧ
months 

o Then use the following equation to determine the clawback amount: 
 

Total salaries + benefits actually paid 
(Realized Total Project Value)  = % of the Installment paid 
Agreed Upon Total salaries + benefits  
(Promised 36 month Total Project Value) 

 
Grant amount awarded Ͳ grant amount earned = Installment 
payment 

    

 The clawback (reimbursement) provision shall be included in the contract agreement 
 The City Manager, with the approval of the City Council, may abrogate or modify provisions 

contained within the contract for the repayment of incentives, other economic development 
incentives (e.g., waiver of fees) should the City Manager determine such provisions need 
modification due to conditions in the general economy, industry specific conditions, in the 
event of natural disasters, or similar reason 
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