
Agenda 

Greenville City Council 

September 9, 2013 
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 Joyner  
 
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 not register will have an 
opportunity to speak until the allocated 30 minutes expires.  
 

VI. Consent Agenda 
 

1.   Minutes from the February 14, April 8, and April 15, 2013, City Council meetings 
 

2.   Continuance of Resolution Authorizing Funding for Economic Development Project 
 

3.   Contract award for the 2013 Pavement Preservation Seal Project 
 

4.   Grant contract with the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources to 
purchase recycling roll-out carts 



 
5.   Proposal for ICMA to Conduct a Comprehensive Analysis of the City's Fire/Rescue Department 

 
6.   Report on Contracts Awarded 

 
7.   Purchase of target system by the police department for use in firearms training 

 
8.   Resolution Amending the Thresholds for the Formal and Informal Bidding Process in Order to 

Conform to the North Carolina Statutory Monetary Amounts for these Thresholds 
 

9.   Resolution Exempting Projects from the Statutory Procurement Process Established by Article 3D 
of Chapter 143 of the North Carolina General Statutes when the Estimated Professional Fee is 
Less than Fifty Thousand Dollars 
 

10.   Amendment to the authorized position allocations within the Planning Division of the Community 
Development Department 
 

11.   Resolution approving an interlocal agreement with the Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors 
Authority 
 

12.   Resolution expressing support for the City of Greenville's participation in the Let's Move! Cities, 
Towns, and Counties Initiative 
 

13.   Ordinances amending Greenville Utilities Commission's capital project budget ordinances for the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant Ultraviolet Disinfection Equipment Replacement Project and the 
Westside Pump Station and Force Main Project 
 

14.   Budget ordinance amendment #2 to the 2013-2014 City of Greenville budget (Ordinance #13-
026)  
 

VII. New Business 
 

15.   Presentations by Boards and Commissions 
  
a.   Firefighter's Relief Fund Committee 
b.   Public Transportation and Parking Commission 
c.   Recreation and Parks Commission 
 

16.   Approval of Scope and Fee for Uptown Parking Deck Design Services 
 

17.   Facility Type Alternatives for the Greenville Transportation and Activity Center 
 

18.   Resolution adopting the City of Greenville Local Preference Policy 
 

19.   Amendment to the Neighborhood Advisory Board ordinance 



 
VIII. Review of September 12, 2013, City Council Agenda  
 
IX. Comments from Mayor and City Council 
 
X. City Manager's Report 
 
XI. Adjournment 
 



 

 

 

City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Minutes from the February 14, April 8, and April 15, 2013, City Council 
meetings 
  

Explanation: Proposed minutes from regular City Council meetings held on February 14 and 
April 8, 2013, and a City Council budget workshop held on April 15, 2013, are 
presented for review and approval. 
  

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

Recommendation:    Review and approve proposed minutes from regular City Council meetings held 
on February 14 and April 8, 2013, and a City Council budget workshop held on 
April 15, 2013. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download

Proposed_Minutes_of_the_February_14__2013_City_Council_Meeting_961113

Proposed_Minutes_of_April_8_2013_City_Council_Meeting_958767

Proposed_Minutes_of_April_15_2013_City_Council_Meeting_961079

Item # 1



 
 

PROPOSED MINUTES 
MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
        THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 14, 2013 
 

 
 
A regular meeting of the Greenville City Council was held on Thursday, February 14, 2013 
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 7:00 pm.  Council Member Smith 
gave the invocation, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Those Present:   

Mayor Allen M. Thomas, Mayor Pro-Tem Glover, Council Member Kandie Smith, 
Council Member Marion Blackburn, Council Member Calvin R. Mercer, Council 
Member Max R. Joyner, Jr. and Council Member Dennis J. Mitchell 
 

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 stated the public hearing on the ordinance requiring the 
repair or demolition and removal of the dwelling located at 908 Fairfax Avenue was not 
advertised and, therefore, needs to be removed from the agenda and rescheduled for March 
7, 2013. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover asked that the discussion of the contract with the Greenville-Pitt 
Chamber of Commerce be continued to February 25, 2013 because Chamber President 
Susanne Sartelle was unable to be here. 
 
Upon motion by Council Member Joyner, seconded by Council Member Blackburn, the City 
Council voted unanimously to approve the agenda with the changes noted by the City 
Manager and Mayor Pro-Tem Glover. 
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APPOINTMENTS 

 
 
Affordable Housing Loan Committee 
Council Member Smith continued the appointment of Melissa Grimes’ seat and made a 
motion to reappoint Howard Conner to a second three-year term that will expire February 
2016.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Joyner and it carried unanimously.  
 
Historic Preservation Commission 
Council Member Blackburn continued the appointment of Ann Schwarzmann’s seat, who 
did not seek a second term.   
 
Human Relations Council 
Mayor Pro Tem Glover continued the appointment of the East Carolina University seat and 
made a motion to appoint Helen Pase to fill an unexpired term that will expire September 
2015, in replacement of Abdel Abdel-Rahman, who was no longer eligible to serve.  The 
motion was seconded by Council Member Joyner and it carried unanimously. 
 
Pitt-Greenville Convention & Visitors Authority 
Mayor Pro Tem Glover continued the replacement of Joseph Fridgen’s seat, who had 
resigned. 
 
Public Transportation & Parking Commission 
Council Member Mercer continued the appointment of Eric Foushee’s seat, who had 
resigned. 
 
Youth Council 
Council Member Blackburn continued these appointments due to lack of applicants.  
 

 
OLD BUSINESS 

 
 
REVISIONS TO 1ST STREET PARKING IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
 
Economic Development Officer Carl Rees stated parking improvements in Greenville’s 
Uptown Commercial District were identified as a goal by the City Council for the current 
year. As part of their current year program of work, the Redevelopment Commission hired 
land planning and engineering firm Kimley-Horn and Associates to develop alternatives 
that would lead to the addition of parking along the 1st Street corridor between Reade and 
Cotanche Streets.  The proposed plan was discussed in January, with the discussion 
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resulting in general support.  There were concerns related to costs, particularly with regard 
to resurfacing along First Street and other areas of the City.   
 
Mr. Rees stated Traffic Engineer Rik DiCesare can address those concerns and will discuss 
proposed revisions to the plan. 
 
Mr. DiCesare briefly reviewed the original plan, which had a travel lane in each direction, a 
bike lane, slanted parking along one side of the street and parallel parking on the other.  He 
stated there is a yellow line down the center of the street at present and the expense of 
removing that line was much of the cost in the original plan. 
 
Mr. DiCesare then presented a revised plan, which includes a road diet to reduce the 
existing four lanes on 1st Street to two and includes parallel parking on both the north and 
south sides of 1st Street, a street level median delineated only by painted striping to 
provide a safer environment for pedestrians crossing the road, and bike lanes along the 
corridor.  Mr. DiCesare reported that this recommended parking alternative provides a net 
gain of 86 parking spaces and minimally impacts traffic along the corridor.  
 
Mr. Rees stated that, with City Council approval, Kimley-Horn will produce construction 
documents for the project by March 11, 2013, with restriping scheduled to take place 
approximately three months later following a competitive bid process.  Staff estimates the 
cost for restriping along 1st Street at approximately $20,000.  Final estimates for restriping 
will be completed as part of the construction documentation process by Kimley-Horn. 
Funds for the restriping portion of this project have been designated in the current 
Redevelopment Commission budget through the 2004 general obligation bond issue for 
Center City revitalization. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked if the new plan incorporates speed bumps.  Mr. DiCesare stated it 
does not. 
 
There being no further discussion, Council Member Joyner moved to approve the revised 
parking plan for 1st Street.  Council Member Blackburn seconded the motion, which passed 
by unanimous vote. 
 

 
NEW BUSINESS 

 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
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ORDINANCE TO ANNEX ARBOR HILLS SOUTH, PHASE 3, INVOLVING 4.2563 ACRES 
LOCATED AT THE CURRENT TERMINUS OF ROCKLAND DRIVE AND ABOUT 800 FEET 
WEST OF EASTERN PINES ROAD 
 
Community Development Director Merrill Flood 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 41 people is estimated at 
full development.  Current zoning is RA20 (Residential-Agricultural), with the proposed use 
being 19 single-family dwellings.  Present tax value is $106,408, with tax value at full 
development estimated at $2,988,708.  The property is located within Vision Area C. 

 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 7:11 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 7:12 pm. 

 
Council Member Joyner moved to adopt the ordinance to annex Arbor Hills South, Phase 3, 
involving 4.2563 acres located at the current terminus of Rockland Drive and about 800 
feet west of Eastern Pines Road.   Council Member Blackburn seconded the motion, which 
passed by unanimous vote.  
 
ORDINANCE TO ANNEX LANGSTON WEST, SECTION 4, INVOLVING 3.2150 ACRES 
LOCATED AT THE CURRENT TERMINUS OF ROUNDING BEND ROAD AND 950+ FEET 
NORTH OF THOMAS LANGSTON ROAD 
 
Community Development Director Merrill Flood showed a map depicting the proposed 
annexation area, which is located within Winterville Township in voting district #2.  The 
property is currently vacant with no population.  A population of 17 people is estimated at 
full development.  Current zoning is R9S (Residential-single-family), with the proposed use 
being eight single-family dwellings.  Present tax value is $60,281, with tax value at full 
development estimated at $2,365,881.  The property is located within Vision Area E. 

 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 7:13 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 7:14 pm. 

 
Council Member Joyner moved to adopt the ordinance to annex Langston West, Section 4 
involving 3.2150 acres located at the terminus of Rounding Bend Road and 950 ft. +/- feet 
north of Thomas Langston Road.   Council Member Blackburn seconded the motion, which 
passed by unanimous vote.  
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ORDINANCE REQUESTED BY INCOME INVESTMENTS, LLC TO REZONE 1.15 ACRES 
LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE INTERSECTION OF EVANS STREET 
AND 8TH STREET FROM DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL FRINGE (CDF) TO DOWNTOWN 
COMMERCIAL (CD) 
 
Planner Chantae Gooby stated Income Investments, LLC have requested to rezone 1.15 
acres located at the northeast corner of the intersection of Evans Street and 9th Street from 
CDF (Downtown Commercial Fringe) to CD (Downtown Commercial). The subject area is 
located in Vision Area G.   

 
According to Ms. Gooby, Evans Street is considered a connector corridor from Reade Circle 
continuing south.   Connector corridors are anticipated to contain a variety of higher 
intensity activities and uses.  The Future Land Use Plan Map recommends commercial (C) 
for the area bounded by Reade Circle, Cotanche Street, West 10th Street, and Evans Street. 
The subject property is located in the designated regional focus area described as the 
central business district (Uptown area). 

 
Based on the analysis comparing the existing zoning (1,264 trips) and requested rezoning, 
Ms. Gooby stated the proposed rezoning classification could generate 805 trips to and from 
the site on Evans Street, which is a net decrease of 459 trips per day. Since the traffic 
analysis for the requested rezoning indicates that the proposal will generate less traffic 
than the existing zoning, a traffic volume report was not generated. 

 
On the 1969 zoning series map, the subject property was zoned CDF (Downtown 
Commercial Fringe).  It served as the former location of Ham’s Restaurant.  Water and 
Sewer are located in the right-of-way along Evans Street.  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: CD - two (2) vacant commercial buildings 
South: CD - Trent Lee, III MD office and one (1) duplex building 
East: CD - Georgetown Apartments 
West: CDF- Marathon Restaurant and parking lot 

 
Ms. Gooby stated under the current zoning (CDF), the site could yield 9,940+/- square feet 
of commercial/retail/restaurant space.  Under the proposed zoning (CD), the site could 
yield 22,592+/- square feet of restaurant/office/multi-family. There are no setbacks or on-
site parking requirements for the CD district. The anticipated build-out time is within 2-3 
years. 
 
Ms. Gooby stated that, in staff's opinion, the request is in compliance with Horizons: 
Greenville's Community Plan, the Future Land Use Plan Map, and the Center City  
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Revitalization Plan.  "In compliance with the comprehensive plan" should be construed as 
meaning the requested zoning is (i) either specifically recommended in the text of the 
Horizons Plan (or addendum to the plan) or is predominantly or completely surrounded by 
the same or compatible and desirable zoning and (ii) promotes the desired urban form. The 
requested district is considered desirable and in the public interest, and staff recommends 
approval of the requested rezoning. 
 
Ms. Gooby stated the Planning and Zoning Commission voted to recommend approval of 
the request at its January 15, 2013, meeting. 
 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed annexation open at 7:17 pm 
and invited anyone wishing to speak in favor to come forward.   
 
Durk Tyson 
Mr. Tyson indicated he was present on behalf of the applicant and would be happy to 
answer any questions that might arise. 
 
Hearing no one else wishing to comment in favor of the application to rezone, Mayor 
Thomas invited comment in opposition.  Hearing none, Mayor Thomas closed the public 
hearing at 7:18 pm. 
 
Council Member Joyner moved to adopt the ordinance to rezone 1.15 acres located at the 
northeast corner of the intersection of Evans Street and 9th Street from Downtown 
Commercial Fringe (CDF) to Downtown Commercial (C).   Council Member Blackburn 
seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote.  
 
ORDINANCE INITIATED BY THE GREENVILLE CITY COUNCIL TO AMEND THE ZONING 
ORDINANCE TO CREATE STANDARDS FOR CONVENIENCE STORES, TOBACCO SHOPS, 
AND HOOKAH CAFES 
 
Interim Assistant City Manager Chris Padgett stated the purpose of this text amendment to 
the Zoning Ordinance, which was initiated by the Greenville City Council, is to propose 
standards related to the location of convenience stores, tobacco shops, and hookah cafes. 
The City Zoning Ordinance currently does not define or provide standards for tobacco 
shops or hookah cafes. Recognizing that a number of new establishments have opened 
within the community in recent years that specialize in the retail sales of tobacco-related 
products, City Council initiated this text amendment to ensure the appropriate location of 
these facilities within the City's jurisdiction. 
 
Mr. Padgett provided a brief overview of the current standards applicable to convenience 
stores and tobacco shops, an inventory of existing establishments located within the 
community, information related to the city-wide inspection of existing establishments and 
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the findings associated with these inspections, and an outline of proposed modifications to 
the City’s standards for review and consideration. 
 
Mr. Padgett stated that it is staff's opinion that the proposed standards contained within 
the proposed zoning text amendment are needed to ensure the appropriate location and 
permitting process for these land uses. It is staff's further opinion that the proposed text 
amendment is in compliance with Horizons: Greenville's Community Plan and, if adopted, 
would benefit plan objectives related to preserving neighborhood livability. Mr. Padgett 
said the Planning and Zoning Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval of 
the request at its January 15, 2013, meeting. 
 
Council Member Blackburn asked if there are restrictions on ABC Stores.  City Attorney 
Dave Holec replied that those are governed by the State. 
 
Council Member Joyner asked if the proposed amendment impacts hours of operation for 
the establishments affected by the ordinance, and if the hours of existing facilities are 
known.  Mr. Padgett stated the proposed amendment does not impact hours of operation at 
the present time.  He indicated he was unsure of exact hours of operation for existing 
facilities, but stated many are open until the early morning hours. 
 
Council Member Joyner asked if there was input from the Police Department and whether 
the Police Chief feels the proposed changes will be beneficial.  Mr. Padgett stated the Police 
Department has been involved from a Code Enforcement standpoint only.  Police Chief 
Hassan Aden stated he has not personally reviewed the proposed amendment, but he 
knows Code Enforcement supports it 

 
Mayor Thomas declared the public hearing for the proposed text amendment open at 7:28 
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 7:29 pm. 

 
Council Member Blackburn moved to adopt the ordinance to amend the Zoning Ordinance 
to create standards for convenience stores, tobacco shops, and hookah cafes.   Council 
Member Joyner seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote.  
 
(REMOVED FROM AGENDA) ORDINANCE REQUIRING THE REPAIR OR THE 
DEMOLITION AND REMOVAL OF THE DWELLING LOCATED AT 908 FAIRFAX AVENUE 
 
This item has been rescheduled for March 7, 2013 
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PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
 
Mayor Thomas opened the public comment period at 7:33 pm and explained procedures to 
be followed by anyone who wished to speak. 
 

• Andrew Davis – 206 Burrington Road 
Mr. Davis thanked the City Council for their work to improve communities and 
safety.  He stated he wants to address neighborhood associations.  He is originally 
from Jacksonville, FL.  In Jacksonville, everyone in a neighborhood has a voice.  The 
associations are not targeted toward a select few – rather both homeowners and 
renters alike can be involved.  He feels only involving property owners in making 
decisions for a neighborhood is very discriminative.  It shuts out the voice of the 
people who live in the communities, particularly when the majority population of 
Greenville is renters. 

 
• Kristina Williams – 203 S. Elm Street 

Ms. Williams stated she is a 12 year resident, coming from a military family.  She 
rents her home and has lived in a variety of neighborhoods, but she is not allowed to 
vote on neighborhood issues because she hasn’t lived in her home a specific period 
of time.  This practice disenfranchises residents.  Greenville is 65% rental.  Her 
neighborhood is about 80% rental.  She feels they should have a voice in all matters 
concerning their neighborhood, whether they rent or own.  On an unrelated note, 
Ms. Williams stated she is a business owner here and she is very impressed with the 
City’s revitalization efforts 

 
• Charles Harley – 2009 Mercury Drive  

Mr. Harley stated he feels, as a renter, people should take pride in the property they 
are renting.  As a homeowner, people should look for feedback on what is happening 
around their property.  If renters are not allowed to vote, they will take less pride in 
their home and in their neighborhood. Pride in where someone lives is what helps 
keep the City up.  This is especially important in the downtown area, where there is 
a high concentration of renters, because that is often what potential new businesses 
or residents see first. 

 
• Todd Wilson – 703 Willow Street 

Mr. Wilson thanked elected officials working on Valentine’s Day to address some of 
the tough issues.  As both a resident and renter, he has been in Greenville for 20 
years.  He’s seen many changes in that time, mostly for the good.  He has been asked 
to participate and to volunteer his skills with neighborhood watch, which is 
something he feels should be implemented on a City-wide basis.  Citizens should 
take an active role.  Sadly, current protocol does not allow renters to have a voice in 
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policies and programs, which causes feelings of disenfranchisement and exclusion.  
65% of Greenville’s residents are renters with no voice or vote in their own destiny 
in this city.  Renters are actively solicited and encouraged to pay dues in these 
associations, but they have no voice.  Renters are a vital part of the demographic of 
this city.  The City needs to create change in a positive way, enabling all to have an 
equal and important vote if they choose to do so. 
 

There being no one else present who wished to address the City Council, Mayor Thomas 
declared the public comment period closed at 7:46 pm. 
 
Council Member Smith asked if renters are allowed to sit on the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board.  Community Development Director Merrill Flood stated the City has no policy which 
addresses that specifically, but individual neighborhood associations may have it in their 
guidelines. 
 

 
OTHER ITEMS OF BUSINESS 

 
 
ONE-STOP VOTING FOR 2013 MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS 
 
City Clerk Carol Barwick stated the City Clerk’s Office recently received an inquiry from the 
Pitt County Board of Elections Director asking if the City would like to host an additional 
One-Stop voting site for early voting in the 2013 municipal election. Two One-Stop voting 
sites will be in operation beginning no earlier than October 17, 2013 and closing no later 
than 1:00 pm on November 2, 2013 as part of the existing agreement for municipal 
elections.  These sites will be at the Pitt County Agricultural Center and the Community 
Schools Building. 
 
Each municipality in Pitt County has the option to request additional One-Stop voting sites 
within their jurisdiction at their own expense, and the sites could be open either from 8:00 
am to 5:00 pm or from 11:00 am to 7:00 pm.  The City has hosted one additional site for the 
previous two elections for a period of one week each time.  In 2009, the Municipal Building 
served as a One-Stop site, but the site was moved in 2011 to the Pitt Area Transit System’s 
(PATS) Conference Room because the Board of Elections determined that the Municipal 
Building was too small to serve as a suitable location. 
 
Ms. Barwick stated the cost of hosting one additional site for a one-week period has been 
estimated at $2,919.46 for this year.  If the City Council desires to host an additional site, 
funding would come from the FY2013-2014 budget.   
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Council Member Joyner made a motion to host a One-Stop voting site at the PATS 
Conference Room and another One-Stop voting site at East Carolina University (ECU).  
Council Member Mitchell seconded the motion. 
 
Council Member Blackburn stated hosting a second One-Stop voting site did not appear to 
be the intent of the agenda item and to suggest a site on campus is unprecedented.  There is 
no evidence to suggest whether a site on campus would be useful. 
 
City Attorney Dave Holec stated the existing elections contract includes two One-Stop 
voting sties, which are shared with other municipalities in Pitt County and paid for on a 
pro-rated basis.  The Board of Elections allows a municipality to request additional sites, at 
the sole expense of that municipality, but the final decision on whether requested 
additional sites will be approved rests with the State Board of Elections. 
 
Council Member Blackburn asked Mr. Holec to comment on the importance of polling 
places in insuring an egalitarian approach and on influencing votes. 
 
Mr. Holec stated accessibility does have an important impact on who is able to vote.  The 
theory behind one-stop voting is to make it more accessible, giving more people the ability 
to vote.  Location can influence voting.  This will not change polling places on the actual 
Election Day.  Sites have to be pre-cleared by the Department of Justice as well. 
 
Council Member Joyner stated this is a matter of being inclusive.  He feels it is important to 
get people involved in election process.  Polling places should be near where people are 
located, which included those people who are in school here. Council Member Mitchell 
stated he had assumed more locations would be something the entire City Council would 
support.  He asked why there was an objection to a site on campus. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked if anyone could vote on campus, or if that location would be just for 
students.   
 
Mr. Holec stated all One-Stop voting sites were open to all eligible voters. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated there is a precedent that two years ago there was the site at 
PATS.  He is willing to support a repeat of that, but on principle, he feels the selection of 
voting sites is something political entities should not pick.  He stated current elected 
officials who could be on the ballot in November should not be making important decisions 
such as the location of polling places, which could determine the outcome of the election.  
He said he strongly feels this should be a decision by the Board of Elections.  
 
Council Member Blackburn stated she feels this is a decision coming out of left field.  If the 
Council wants a central location, it should be one that serves the full city. 
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Council Member Mercer moved to table the original motion to the next City Council 
meeting so the City Clerk could obtain and provide information on voting patterns at sites 
that have been used in past elections.  Council Member Blackburn seconded the motion. 
 
The City Council briefly discussed whether delaying the decision would create any 
problems for the Board of Elections, after which they voted unanimously to table 
discussion to February 25, 2013 
 
(REMOVED FROM AGENDA) DISCUSSION ON CONTRACT FOR SERVICES WITH THE 
GREENVILLE-PITT COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
 
This item has been rescheduled for February 25, 2013. 
 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT ZONE DESIGNATIONS 
 
Economic Development Officer Carl Rees stated that among the action items listed in the 
City of Greenville’s Strategic Economic Plan is to “study options for developing an economic 
development incentives toolkit.”   As a first step, City staff provided a report on possible 
economic development incentive options to the City Council at their December 13, 2012 
meeting. Council Members provided valuable input during that meeting, which staff 
continues to evaluate as they draft a possible incentive options policy. 
 
As part of the options report, City staff suggested the creation of four (4) new Economic 
Development Incentive (EDI) zones in addition to the maintenance of both the West 
Greenville Redevelopment Area and Center City Revitalization Area as EDI zones.  The six 
(6) EDI zones would be (1) Airport Area, (2) Center City, (3) Dickinson Avenue, (4) East 
Tenth Street, (5) Medical District and (6) West Greenville and they are depicted on the 
following maps: 
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Mr. Rees stated that adoption of these six (6) total EDI zones does not commit the City 
Council to any particular policy or program but does signal to the business community the 
City’s desire to increase economic development within the zones.  Establishment of these 
EDI zones does not alter or supersede any existing land use policy or regulation currently 
in effect nor does it prevent any future land use policies from being considered. 
 
Mr. Rees stated it is the intention of staff to craft projects, programs, and policies for each of 
the EDI zones that, over time, will dovetail with the efforts of the private sector to build 
jobs and tax base in the target areas. 
 
Council Member Blackburn expressed concern about including the Town Common in an 
EDI zone, particularly the language which suggests developing commerce and providing 
incentives.  This suggests the Town Common is open for development.  She asked if it could 
be removed from the EDI zone.  Mr. Rees replied that it could. 
 
Council Member Joyner asked if other parks were located within EDI zones.  Mr. Rees 
stated some are. 
 
Council Member Blackburn asked if any of those parks have proposals that include multi-
story buildings or a shopping mall type of atmosphere.  Mr. Rees stated he was not aware of 
any. 
 
Council Member Joyner asked if such a proposal exists for the Town Common.  Mr. Rees 
stated opportunities for investment in the 1st Street corridor have been discussed and some 
designs showed buildings in that area. 
 
Council Member Blackburn asked if the structures presented in the Planning Session were 
multi-story.  City Manager Barbara Lipscomb stated those were simply concept drawings to 
illustrate that some development was possible with most of the park still open. 
 
Council Member Joyner moved to approve the resolution and accompanying map that establish 
six (6) economic development investment zones within the corporate limits of the City of 
Greenville.  Council Member Mitchell seconded the motion. 
 
Council Member Blackburn moved an amendment to approve the six EDI zones, but to exclude 
the Town Common from any EDI zone.  Council Member Mercer seconded the motion. 
 
Council Member Joyner stated that he was not aware of any Council Member having brought up 
development of the Town Common in the past several months, yet some Council Members have 
been fanning the flame to get people riled up.  He asked if a Council Member wished to exclude 
one park from the EDI zones, why would they not want to remove all parks from EDI zones. 
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Council Member Mitchell stated if this City Council removes the Town Common from an EDI 
zone, a future City Council could still vote to develop and build on the Town Common.  He 
asked if tonight's issue only impacts incentives. 
 
Mr. Rees stated the intent of staff is to tie projects to these areas.  If the Town Common was not 
in a designated area, incentives would not apply. 
 
Council Member Mercer referenced Council Member Joyner's comment that he was unaware of 
any Council Member with plans to develop the Town Common and the suggestion that the idea 
of doing so was riling people up.  He stated that one way to alleviate public concern from their 
misinformation would be to pass the proposed amendment which deletes the Town Common 
from the EDI zone. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated he feels this issue has been grossly exaggerated and embellished and that 
the City Council is spending too much time chasing shadows when it needs to focus on things 
that are real.  Too much time is being spent measuring issues against any possibility of what 
could happen.  
 
On the amendment to approve the six EDI zones, but to exclude the Town Common from any 
EDI zone, the City Council voted 2 to 4 and the motion failed.  Mayor Pro-Tem Glover and 
Council Members Smith, Joyner and Mitchell cast the dissenting votes. 
 
Council Member Blackburn stated she feels it is unfortunate to feel she must vote against the 
EDI zones, which she feels are very important, just because the Town Common is included in 
one of them. If the City Council is sincere that it does not intend to build on the Town Common, 
it should be removed from the EDI zone.   
 
Council Member Mercer stated most people do not like incentives, except those who are getting 
them, but many Council Members support them.  Although economic development without 
incentives would be nice, incentives are necessary at times and on principle, if they are done with 
a return on investment, Council Member Mercer stated he is very open to them.  He stated he is 
in general support of the EDI zones, but will look at the incentive packages with a critical eye to 
ensure the City gets a return on its investment.  He said he looks forward to rational and 
thoughtful debate and discussion on the design of incentives packages.  With regard to the Town 
Common, he feels that is a divisive issue. 
 
Council Member Mitchell stated the Town Common was only a divisive issue because people 
chose to make it one.  The City needs to send a message to investors and businesses that these are 
distressed areas and the City wants them to come for potential development. 
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Council Member Mitchell moved to call the question, seconded by Council Member Joyner.   
 
Council Member Blackburn asked if it was appropriate to call the question when the City 
Council has adopted a policy establishing a procedure which allows for two rounds of 
debate. 
 
City Attorney Dave Holec said the City Council should follow established procedure. 
 
Council Member Blackburn stated she supports Economic Development and, in general, she 
supports these EDI zones.  As a concept, these zones can help advance the City.  
Unfortunately, she feels she has seen tonight that this City Council is unwilling to remove 
the Town Common from an EDI zone, which indicates that it is up for grabs for 
development.  She stated she cannot support development of large intensity on the Town 
common and must, therefore, vote against this item. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated staff provided good maps and he looks forward to 
discussion of incentive programs that may be attached to each of the zones.  Although there 
has been opportunity for the City Council to unanimously support the EDI zone package, 
which he feels would enhance public confidence, the only thing standing in the way has 
been something Council Members have said is not an issue.  He wondered why, if there are 
no plans to develop the Town Common, would Council Members vote against removing it 
from an EDI zone so that this item could be approved with a unanimous vote.  He stated he 
will vote against this item, not because he is against the EDI zones, but because the City 
Council was unwilling to remove the Town Common. 
 
There being no further discussion, the City Council voted 4 to 2 to approve the resolution and 
accompanying map that establish six (6) economic development investment zones within the 
corporate limits of the City of Greenville. Council Members Blackburn and Mercer cast the 
dissenting votes. 
 

 
COMMENTS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

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

 
CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
 
City Manager Lipscomb made no comments. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
Council Member Joyner moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Council Member 
Mitchell.  There being no discussion, the motion to adjourn passed by unanimous vote and 
Mayor Thomas adjourned the meeting at 9:31 pm.  
 
       Respectfully submitted, 
        

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

CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
                       MONDAY, APRIL 8, 2013 

              
The Greenville City Council met in a regular meeting on the above date at 6:00 p.m. in the 
City 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 to the flag. 
 
Those Present:  

Mayor Allen M. Thomas; Mayor Pro-Tem Rose H. Glover; Council Member Kandie D. 
Smith; Council Member Marion Blackburn; Council Member Calvin R. Mercer; 
Council Member Max R. Joyner, Jr.; and Council Member Dennis J. Mitchell 
 

Those Absent: 
None 

 
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 Lipscomb stated that the Greenville-Pitt County Chamber of Commerce 
requested that discussion on their contract for services with the City be tabled for the 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 City Council meeting.  The Director, Susanne Sartelle, is out of 
town and will return on Thursday.   
 
Motion was made by Council Member Joyner and seconded by Council Member Mercer to 
approve the agenda with the requested change.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

 
 
Bianca Shoneman - Uptown Greenville, P.O. Box 92 
Ms. Shoneman stated that the Five Points Plaza Rules of Use is up for negotiation.  Uptown 
Greenville was a part of the original team that designed guidelines for use of the Five Points 
Plaza.  Uptown Greenville would like to support the recommendations from the City staff to 
reduce the application submission time of 60 days and to drop the requirement of a Special 
Use Permit.  Ms. Shoneman expressed Uptown Greenville’s support of the parking deck for 
uptown Greenville and the City’s economic development incentives.  The City’s investment 
grant is an important tool that will be utilized by several investors to spread economic 
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development not only in the Uptown District, but throughout Greenville. It is a great 
program and Uptown Greenville hopes that the City Council will support that with its vote 
this evening.  The Greenville-Pitt County Chamber of Commerce is a great partner 
throughout the community and Uptown Greenville expresses their support for their 
continued engagement. 
 
Chip Pennington - 100 Hickory Street 
Mr. Pennington commented about the proposed downtown parking deck, stating that a 
parking deck should be properly patrolled because they are the most dangerous places 
where citizens or visitors park.  
 
Todd Wilson - 703 Willow Street 
Mr. Wilson stated that neighborhood associations exist to help people in their respective 
neighborhoods.  When there are exclusionary tactics in a neighborhood association, an 
individual cannot vote and have say-so about issues and agendas that directly affect where 
that individual lives.  Renters bear the responsibility of owners’ properties as well as the 
community and city in which they live.  If individuals have an actual say-so and a vote in 
what is happening in their neighborhoods, those individuals will take responsibility and 
have respect for where they live.  This is not only related to the East Carolina University 
area, but the entire City in each respective community.  Everyone should come together 
and stop these exclusionary tactics.  If people want to pay dues and be an active participant 
in their community’s neighborhood association, they should be given the respect that they 
deserve and allowed to vote on the issues that directly affect them. 
  

 
CONSENT AGENDA 

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

• Minutes from the September 10 and November 8, 2012 City Council meetings 
 

• Encroachment agreement with Irish Creek Section 2 Owners’ Association, Inc.,  
to install a subdivision sign in the right-of-way of Guiness Drive 

 
• Revisions to Five Points Plaza Rules of Use 

 
• Purchase of one Brammo all-electric motorcycle for specialized Police patrols 

 
• Purchase of 30 police package bicycles 

 
• Electric capital project budget ordinance amendment for Greenville Utilities 

Commission’s Outage Management System Software and Implementation  
Project (Ordinance No. 13-011) 
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Motion was made by Council Member Joyner and seconded by Mayor Pro-Tem Glover to 
approve all items on the Consent Agenda.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 

 
NEW BUSINESS 

 
 
PRESENTATIONS BY BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
 
Community Appearance Commission 
 
Interim Chairperson Brenda Diggs of the Community Appearance Commission (CAC) gave 
the purpose of CAC and stated that this commission fully understands how important the 
appearance of Greenville is including its livability and economic vitality.    CAC sponsors the 
following programs to enhance the appearance of Greenville:  
 

• Community Appearance Awards 
During the past year, CAC has formally recognized 11 property owners for their 
efforts to promote architectural and landscaping excellence in the development of 
their properties.  Certificates are awarded to each winner and on-site signage will 
soon be available for award winners.  

 
• Neighborhood Improvement Grants 

6 projects with a total value of $6,508 were constructed this past year with the 
assistance of $4,350 grant funding from the City. 
 

• Adopt-A-Street 
Currently, the Adopt-A-Street Program includes 97 streets throughout the City and 
11 of them were added during the past year.   
 

As part of its annual Work Improvement Program, CAC has identified the following areas of 
concern and will address any matters assigned by the City Council: 
 

• Improve the maintenance of grass and other vegetation in street rights-of-way 
areas. 

• Reduce non-Code compliant signage in street rights-of-way 
• Reduce accident debris along public streets and within street intersections 
• Add a residential fence ordinance to the City Code. 

 
BRANDING CAMPAIGN UPDATE 
 
Ed Barlow, Vice President/Director of Planning of North Star Destination Strategies (North 
Star), stated that every person, product, place, and community has a brand.  North Star says 
that “Your brand is what they say about you when you’re not around.”  Branding is what 
you do about it.  Branding has a branding problem.  A lot of people think that branding is 
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only about a logo and a line.  A brand is about emotion, experience and how people can 
emotionally connect with a community.  Marketing is how you communicate and branding 
is who you are.  North Star studied Greenville in 3 different areas: 1) community, 2) 
consumer, and 3) competition. This research tells North Star what Greenville’s current 
brand perceptions are.  This evening he will be sharing the insights that North Star gleaned 
from that research and its strategic recommendation.  North Star wants to uncover that 
competitive advantage for Greenville and fan out the logo and line as a valuable tool and to 
give recommendations on how to implement that across a range of entities and sectors of 
the community.  It can impact many ways that the City wants to bring the brand to life, i.e. 
policy, parks and recreation, the private sector, merchandising, purpose initiatives, events, 
etc.  Branding can impact Greenville’s reputation by the following: 
 

v Gaining a true understanding of your community’s reputation in a  
rigorous and scientific fashion. 

v Collaborating with business and civic society to agree on a community 
strategy – a narrative of who this community is and where it is going.  

v Maintaining a steady stream of innovative products, services, policies, 
initiatives and communications in multiple sectors that demonstrates  
the truth of that narrative.   

 
North Star wants to create confidence with this, empower engagement and attract 
investment.  Sometimes a process like this gives residents permission to believe or maybe 
believe again in the positives about their community, which should be a part of the 
conversations of what is being said about Greenville.  A lot of different qualitative and 
quantitative pieces of research have gone into this process.  North Star was in Greenville in 
January 2013 for focus groups, interviews and men in the street and followed that up with 
different surveys.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Community Competition

Research & Planning Audit
Communication Audit
Situation Analysis
Familiarization Tour
Stakeholders
- Key Stakeholder Interviews 
- Stakeholder Focus Groups
- Undercover Interviews  
- Vision Survey
- Community Survey
- Brand Barometer
- Student Imagery Exercise
Geo-demography 
Consumer Profiling
(Residents)

Competitive Positioning 
Review 
Brand Message Assessment
Perception Study 
(Qualitative) 
Community stakeholders ;  
state/regional economic 
development  and tourism 
professionals 
Consumer Awareness & 
Perception Study 
(Quantitative) 
Visitors and Non-visitors 

Geo-demography Consumer 
Profiling (Region)
Perception Study
(Qualitat ive) Community 
stakeholders;  state/regional 
economic development and 
tourism professionals 
Consumer Awareness & 
Perception Study                
(Quantitative)                                     
V isitors and Non-visitors
Top Business Prospects
Online Brand Monitoring

Consumers

RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS
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North Star looked at a brand barometer piece and demographic and psychographic 
information for residents as well as for the region, and North Star looked from the outside 
in. The brand barometer is a proprietary piece of research done by North Star for their 
communities.  There is a national average on the charts and Greenville is in the blue.   
 

BRAND BAROMETERS 
COMMUNITY 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The simple questions that were asked were on a scale of 1 to 10 how likely are you to 
recommend Greenville as a place to live, visit and/or to conduct business. 1 is not being at 
all likely and 10 as being extremely likely.  If someone marked a 9 or 10, the individual is 
considered as a promoter who is enthusiastic and is talking about Greenville and want 
more people to know about it.  7 or 8 are kind of on the fence and the individuals are 
happy, satisfied, but not really talking about it.  6 and below is a detractor which is 
increasingly more negative and vocal and that can damage Greenville’s brand.  As a place to 
live, unfortunately, Greenville has more detractors and fewer promoters and is 
underperforming the national average as a place to visit and as a place to conduct business.  
North Star uncovered a lot of positives and reasons to believe in Greenville.  Looking at this 
all together, North Star takes out the fence sitters and determines the Brand Advocacy 
Score for Greenville.  Unfortunately, there is work to do in the community as far as 
developing some ambassadors, reframing conversation and getting the positives.   
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Brand Barometer 

Brand Advocacy Score = % Promoters - % Detractors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
North Star’s communitywide survey is a quantitative piece and one of those looking from 
within the community.  There was a great response rate in Greenville, and 522 people took 
this survey and were asked about the best descriptor.  The brand barometer did not show 
many ambassadors, but in looking at the best descriptor, Greenville is asset-based and all 
positive toward the top.  The more negative terms that North Star may have learned 
through early pieces of research are not the best descriptors.  Also, from that 522 people, 
the best reputation from outsiders shows that East Carolina University (ECU) and Pirate 
Sports is the top descriptor, but not far behind are the perceptions of being unsafe or 
unknown.  There are several grids showing the frequency of responses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Research Response Rates shows the frequency of responses and the first one will be Assets. 
In each of these, In Market, which is information gathered by North Star during their trip to 
Greenville in January 2013, will be in frequency of mention, but they are all mentioned as 
assets and the most frequently mentioned are at the top.  The Residents group is the 522 
people in the quantitative survey and a vision survey was done among community and 
business leaders and those are 139 responses listed as Leaders.  North Star followed up 
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later in the research with a lot of phone conversations with business leaders and people in 
the academic community (Business/Academia) and even some regional voices as well.  In 
the Assets grid in the order of frequency, ECU and the Vidant Medical Center (Vidant) are 
high on the list everywhere.  Residents (the 522 people) are more likely to highlight quality 
of life factors and experiences.  The Business/Academia leaders mentioned Pitt Community 
College (PCC) as one of the first things in every conversation.  Hub of the East is a high 
priority for that group as well.  Their interest is of business and workforce advantages.  
There was mention of potential housing stock among community leaders.  In the survey, 
the Leaders group considered ECU, PCC, healthcare, cost of living and recreation as great 
assets, but this group was concerned about retail selection, entertainment, transportation 
selection, workforce skills and public school system.   
 

  
 
The Challenges grid shows the results from North Star’s trip to Greenville in January and 
traffic and crime topped those conversations.  This is the only group out of 4 highlighting 
with frequency that there is confusion with Greenville, South Carolina, and the negative 
perceptions highlighted from this group were remote and boring.  Leaders had some 
similar concerns or challenges, but added lack of unity, weak job growth/ unemployment, 
and small airport.  Crime, division among leaders and brain drain were the major concerns 
as a challenge for the Residents group and brain drain is another concern.   The 
Business/Academia people mentioned poor public schools during every conversation and 
then silos and conflicting agendas were concerns of this group and these people wanted the 
City, County, Chamber of Commerce and the University to be a bit more aligned and 
communicate.  Also, risk aversion and town & gown strain (identified as wonderful, 
positive or strong or weak needs to get better and a range of things) were concerns for this 
group including some faculty members.  The town & gown strain was more negative during 
this set of conversations, and most of it was focused on their property concerns.  Another 
concern for this group was having things to do for singles. The Opportunities grid shows 
that riverfront access/development, downtown revitalization, Hub of the East were In 
Market’s concerns.  The Hub of the East with the Business/Academia’s conversations was 
mentioned, but in the context of regionalism, which was key opportunity from this group.  
The Leaders is seeing diversity beyond ECU/Vidant, having a strong vision for those 
different entities mentioned, bold investment/incentives as key opportunities and improve 
airport showing up among Leaders.  The Business/Academia people want risk takers and 
big thinkers, a place of clinical trials in Greenville, business/ECU partners, and downtown 
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mixed-use and incubator.  522 voices from the community survey wanted to change crime 
and entertainment facilities in Greenville.  The 139 community leaders’ responses to what 
should Greenville’s economic growth goals be were defining Greenville as Hub of Eastern 
North Carolina and developing downtown/uptown as well as job creation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
North Star asked several questions that revealed things that people consider missing in 
Greenville.  The Missing grid indicates that strong vision (and action), downtown attraction 
(hotel) and no surprise are from the In Market conversations, and a focus on riverfront and 
downtown development along with promotion are In Market concerns.  The Leaders group 
was focused on the fact that access development was missing specifically performing arts 
center, minor league baseball and activities for families.  Interestingly the Leaders group 
mentioned that an interstate is missing.  Some people in the business sector that actually 
shipped out a lot of product said their being located on an interstate might attract more 
business.   However, others said that not having an interstate is really not a problem 
because they ship boats, medicine, etc. all over the world so it is an interesting exchange 
there.  The Residents group mentioned gathering places (beyond college), community pride 
and effective leaders.   A big concern for Business/Academia is opportunities for those 
trailing spouses as well as political will for some hard decisions.  North Star saw bold 
investment/incentives mentioned in Business/Academia conversations as something 
missing.  This same group also mentioned that a public school leader is missing from key 
conservations whether that is planning or economic development.  Also, 
Business/Academia is looking for more for young professionals.  North Star did a 
communitywide survey asking the 522 people what would make them more likely to use 
Greenville’s airport (PGV) over others like Raleigh-Durham Airport in Raleigh.  North Star 
also asked the 139 leaders in the qualitative survey what would make them choose to use 
PGV and their response was greater convenience and proximity more so than more direct 
flights.  The responses received from the 522 people about their downtown issues concerns 
or the greatest issues facing downtown were considered unsafe and not enough to do.  
Their responses about two things that are most important to Greenville were ECU and 
Vidant followed by Hub of Eastern North Carolina.                     
 
The following are 5 of the 14 Voices from the Research provided by North Star: 
 

• “We are the economic engine of the East.” 
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• “To grow Greenville, we need to have a vision outside of next week.” 
• “4000 square miles of waterfront, boaters paradise? Where is our San Antonio 

riverfront? 
• “We have amazing ingredients.  We just need to put it all in the perfect package.  And 

let people know about it.” 
• “Once you get people here, they are blown away.” 

 
To find out what outsiders are saying about Greenville, a Consumer Awareness and 
Perception (CAP) Study was conducted among a total of 100 North Carolina residents in 
Raleigh, Durham, and Wilmington.   Greenville residents did not participate in this survey.  
88 residents of Norfolk, Portsmouth and Newport News were also included in the 188 total 
responses that were collected for the CAP Study.  Familiarity questions were submitted to 
these residents.  130 respondents were not at all familiar with Greenville, and therefore 
were terminated from the survey.    Wilmington, North Carolina was the top answer to 
which city (Wilmington, Goldsboro, Rocky Mount, Greenville, Wilson and New Bern) would 
be considered as the Hub of Eastern North Carolina.   Raleigh, North Carolina was the 
answer when the choice was between Eastern North Carolina and Raleigh and the two 
markets that North Star looked at were considered.  When Wilmington was excluded from 
the list of cities to be considered as the Hub of the East, Greenville was the top answer.    
Greenville was the top answer to the question of which community is the best place to go in 
Eastern North Carolina for medical care, sports, nightlife, events, jobs, arts and culture, 
shopping, dining and recreation.  Greenville was the top answer for sports and Wilmington, 
Greenville, and then Fayetteville were the top answer for jobs.  Greenville is described as 
asset-based (meaning the University and medical care).  From a visitation standpoint, 
people are finding their way to the University campus or encountering students during 
their visits.  What is particularly interesting is visitors are not describing Greenville as a 
party school as non-visitors might have expectations of Greenville.  Also, this City is not 
being described as unsafe or rural aspects of non-visitors’ expectations.  Visitors are less 
likely to say that Greenville is far away so they probably arrived in Greenville faster.  
People think that Greenville is far away than it is and that is an outside perception that 
certainly will be focused on.  Looking at the same question between the 2 markets, 
Greenville was described as smart and progressive, but also boring by Raleigh  and was 
identified as unsafe and with healthcare by the eastern part of North Carolina.  Greenville is 
mostly described as a diverse town, but visitors are not noticing or engaging the river 
aspect of Greenville at all.  83 percent of those who participated in the CAP Study have 
visited Greenville and the 17 percent have not visited Greenville because they are not 
interested in what it has to offer or unaware of things to do there.  The importance of 
people being in Greenville is being advocates and ambassadors so the City should focus 
some strong efforts there.  What would make that 17 percent more likely to visit Greenville 
are recommendations by family and friends as well as experiential sort of offerings.  So 
looking at the primary purpose from this set is visit family and friends.  That is why people 
were coming to this city, but the brand barometer indicates that they are not likely to 
recommend Greenville as a place to visit.   Friends and families are the key to Greenville’s 
success and they would have to know what is enjoyable for them.  Higher education and 
small-town atmosphere are the most important to Greenville’s identity. 
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North Star wants to find what is true, authentic and honest.  A lot of great things were 
learned about Greenville.   There is a long list of advantages with building Greenville’s 
brand, and North Star wants to make sure that people are able to make positive emotional 
connections with Greenville.  ECU and Vidant are important to Greenville’s brand, but they 
are not Greenville’s entire brand.  Greenville is a growing city, but rooted in tradition.  A lot 
of North Star’s conversations highlighted the welcoming small-town atmosphere, but with 
the assets and advantages of larger metro. People said that Greenville was a farming 
community, but, presently, Greenville is putting all of its expertise into biotech interests 
and advancing that tradition forward.  Greenville is the Hub of the East with the assets to 
back it up and characteristics of a capital, which is historically based on transportation, 
competition, trading centers, etc.   Some people might respond that Wilmington or another 
city that they associate with the Hub may be a candidate to be a capital, but those facts 
point to one place and that place is Greenville.  Greenville has a growing population, 
healthcare access, ease and expertise, culture and diversity, educational institutions, 
industrial diversity, and retail. 
 
The following are the Greenville, North Carolina Brand Platform and the Platform 
Rationale: 
 

Greenville, NC Brand Platform 
Target Audience: For those who value the sincerity and commitment in a firm 

handshake 
  
Frame-of-Reference:     Greenville, home to East Carolina University and Vidant Healthcare, 
 
Point-of-Difference: serves as the capital of Eastern North Carolina 
 
Benefit: where your pursuit of health, wealth, and wisdom keep good company. 

 
Platform Rationale 

For those who value the sincerity and commitment in a firm handshake 
�   An interesting observation from our visit there in Greenville:  Firm handshakes.  Not a 
  cold dead fish in the group. 
� A firm handshake signals: 
  �  we are serious and open for business 
  �  personal attention and service 
  �  concern for your interests 
  �  a place of strong values 
  �  generosity 
  �  small town charm (not a faceless. crowded metro) 
  �  integrity, focus and follow through 

� we’re glad you’re here 
  �  our interest in you enjoying your time in Greenville 
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Platform Rationale 

Greenville, home to East Carolina University and Vidant Healthcare 
�  While these two major anchors are not solely your brand, they are present marquee 
     recognition that are critical to your competitive advantage. 
�  Inclusion of the word choice home furthers your position as a welcoming place. 

 
Platform Rationale 

serves as the capital of Eastern North Carolina 
�  Greenville is rightfully the capital of the region: 
  �  Healthcare 
 �  Higher education 
 �  Industrial assets 
 �  Cultural diversity 
 �  Central location 
 �  Retail density 
 �  Progressive ideas 
�  Every conversation about assets and opportunities highlighted the service aspect of 
    Greenville and its institutions and community focus. 
 

Platform Rationale 
where your pursuit of health, wealth, and wisdom keep good company. 
�  This benefit serves tourism, economic development and community interests equally 
    well. 
�  These three (health, wealth, and wisdom) are not singular considerations. 
�  Each encompasses personal, physical, intellectual, economic, and cultural. 
�  Keeping good company loops around to the small-town aspect and friendly neighbors 
  while asserting a strong case for economic development for long term vitality in 
  business and industrial sectors. 
�  The benefit highlights the importance of the region.  The more significant the regard for 
   the region and its parts the greater the regard for its capital. 
�  Eastern North Carolina and its capital is where you can keep good company both 
    personally and professionally. 
  
Everyone at North Star was involved in crafting this strategy for the City Council and they 
are excited to move into the bottom half of the hourglass and create a process.  North Star 
feels that this strategy has great creative directions that North Star can pursue on 
Greenville’s behalf, and this strategy will be a great tool as the City Council moves forward.  
It is an internal guiding statement and as the City starts to implement its brand, this 
strategy will serve as a valuable footer.    
 
The following are the next steps: 

• Approval of Brand Platform (strategy) 
• Development of Creative Elements for Brand Identity Guide 

• Logo,  Strapline, Creative Expressions of the Brand  
• Brand Action recommendations 
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• Assembly and Shipment of Final Brand Print Report 
• Final Presentation in Greenville  (proposed September 9) 

 
Mayor Thomas asked if North Star has a breakdown of the demographics of the 
respondents. 
 
Mr. Barlow responded that in the outside piece, it was about 60 percent female and 40 
percent male and sort of a standard bell curve on age and income.  He has all of the 
information and it can be shared with the Mayor and City Council. 
 
Council Member Blackburn asked Mr. Barlow to explain In Market quadrant. 
 
Mr. Barlow responded that was North Star’s visit to Greenville in January 2013 when North 
Star talked to a range of people in the area through one-on-one interviews and focus 
groups, and they did man on the street interviews where the research bias was removed.  
The In Market quadrant was all of those conversations put together. 
 
Council Member Mitchell asked if North Star feels that this is something on the brink of 
being very big as far as defining what Greenville is as a community and to be able to 
showcase those assets to other people. 
 
Mr. Barlow responded absolutely, and when Greenville can uncover its competitive 
advantage and all should move forward together even though the City’s message to visitors 
may be a bit different than its message to economic development.  The communities that 
can do that from that single strategic sort of point are the most effective, and all will help 
each other out and help each other advance whether actually realize it or not.  By going 
through this sort of process and knowing where there is some deficits to getting the 
message out, North Star can focus on that and develop some tools to improve that.  North 
Star commends communities for going through a process whether it is with North Star or 
another firm to get out what is real and honest about their community.  Greenville’s brand 
should not build around something that is negative and every community has advantages 
and bright spots some more than others, and Greenville has a long list and the opportunity 
is great. 
 
Council Member Mercer asked North Star to provide an electronic version of their 
PowerPoint presentation to the Mayor and City Council. 
 
Economic Development Director Carl Rees responded that staff will provide the Mayor and 
City Council with a PowerPoint version of North Star’s presentation as early as tomorrow. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked if North Star feels that Greenville is doing a good job by having a 
Convention & Visitors Bureau (CVB) and by being as aggressive as possible out in the 
market and what is North Star’s thoughts about the role of CVB in helping to send a 
message that there is a big opportunity for professional promotion for this community. 
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Mr. Barlow responded that in this process, North Star’s scope was not necessarily an 
organization’s evaluation, but a CVB serves an important role and is a good way to get 
messages out to some of those outside groups that can affect those outside perceptions.  
Greenville should make sure that CVB, Chamber of Commerce or an internal organization 
can communicate what Greenville has to offer.  He feels that the people in Greenville either 
appreciate or are unaware of everything that is in Greenville.  
 
Mayor Thomas asked if North Star feels that the media is a partner with a community. 
 
Mr. Barlow responded that his observation is the media’s responsibility is to challenge, 
report, and celebrate things and hopefully, they are a good partner in every community.  
When Greenville thrives and grows, so does the media’s market and that is where their 
advertising dollars can come from.   
 
UPDATE ON UPTOWN OFFICE AND PARKING DECK PROJECTS 
 
Economic Development Director Carl Rees stated that on December 10, 2012, the 
Greenville City Council authorized staff to move forward with a joint procurement process 
that would culminate with selection of a private sector development partner to construct 
and own an office building on the 423 Evans Street site as well as a construction manager 
at risk (CMR) to oversee construction of the municipal parking deck.  The City Council 
directed staff to move forward with a further detailed study of the Moseley Parking Lot 
located at the corner of Fourth and Cotanche Streets.  This location of choice was based on 
proximity to most of the businesses and some opportunity towards additional development 
potentially in the Uptown District.   The pre-cast deck construction would be a 256-space 
parking structure on 4 levels, 64 spaces per level with dimensions of approximately 122’ x 
191’ and height of 36’.  Amenities for the parking deck would include stairs and elevator, 
energy efficient lighting, cameras, and emergency call stations.  The construction timeline 
would be 4 months of design, 3 months of site work, 2 months of pre-cast construction, and 
2 months for the finishing work.  Generic estimates for a pre-cast deck at Fourth and 
Cotanche Streets equate to $13,500 per space.  The construction cost for a 256-space 
parking deck is $3,464,000 plus a 10 percent contingency, making the total cost under $4 
million.  Efforts will be made to ensure that the exterior of the parking deck conforms to 
surrounding architectural styles.  A vacant lot at 423 Evans Street was purchased by the 
Redevelopment Commission with a hope to entice the private sector to construct a 4-5 
story office building at that site.  The Redevelopment Commission has been able to secure 
interest from an institutional partner and Greenville-Pitt County Convention and Visitors 
Bureau (CVB) to occupy portions of the office building.   The idea would be to have some 
extra Class A office space in the building, a floor or two that would be available to lease.  
This project will maintain a walkway from Evans Street to the parking deck for connectivity 
purposes.   Some issues with the site are a portion of Evans Street is one-way in the Uptown 
District and access from the rear portion of the location would be needed during 
construction of the office building.  Maintaining access is very important and a concern of 
the business owners.  Responses from construction firms interested in building the parking 
deck and developers interested in constructing the office building are due back on April 19, 
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2013.  The Redevelopment Commission will do some evaluation along with those who are 
interested in that building.  Staff, on behalf of the City Council, will do some evaluation of 
the construction firms.  There is a tremendous amount of information that these firms have 
to submit so that staff can ensure that they are qualified and legally able to do this sort of 
work. Recommendations for the selection of the office building developer by the 
Redevelopment Commission and the selection of the parking deck contractor will be made 
to the City Council in early May 2013.  Groundbreaking for the projects are expected in 
October 2013 following the design phase.  There is no action required by the City Council at 
this time for the projects to proceed.   
   
Council Member Mitchell asked are the institutional partner and CVB still committed to 
doing the project. 
 
Economic Director Rees responded at this point, the answer to that question is yes.  The 
institutional partner and CVB should ensure the pricing for the office spaces wanted by 
both.  CVB is interested in a leasing situation, the institutional partner is interested in an 
ownership situation, and that pricing has to be right for them to proceed.   
 
Council Member Mercer asked was there discussion in a meeting that the procurement 
process for the project was briefly delayed based on staff’s understanding that some 
Council Members might prefer that CVB should lease rather than own space in the building. 
 
City Attorney Holec stated that Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors Authority (PGCVA) 
does not have the legal authority to own property.  The reason being is PGCVA is a creature 
of the State legislature and the Charter is actually established by legislation.  In order for an 
entity like that to have the authority to own property, it has to be specifically stated within 
the legislation, and it is not.  
 
Council Member Mercer asked if it was decided by all of the relevant parties that it would 
be beneficial for CVB to be located downtown and PGCVA to own property, could the 
legislature change the Charter and then PGCVA owning property would be possible.  
 
City Attorney Holec stated that is a potential and would require going back to the State 
legislature and having that acted upon.  In this case, what was suggested as a possibility 
was some type of long-term lease and that was discussed as an option available, but he is 
not certain how that has translated into what is being planned out. 
 
Council Member Joyner stated that it would probably cost CVB approximately $600,000-
$900,000 to own one floor in the building, and that money is supposed to be used to 
promote Greenville and not to own real estate.  If a private firm owns that building, the City 
will receive property tax. A third of the entities in Greenville are owned by nonprofits, and 
the City does not receive any property tax from them.  He feels a better job needs to be 
done about marketing Greenville because according to North Star’s branding study, most 
people hear about Greenville from their friends and relatives. 
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Sales and Marketing Manager Andrew Schmidt of CVB stated that currently, 95 percent of 
CVB’s marketing dollars is used for marketing to special events, associations and meeting 
and convention planners.  CVB is not spending money currently to marketing leisure 
groups and because of the way that the hotel/motel tax is set up, most of the money goes to 
the Convention Center.  If CVB moves downtown, which is where they would like to 
relocate, it will help them to get to that leisure market in an inexpensive way, through foot 
traffic.  
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover stated that the interest to own property and to move CVB 
downtown to promote the City is not something new, and the interest has been discussed 
by CVB.   
 
Council Member Blackburn asked if the parking deck and the CVB will be done at the same 
time. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees stated that to be correct, and it is important that the 
citizens and City Council understand that the City went out with a parallel or dual 
solicitation process, but there are two separate instruments. On one side is the 
Redevelopment Commission with a “call for developers” to find a builder or private sector 
partner to build this office building.  On the other side is a qualification based solicitation to 
find essentially a CMR to build and deliver the parking deck to the City at a pre-agreed to 
price.  The City is trying to coordinate the two timeframes because if the City had a parking 
deck sitting on the Moseley Parking Lot, it would be difficult to construct this building.  At 
some point, there would be a crane sitting in the middle of Evans Street and tractor trailers 
bringing steel and other materials. This is humanly possible but not realistic.  The City 
Council, Redevelopment Commission, and uptown wanted a parking deck and the idea 
about the building must be staged right.   After the City’s negotiating back and forth and at 
the end of the day, the pricing from the developers of this building could come back so high 
that CVB cannot afford to lease or buy, and the institutional partner could not either.  In 
that case, the building may not be built, but the parking deck still moves forward. 
 
Council Member Blackburn asked if the design will be done in-house or contracted 
separately. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees responded that the design will be contracted 
separately.  The CMR will not do the design, but the CMR will work with and advise staff as 
the City selects designers who are needed and appropriate, and help the City with cost 
control on that project. 
 
Council Member Mitchell asked how much did the Redevelopment Commission pay for the 
parcel of land. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees responded that the appraised value was $198,000 
and they paid $182,000.  He is not sure that those are exact, but those amounts are very 
close.  
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Council Member Mitchell stated that the Exhibit Hall Managers receive their portion of the 
money from the hotel sales tax and a portion of that is used by them to market the 
Convention Center.  A large percentage of CVB’s funding goes towards bringing 
conventions to the Convention Center as well. 
 
Sales and Marketing Manager Schmidt stated that when people stay in hotels, CVB collects 
6 per cent.  3 per cent goes to the retirement debt on the building, 1 percent is for the 
Exhibit Hall Managers to market and operate the Convention Center, and CVB has 2 per 
cent left.   One of the reasons to have CVB downtown is primarily for identity purposes 
because half of the time, people believe that he is working with the Convention Center, but 
he represents the community and sells Greenville and Pitt County.  The Convention Center 
and CVB are two different groups even though currently they are located in the same 
building.  CVB’s marketing budget is for soliciting meetings and conventions.  He does not 
spend a lot of time marketing the Convention Center, which is a tool to sell the community. 
CVB does a lot of marketing through their office to bring athletic tournaments, family 
reunions, etc. to Greenville.   There are so many meeting event planners that they do not 
have the numbers to use the Convention Center.  Also, there are 25 more hotels in 
Greenville and his responsibility is to help fill rooms and meeting space.  CVB works with 
the Convention Center in some respects, i.e. having a tradeshow or 2 together, but a lot of 
his time is spent marketing the community for other reasons.  CVB’s goal is to get people to 
shop and eat in Greenville and for those people to like Greenville so much that they will 
maybe stay overnight and take advantage of all the amenities that Pitt County and 
Greenville have to offer. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that CVB does not report to the City Manager. 
 
Sales and Marketing Manager Schmidt responded that the CVB Director reports directly to 
PGCVA, an executive committee consisting of a group of citizens who have applied to serve 
through the City’s Talent Bank and the County’s Statement of Interest.  However, the City 
Council approves the PGCVA’s bi-annual budget. 
   
City Attorney Holec stated that there is another document that is involved and that is the 
interlocal agreement between the PGCVA and the parties, the City and Pitt County, and that 
was entered into in order to construct the Convention Center.  That does have some 
authorities granted to the City. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked if the City went through a bidding process once and because the 
prices were too high, the City is rebidding with the same dimensions and elements with a 
hope of a better answer. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees responded that to be correct, and a few things have 
been changed.  The City has become more flexible on how it would allow the building to be 
constructed. The City had inappropriately assigned the cost of the walkway to the users of 
the building.  With the parking deck actually being built on that parcel of land, there are 
some deficiencies and economies of scale on the entire site that the City may be able to 
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achieve as well.  Also, the City lowered the amount of profit essentially that the City would 
allow the developer to take on the project.   
 
Mayor Thomas asked if the building was not being done, what would be the timeframe for 
the completion of the parking deck. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees estimated that months from May, the parking deck 
would be completed. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that there are other projects waiting for this parking deck and 60-80 
percent of this deck is expected to be leased. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees stated that hopefully, the City will lease 180-190 
spaces in the parking deck.  Also, there are interests from projects on the drawing board as 
well as from existing businesses which would like to have spaces in the parking deck. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated that he is not advocating that CVB should buy this property.  
He is advocating that all of the pieces are put on the table and the City Council makes a 
rational decision to give, if possible, a win-win for everybody.  If the CVB wants to purchase 
rather than lease then City Attorney Holec has said that can happen. A short term lease 
could be done and get the project going, and it would not delay the timeline with the 
understanding that when the State legislature finally gets around to changing the Charter, 
then PGCVA could purchase. If PGCVA is interested in the purchase, the City Council would 
have to consider the tax angle on this and he very well might not support it.  He would like 
to look at the advantages to the City of having PGCVA own rather than lease property, look 
at the loss of taxes and see if the advantages are greater than the loss of taxes. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees stated that there is a party that was not entered into 
the equation and that is the private development partner and they would want some 
assurance that either that they have this part of the building leased for 3-5 years and/or 
there is the ability to purchase.  The City would really need to work out what the terms are 
in the master development agreement.  The developer would not be comfortable with a l-
year lease. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated it seems that there could be an agreement stating that CVB 
commits to leasing this space until the legislature changes the Charter and then the space is 
purchased.  It seems durable and that is without compromising the timeline or delaying the 
project. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked if it will take the legislature two years to consider making a change 
on a local bill. 
 
City Attorney Holec responded that it would have to be noncontroversial which would 
require PGCVA, the City and Pitt County to all agree. 
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City Manager Lispcomb noted that this information was presented as an update report. 
  
CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANT PROGRAM - APPPROVED 
 
Economic Development Director Carl Rees gave a brief background on this item and stated 
that after hearing from the City Council and some of the City’s allies in economic  
development, staff concluded that this Capital Investment Grant Program was likely to be 
the centerpiece of the City’s economic development incentives strategy.  The purpose of 
this program is to support attraction and retention of quality jobs and to promote tax base 
development through new investments in business.  There are advantages to this type of 
economic development incentive.  It is extremely flexible.  There are a wide range of 
projects that the City can support, i.e. a grocery store that may be locating in one of the 
City’s food deserts in one of the low wealth communities.  Also, the City could support 
projects that might employ 200-400 people in a technology or manufacturing sector.  In 
different areas of the City for different purposes, the City could support large economic 
driver projects.  For example, if someone wants to put a new lifestyle commercial center in 
the southwestern part of Greenville, the Capital Investment Grant Program could support 
that.  This sort of economic incentive program can fit the different projects in the 6 
economic development zones (Airport Area, Medical District, Dickinson Avenue, West-
Greenville Redevelopment Area, Center City, and East Tenth Street) that were adopted by 
City Council a month ago.  This is a self-supporting grant program that is funded from the 
increases to the City’s property tax revenues that are generated as a result of incentivized 
projects. For any particular piece of property in Greenville, as long as the owner is paying 
his/her taxes on a regular basis, the City is receiving tax payments every year.  If the 
property is sold or the owner decides to put a significant improvement on a vacant tract 
located in the southwest part of the City such as a new large shopping center, the value of 
the property has increased.    If there is an issue with that project, the City can essentially 
grant back a portion of that new money and that is the ad valorum property taxes.  It is 
important that the City assess each particular project carefully and individually.  In the 
policy, certain qualifications, eligibility, and requirements were set up.  An application is 
required where extensive information is provided as backup about finances for the project 
such as appraisals for the land.  Also, a scoring system has been developed to help staff 
evaluate the projects.  Staff has learned from Charlotte and City Manager Lipscomb’s 
experience in Gainesville, Florida that these scoring systems can be very helpful as a tool in 
that they show the developer what the City’s values are and what is important to the City as 
projects are brought to the City.   Ultimately, the decisions will be made by the City Council.  
Staff gives the City Council guidelines in terms of years and the amount of the incentive. 
Everything is documented in the terms of a performance agreement with that private 
entity, whether it may be a developer or industry, to insure that they perform.  The 
developer or industry will never receive an incentive payment or a grant payment unless 
they are performing.  Unless they put that asset on the ground, they pay taxes.  If there was 
a job requirement, i.e. the developer or industry stated that for 3 years they are going to 
create 50 jobs a year, each year they will receive that payment if those employment targets 
are met.  The following is the pathway that staff uses to explain the Project Review Process: 
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It is somewhat unique but important for the private sector to understand that when the 
private sector talks about its need for the City to join with it financially in their project that 
means that the City is a partner.  While that private sector may need something from the 
City, the City needs the private sector’s quality jobs and construction in order to partner 
with the private sector.  This will not be the only type of incentive that staff will ever ask 
the City Council to consider or may wish to consider.  The City already has the Business 
Plan Competition in place and for 3 years it has been a solid success. Staff feels that the 
Capital Investment Grant Program is a very flexible incentive program that can be used 
across the board to support the economic development goals of the City Council, and it is 
highly recommended by staff.  Staff heard a comment from the City Council that perhaps it 
may be a good policy for the City Council to consider review of those Economic 
Development Investment (EDI) Zones every 5-10 years.  That is not how those zones were 
initially adopted, but staff thought that it may be worthwhile to bring to the City Council’s 
attention that it may be a good idea to revisit those EDI Zones every 5-10 years.  It is a very 
rational suggestion. 
 
Council Member Mitchell asked how long does the City keep the money. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees responded that the City is collecting money before 
making a payment.  But depending upon the time of the year and agreement, the money 
that is actually going out the City probably will have not had that long.  It is important to 
know that the City has an impact at that baseline and the City is still getting the same 
collections that it had all along. If the City Council wished to do a 100 percent disbursement 
of that entire increment, that would be extremely unusual.  More than likely the City is 
benefitting from the additional granting back 60 percent of the money, but the City has 40 
percent that is there to do all the good needed with roads, recreational facilities, safety, etc. 
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Council Member Mercer asked if that 0-3 is a lower score where it states “supports 
retention of existing businesses”. 
  
Economic Development Director Rees responded that is not the only score that businesses 
receive. Essentially what that is doing is if they are doing a bang up job of the other stuff 
and are creating jobs and doing a great job with a building and supporting and retaining 
existing jobs, they get more points than somebody that is doing the exact same project, but 
it is competing with something new. 
 
Council Member Mercer asked if this program would include an existing business wanting 
to do a major expansion and would the existing business be in that category or not. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees responded yes and the City would have to be careful 
about that. If the City had a small retailer saying that they are interested in adding 5,000 
square feet on a building and will hire 10 more employees, this is really probably not the 
program for them.  It might be different if the small retailer is in one of those targeted EDI 
Zones where the City has identified economic development, particularly some retail and 
commercial opportunities north of the river and the Pitt-Greenville Airport.  But if the small 
retailer was somewhere else in Greenville in a commercial area that is thriving and 
flourishing, this probably would not be the program for them. 
 
Council Member Mercer read that “it is expected that projects completed with the 
assistance of this grant otherwise would not have been completed without such 
assistance”.  He stated that the City is helping to “close the deal” and that is tricky and takes 
a lot of skill on staff to negotiate this.  He supports the idea of reviewing EDI Zones on a 
regular basis because the City is growing and obviously these will become outdated. 
 
Council Member Mitchell stated that Greenville has the potential and technically Greenville 
is the Hub of the East, but has not realized its potential or the fact that Greenville needs to 
stop competing with its peer cities and really start competing with more of higher level 
cities.  These are the type of programs that Greenville needs to realize as being the Hub of 
the East, and Greenville will not get there by doing the same things and must do some bold 
and new visionary things. The Capital Investment Grant Program is one way and staff has 
captured this program in a way that the public can be at peace with it. 
  
Council Member Joyner recommended that a sunset of 5 or 6 years should be included with 
the Capital Investment Grant Program because everything changes and that way the EDI 
Zones can be changed and the City can see if the program is working.  There should be a 
sunset on a lot of the City’s rules.   
 
Council Member Joyner asked if the County will be involved with this program. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees responded that currently, staff is talking with the 
County.  The County has a grant program similar to the Capital Investment Grant Program, 
but has not used it in some cases as the City would.  The County would not have supported 
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a retail or residential project, and would support strictly industrial or a large business. Staff 
has had some discussions with the County and the Industrial Commission Board is having 
some discussions about this program.  They are not at a point where they can say that 
something exactly like this is for them, but they do understand that economic development 
has changed since 1954 when they were established and they are taking a look at how the 
program works.  There are some projects that have been submitted to staff and staff is 
looking at them as joint projects. 
 
Council Member Joyner stated that he would like for staff to formally ask the County to be 
involved to help the City because the County has been a great partner with the City.  
 
Motion made by Council Member Joyner and seconded by Council Member Mercer to adopt 
the Capital Investment Grant Program Guidelines and Scoring System with a sunset of 5 
years.  
 
Council Member Blackburn stated that if the City Council has gone through all of this 
trouble to develop the program, to institute a sunset clause into is not a good way to do 
business.  This is a program that can be re-evaluated in 5 years.  This is not a giveaway, but 
is an incentive based on real money and that is one of the reasons that the program is 
sound. 
 
Council Member Joyner stated that is exactly what the sunset clause does in 5 years.  The 
City Council would reevaluate the program and if the program is working, it would be 
continued.  If it is not working well, changes can be made and the program can be approved 
again. A timeline should be placed on the program so that it can be reviewed in order to 
make sure that it is working properly or to make changes, if any. 
 
Council Member Mercer asked would the sunset provision in any way send a problematic 
signal. 
 
Economic Development Director Rees stated that he does see it as being important.  For 
example, supposedly, the City Council adopts the sunset clause this evening and for the 
next few years the City’s economic developers are recruiting business and industry and 
working with local business and industry on their desires to expand, and everything is 
good.  As the City gets closer to that deadline, it may get harder because the City has this 
program, but it expires next year.  Another example is next year, the City has an 
opportunity at a hotel project downtown and makes a commitment to the developers that 
for 8 years a certain amount of increment will be done in order to make that hotel project 
happen.  If the City is not going to do any new grants, as the City gets closer to that fifth 
year and staff is being very honest with these businesses and informing them about 
immediacy for them to submit their requests, that would create possibly doubt in some 
minds. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Mercer and seconded by Council Member Blackburn 
to divide the question where there would be one vote on the approval of the program 
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guidelines and the review of the EDI Zones on a regular basis and a second vote on the 
sunset clause.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
After further discussion, the motion carried unanimously to adopt the Capital Investment 
Grant Program Guidelines and Scoring System, and the review of the EDI Zones on a 
regular basis, which would enable staff to begin responding to, and facilitating, inquiries 
and requests from parties interested in local economic development incentives.   
 
The motion to include the sunset clause passed with a 5:1 vote.  Mayor Pro-Tem Glover and 
Council Members Mitchell, Joyner, Mercer and Smith voted in favor of the motion.  Council 
Member Blackburn voted in opposition. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated that the County Redevelopment Commission is working 
currently to redo their bylaws because the County is constrained to doing industrial 
development.  It may be the exact right time for the meeting and on the General Fund side, 
the County may have some ability to adopt this program, but these are things that staff can 
explore. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Mitchell and seconded by Mayor Pro-Tem Glover to 
direct staff to set up a joint meeting with the County Commissioners and the City Council to 
discuss economic development.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
DISCUSSION ON CONTRACT FOR SERVICES WITH THE GREENVILLE-PITT COUNTY 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE – TABLED FOR THURSDAY, APRIL 11, 2013 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN DEVELOPMENT - APPROVED 
 
Director of Community Development Merrill Flood stated that as part of the 2012-2013 
City of Greenville Strategic Goals there is an action item, “to initiate and complete one new 
neighborhood plan for an established City neighborhood”, under the goal to “Develop 
strategies to protect and preserve neighborhoods through systematic approaches.”  Since 
2007, the Community Development Department has worked with over 8 neighborhoods in 
the development of 5 neighborhood improvement plans.  Staff working with 
neighborhoods and the planning effort has identified 2 neighborhood areas to work with to 
develop a neighborhood plan.  The hope of staff’s neighborhood planning process is to 
bring communities together and if there is not a neighborhood association, help to 
establish one, assess issues that have been identified by the residents, work not through 
only the City’s resources, but State and maybe even County resources to address the issues 
identified.  Staff is proposing to work in Oakgrove Estates in the spring and summer of 
2013 and then the South Greenville area in the winter of 2013.  South Greenville School is 
not included because it is an institutional use, but staff might hold meetings at this location 
to bring City staff into the community to hear the community’s needs. 
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Mayor Pro-Tem Glover asked if the City Council will receive information regarding when 
the meetings will be held at the South Greenville School.  
 
Director of Community Development Flood informed the City Council that staff will send 
notifications of the dates and times of the meetings to the City Council.   
 
Director of Community Development Flood stated that staff will be glad to take the 
locations of the distressed neighborhoods mentioned by Council Member Joyner that have 
been affected by Firetower Road being changed from a two-lane to a five-lane street.  Staff 
will do an assessment and look at those neighborhoods as upcoming candidates.  In 
response to Council Member Mitchell’s inquiry as to whether there is a complete document 
containing the neighborhood plans, all of the plans are separate and published at the City’s 
website. 
 
Council Member Blackburn stated that this is good news, and she is delighted to see a plan 
that provides support for neighborhoods that want to unify and for residents who want to 
know each other.   
 
Motion was made by Council Member Joyner and seconded by Mayor Pro-Tem Glover to 
authorize staff to complete neighborhood plans for Oakgrove Estates and the South 
Greenville Area.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD ADVISORY BOARD ORDINANCE REVISION - APPROVED 
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated that Council Member Smith requested this item be placed on 
the agenda because of her concerns about equity and the Neighborhood Advisory Board 
(NAB). 
 
Council Member Smith stated that her goal related to this item is to make sure that the City 
promotes inclusion and not exclusion.  If there are any neighborhood associations wanting 
to be recognized by the City as a voting part of NAB, it is imperative that all individuals who 
are living in those neighborhoods are included regardless of the residents being 
homeowners or renters.  She is asking that staff take a look at the current ordinance and 
bring back to the City Council something that clearly displays inclusion.  There is a 
difference between a homeowners association and a neighborhood association.  Residents 
living in a neighborhood should have a say-so about their safety and the area where they 
live, and to exclude individuals is appalling.  If the City’s ordinance is excluding renters who 
have an interest in their neighborhood and including only the homeowners as part of NAB, 
she feels that she is not doing her job as a City Council representative of District 1.  There is 
a large population of renters in District 1, and they are not okay about being excluded from 
what is going on in their neighborhood and having a say-so about it.  She is asking the City 
Council to look at this ordinance again so that it is supporting everybody in the City.  
Revising the ordinance will promote more people to be involved and to do better things in 
their neighborhoods and might develop more homeowners. 
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Council Member Mitchell asked staff about the membership of NAB. 
 
Director of Community Development Flood stated NAB consists of ten board members with 
two board members being elected from each of the five districts from which Council Members 
are elected. Each neighborhood association appoints a liaison member to NAB and there are 
alternate liaison members as well. There is one board member vacancy and out of the 
responses received from the 9 board members, there are two neighborhood associations 
having language in their bylaws that has a restriction related to renters. 
 
Council Member Mitchell stated that there may be other neighborhood associations that 
have restrictive bylaws that the City does not know about. 
 
Director of Community Development Flood stated that to be correct because staff surveyed 
the 9 board members’ neighborhood associations and their bylaws.  There are 43-53 
different recognized neighborhoods in the City and could be more than what staff surveyed. 
 
Council Member Mitchell asked whether what the City Council adopts will have 
exclusionary language about being able to serve on NAB and a strict set of bylaws or the 
purpose is to be more inclusive in order to participate on the NAB. 
 
Director of Community Development Flood responded if the City Council requested 
language that would be more inclusive, it would be that owners and renters alike have the 
same privileges and exercise the same privileges as members of a neighborhood 
association.  Staff would clean up his generalization, but that would be what the City 
Council would expect to see come back from staff, unless the City Council wants something 
else. 
 
Council Member Mitchell asked if NAB has reviewed the information provided to the City 
Council and if NAB has given an opinion. 
 
Community Development Director Flood stated that staff shared the information with NAB, 
explaining that this is a concern. NAB is waiting for additional guidance from the City 
Council.   
 
Council Member Blackburn stated that these groups are based on volunteer time from 
people who may be busy with their jobs and families and other obligations.    Some of them 
have standing committees, regular meetings, and events.  NAB is a wonderful way for 
people to come together.  If the City starts tinkering with neighborhood associations’ 
bylaws, the City will be imposing additional burdens on something that is already an effort 
that is above and beyond.   She is concerned that the City wants to get in the business of 
policing the organizations that the City is trying to cultivate and nurture.  Homeowner 
associations have dues and homeownership is a membership requirement. Some of the 
most active volunteers come from these homeowners associations and the City does not 
want to discourage them or create a situation where those volunteers will be kicked off of 
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NAB.  She feels that this is a top-heavy, top-down way to approach a board and it sets a 
dangerous precedent. 
 
Council Member Smith clarified that she is not asking staff to look at how neighborhood 
associations operate, but she did recommend that the City needs to be inclusive.  A 
homeowners association is very different than a neighborhood association.  Asking 
associations to be inclusive affects crime, giving input and the community coming together.  
If the City  is recognizing neighborhoods and allowing them to be part of NAB, the City must 
make sure that it is all inclusive and not restricting people who live in the area because 
they cannot pay $2,000 dues.  A neighborhood association does not have certain 
requirements for dues, but can set an amount for dues or require homeownership so 
others cannot be part of a neighborhood association.  She will not accept any rhetoric 
stating that including renters in neighborhood associations is negative. Their presence 
would only strengthen NAB.  
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover stated that property owners, renters, and others can participate in 
the neighborhood associations and be full and equal members.  The problem with the 
current ordinance is it states there should be only one neighborhood association for each 
neighborhood.  In District 2, all of the subdivisions organizations report problems or 
concerns to their neighborhood organizations and both collaborate.   The way to get rid of 
neighborhood problems is involving the majority of the people who live in the 
neighborhood whether they are renters, homeowners or whosoever. District 2 has a lot of 
renters.  NAB is a City supported board so all taxpayers have a voice and can provide their 
input about the funds that the City gives to NAB.   While NAB is a standalone board, if the 
City is going to support a board in a monetary way as well, City Council should have some 
oversight.  The City is using our constituents’ money and if everybody is not included in 
having a say-so about NAB and neighborhood associations, the City will be excluding 
people by setting certain rules.  The better way is to include all people because it helps to 
have eyes in the community, which is important.  She would like to have the language 
changed in the ordinance and NAB’s and neighborhood association’s bylaws amended 
indicating that all neighborhood associations are welcomed. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that the City already has an existing set of ordinances related to NAB. 
 
Community Development Director Flood stated that to be correct and it is the ordinance 
that was used to create NAB.  The ordinance basically has that language, defines what a 
neighborhood is and how the City would recognize a neighborhood association. He is 
hearing from the City Council’s comments that an inclusionary bit of language should be in 
the ordinance that does not differentiate between homeowners versus renters being 
accepted or recognized in a neighborhood association and in order to participate in NAB,    
a neighborhood association must have that inclusionary language in its bylaws. 
 
Council Member Joyner asked if there can be only one neighborhood association in a 
certain district. 
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Community Development Director Flood responded that there can be one neighborhood 
association for each neighborhood.  There can be a geographic area that can be made up of 
several neighborhoods and neighborhood associations. 
 
Council Member Joyner stated that there are instances where staff found that there are 
neighborhood associations that by the ordinance wording that they represent those 
neighborhoods, but they do not let everybody in the neighborhoods have a vote.  Therefore, 
all person in these neighborhoods do not have a voice.   
 
Community Development Director Flood responded that staff found in the surveys that two 
neighborhoods have a restriction of a 4-year residency requirement in order to be part of 
the neighborhood association, if the person did not own property.  Another neighborhood 
association had language that basically stated that a person had to be an owner of property 
in order to be a part of the neighborhood association.  It would be open to any property 
owner within the defined neighborhood.  So, there were 2 instances where 2 recognized 
associations have language restricting the ability for renters to participate in their 
neighborhood associations. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Smith and seconded by Council Member Joyner to 
direct staff to bring back to the City Council a revised ordinance to include the language 
that all neighborhood associations are inclusive and all neighborhood associations that 
meet the criteria are welcomed. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover requested an amendment to change the language of the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board’s bylaws to state that there is not a limit on the number of 
neighborhood associations in the City.  This amendment was accepted by Council Members 
Smith and Joyner. 
 
Director of Community Development Flood stated that Council Member Smith’s motion in 
effect requires the neighborhood to come back together and change their bylaws to be 
inclusive.  Obviously, if they do not, a group may form its own neighborhood association. 
 
Council Member Mitchell requested an amendment that staff’s revisions of the ordinance 
should be reviewed by the Neighborhood Advisory Association.  This amendment was 
accepted by Council Members Smith and Joyner. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated that the motion is not to have staff to come back with some 
of their best recommendations.  The motion before the City Council is giving staff a very 
specific direction about coming back to the City Council with a particular type of 
recommendation.  Given that there is clearly disagreement on the City Council about this 
motion, he would like to table this item until the City Council receives more information. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Mercer and seconded by Council Member Blackburn 
that this item be tabled until 1) the Neighborhood Advisory Board gives the City Council 
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written input about their view of this motion and 2) staff gives the City Council information 
about what the City’s peer cities are doing on this issue.   
 
Council Member Smith stated that she is not willing to table anything that is not going to be 
inclusive of all the City’s citizens.  If neighborhoods are being recognized by the City and 
part of the City’s Neighborhood Advisory Board, those neighborhoods should be inclusive, 
and if any neighborhoods are in opposition of this should do what they desire.   She is not 
providing staff with the exact wording to do that because as professionals, staff will provide 
the wording of the revisions for the ordinance.  While staff is doing research, staff will also 
research other neighborhoods and what is being done in the City’s peer cities anyway. If 
the purpose of tabling this item is the continuance to exclude people, she is not in 
agreement with that. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover stated that hopefully, no peer city would be exclusive in their 
practices of accepting neighborhood associations into their neighborhoods and they want 
people to be inclusive and not to be discriminatory.   Regardless of people being transient 
in a neighborhood, they should be welcomed to join a neighborhood association.  Their 
voices are important as anybody’s in the NAB.  Organizations formed by renters, 
homeowners or anyone else should not be excluded to participate on NAB.   
 
Council Member Mercer stated that neighborhoods are different.  There are different 
sections of the City that have different characteristics and needs. That is why in an earlier 
agenda item, the City Council went through process of neighborhood plans.  This was a 
previous item and everybody supported this.  A neighborhood plan does not have to be 
done for different neighborhoods in the City, if the City is going to have the one size fits all 
for all the neighborhoods.  But neighborhoods are not the same so the City would have 
different neighborhood plans. Some neighborhoods have stresses in certain areas and some 
neighborhoods are about to fall off the cliff because of one thing and other neighborhoods 
may have strengths but they may have weaknesses in another area. So for the City Council 
to come and say that one size fits all on the neighborhood associations, he feels perhaps 
that does not take into account the distinctive characteristics of different neighborhoods.  
That is why he would like to have more information in front of him regarding what other 
cities are doing and how they handle this before he takes a vote on this item. 
 
Council Member Mitchell stated that over the past few years, the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board has done a good job of organizing neighborhoods and bringing new neighborhoods 
into the fold of the City. It is not easy to encourage people in a neighborhood to form a 
neighborhood association.  Either motion allows for the City Council to receive more 
information.  The City might not want to interrupt a process where new neighborhoods are 
being created throughout the City. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that Greenville is a 68 percent renter community and should be 
trying to get as many people involved as possible. The City does have a one size, fits all rule 
and it is in the ordinance currently where every neighborhood association has to adhere to 
in order to be recognized.  Sometimes when looking at that it may be found that the City is 
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excluding certain groups based off of criteria set up.  Every citizen in Greenville has the 
right to be represented.  Exclusionary tactics are not needed anywhere in this city for any 
reason.   
 
The motion to table this item until 1) the Neighborhood Advisory Board gives the City 
Council a written notice about their view of this motion and 2) staff gives the City Council 
information about what the City’s peer cities are doing on this issue failed with a 3:4 vote 
and Mayor Thomas broke the tie.  Council Member Mitchell, Blackburn and Mercer voted in 
favor of the motion and Mayor Thomas, Mayor Pro-Tem Glover and Council Members Smith 
and Joyner voted in opposition. 
 
The motion to direct staff to bring back to the City Council a revised ordinance to include 
the language that all neighborhood associations are inclusive; all neighborhood 
associations that meet the criteria are welcomed; there is not a limit on the number of the 
neighborhood associations in the City; and staff’s revisions of the ordinance should be 
reviewed by the Neighborhood Advisory Association passed with a 4:2 vote.  Mayor Pro-
Tem Glover and Council Members Smith, Joyner and Mitchell voted in favor of the motion 
and Council Members Mercer and Blackburn voted in opposition. 
 
BUDGET ORDINANCE AMENDMENT #7 TO THE 2012-2013 CITY OF GREENVILLE 
BUDGET, AMENDMENT TO THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING LOAN FUND, AND AMENDMENT 
TO THE SPECIAL REVENUE GRANT FUND – ADOPTED (ORDINANCE NO. 13-012)  
 
Director of Financial Services Bernita Demery stated that the following 3 items are 
included in this budget ordinance amendment:   
 

• To appropriate grant funds to be received from the Department of Transportation 
for radar replacements. The grant will support 75% of the costs, while the 
remaining 25% will be funded by Federal Forfeiture funds. 

 
• To carry over funds from prior year for facade improvements. The purpose of this 

program is to provide an economic incentive to renovate building facades in the 
downtown revitalization area. 
 

• To appropriate revenues received and expenses incurred during the past few years 
in the Affordable Housing Project Fund. 

 
The budget ordinance amendment affects the following funds:  increase the Special 
Revenue Grant Fund by $35,000, increase the General Fund by $73,453, and increase the 
Affordable Housing Project by $900,000. 
 

 
Fund Name 

Original/Amended 
Budget 

Proposed 
Amendment 

Amended Budget 
4/8/2013 

Special Revenue 
Grant 

 
        $  1,038,446 

 
            $  35,000 

 
         $  1,073,446 
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General         $77,846,699             $  73,453          $77,920,152 
Affordable Housing 
Project 

  
        $  3,003,600 

 
            $900,000 

 
         $  3,903,600 

 
Motion was made by Council Member Blackburn and seconded by Council Member Smith 
to adopt Budget Ordinance Amendment #7 to the 2012-2013 City of Greenville budget, 
amendment to the Affordable Housing Loan Fund, and amendment to the Special Revenue 
Grant Fund.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 

 
REVIEW OF APRIL 11, 2013 CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

 
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated that a request has been received to add Special Recognition 
of East Carolina University Men’s Basketball Team – CIT (CollegeInsider.com Tournament) 
Champions as an agenda item for the Thursday meeting. 
 
The Mayor and Council reviewed the agenda for the April 11, 2013 City Council meeting.  
 

 
COMMENTS BY MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

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

 
CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
 
City Manager Lipscomb announced that Chief of Police Hassan Aden is in Washington, DC 
and testified today on Capitol Hill before a congressional panel about police legitimacy 
internationally.  Chief of Police Aden is meeting with the First Prime Minister of Scotland.  
Staff will be receiving information, photos and DVDs about his participation which will be 
shared with the community. 
 

 
CLOSED SESSION 

 
 
Council Member Joyner moved to enter closed session in accordance with G.S. §143-
318.11(a)(1) to prevent the disclosure of information that is privileged or confidential 
pursuant to the law of this State or of the United States, or not considered a public record 
within the meaning of Chapter 132 of the General Statutes, said laws rendering the 
information as privileged or confidential being the Personnel Privacy Statute and the Open 
Meetings Law and in accordance with G.S. §143-318.11(a)(3) to consult with an attorney 
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employed or retained by the public body in order to preserve the attorney-client privilege 
between the attorney and the public body.  Council Member Blackburn seconded the 
motion, which passed by unanimous vote.  
 
Mayor Thomas declared the City Council in closed session at 10:15 p.m., calling a brief 
recess to allow the Council and staff to relocate to Conference Room 337.  
  
Upon conclusion of closed session discussion, motion was made by Council Member 
Blackburn and seconded by Council Member Smith to return to open session.  Motion 
carried unanimously, and Mayor Thomas returned the City Council to open session at 11:20 
p.m. 
 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Joyner and seconded by Council Member Smith to 
adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried unanimously. Mayor Thomas declared the meeting 
adjourned at 11:21 p.m. 
 
       Respectfully Submitted 
 
 
 
       Polly Jones 
       Deputy City Clerk 
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PROPOSED MINUTES 
BUDGET WORKSHOP OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
                           MONDAY, APRIL 15, 2013 

              
The Greenville City Council held a budget workshop on the above date in the City Council 
Chambers, third floor of City Hall, with Mayor Allen M. Thomas presiding.  Mayor Thomas 
called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
Those Present:  

Mayor Allen M. Thomas; Mayor Pro-Tem Rose H. Glover; Council Member Kandie D. 
Smith; Council Member Marion Blackburn; Council Member Calvin R. Mercer; 
Council Member Max R. Joyner, Jr.; and Council Member Dennis J. Mitchell 
 

Those Absent: 
None 

 
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 
 

 
Motion was made by Council Member Joyner and seconded by Council Member Smith to 
approve the agenda.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

 
 
No comments were made by the public during the Public Comment Period. 
 
Mayor Thomas announced that there is a tragic situation unfolding in Boston, 
Massachusetts, and he asked that everyone keep their thoughts and prayers for those who 
are impacted by this tragedy.  His comments were followed by silent prayer.  Also, Mayor 
Thomas read the “Let’s Move!” Initiative Appreciation Month Proclamation.   
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover stated that the citizens of Greenville were some of the first people 
to join the First Lady’s “Let’s Move!” Initiative, and a confirmation letter was received today 
for Greenville’s continued support. 
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PREVIEW OF THE CITY’S PROPOSED OPERATING BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014 
 

 
City Manager Barbara Lipscomb provided an introduction to staff’s presentation, stating 
that the purpose of this meeting is to obtain the City Council’s guidance for completing the 
budget for FY 2014.   Staff has developed several changes to the approved plan that was 
established last year.  Staff is incorporating existing FY 2014 goals that have been approved 
by the City Council, but several of those goals were not funded last year.  Also, staff is 
including input from the 2013 Planning Session and past meetings of the City Council 
where the City Council has indicated interest in having certain projects in the budget with 
an additional emphasis on street maintenance.  There are 5 major changes that are 
highlighted in this proposed budget and one is related to streets and roads.  Last week, the 
City Council had indicated an interest in a Tar River study.  Staff is including debt service 
for the parking deck, Dickinson Avenue Planning Study and the South Greenville Recreation 
Center Design Study.  This is not the final budget and staff welcomes the City Council’s 
input and direction as staff moves toward finalizing the budget. 
 
Assistant City Manager Chris Padgett stated the following during his presentation: 
 
General Fund – 2013-2014 Adopted Plan 
The General Fund Budget for FY 2013, which is the City’s current year budget, is  
$75,111,601, and the Approved FY 2014 Financial Plan, which is the plan that was adopted 
along with the FY 2013 Budget last June, totaled $75,239,951.  That is an increase of 
$128,351 or an increase of less than 1 percent.  The following chart shows the Revenue 
services in the Approved FY 2014 Financial Plan.   
 
 

Revenue

FY 2014 PLAN

Property Tax $ 29,860,288

Sales Tax 14,910,654

Utilities Franchise Tax 5,650,969

GUC Turnover 5,380,104

Rescue 3,109,570

Other 16,328,367

Total $ 75,239,952

Property Tax
40%

Sales Tax
20%

Utilities 
Franchise Tax

7%

GUC Transfers 
In
7%

Rescue Fees
4%

Other
22%
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Property tax and sales tax are the largest Revenue sources combining to total 60 percent 
and that is in line with previous years’ budgets. The following slide shows the Approved FY 
2014 Financial Plan’s expenses by function with the percentages of each provided: 
 

Expenses

FY 2014 PLAN

Police $ 22,810,729

Fire/Rescue 13,748,061

Public Works 9,920,981

Recreation & Parks 7,415,214

Transfers 6,570,547

Other 14,774,420

Total $ 75,239,952

 
 
Public Safety accounts for about half of the General Fund Budget with the Police function at 
30 percent.  Fire/Rescue is 18 percent, Public Works is at 13 percent, and Recreation and 
Parks is 10 percent. The Other category is at 20 percent and includes a lot of management 
support functions of the City Manager’s, City Attorney’s, and City Clerk’s Offices and  
Financial Services, Human Resources, Information Technology, and Community 
Development Departments. 
 
General Fund – 2014 Revised Plan 
The 2014 Revised Plan, the Plan that staff is presenting this evening, totals $82,348,762, 
and that is an increase of $7,108,810 or 9 percent above the Approved FY 2014 Financial 
Plan of last year.  The following is a high level overview of the Approved FY 2014 Plan 
versus the Proposed or Adjusted Plan.   
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High Level Overview

Revised FY 2013-2014 Budget
2014 PLAN 

2014 Plan vs. 
2013 Budget

2014 
ADJUSTED BUDGET 

2014 Plan vs. 
2014 Adjusted

Revenues $  73,654,232 1.42% $     76,652,250 4.07%
Appropriated Fund 

Balance 1,585,720 -36.31% 5,696,512 >100%

75,239,952 0.17% 82,348,762 9.45%

Salaries and Benefits 49,289,572 1.24% 48,921,715 -0.75%
Operations & Capital 

Outlay 15,526,830 5.42% 16,018,704 3.17%
Capital 

Improvements 2,917,028 -44.15% 3,352,028 14.91%

Transfers 6,570,547 9.63% 13,506,315 >100%

Other 935,975 94.24% 550,000 -41.24%

75,239,952 0.17% 82,348,762 9.45%

 
 
On the Revenue side of the equation, staff is showing a 9 percent increase and most of that 
increase is in Appropriated Fund Balance, which is proposed at $5.7 million.  On the 
Expenditure side, the biggest change is listed as Transfers where staff is proposing a $6.9 
million increase.  Transfers are primary capital improvements and they have to be assigned 
to the Transfer line item so that they can be allocated into the proper capital accounts.  The 
following is the summary of the revenue modifications from the Approved FY 2014 
Financial Plan: 
 

           Summary of Changes (Revenues) 

Category  Amount of Change 

Property Tax  $865,089(+)  

Other Revenues  321,748 (-) 

Investment Earnings  387,682(-)  

GUC Transfer (Include Lighting)  1,063,359(+)  

Transfer from Capital Reserve  1,779,000(+)  

Appropriated Fund Balance  4,110,792(+)  

Total  $ 7,108,810(+)  

Property Tax has an increase of $865,089. The additional Revenues are primarily related to 
State changes in how the Vehicle Tax will be collected next year.  It is really the timing of 
collections as such that the City would expect a 1-year windfall the upcoming fiscal year 
and then expect things to be more normalized in future years.  Last year, Greenville Utilities 
Commission (GUC) was planning to take on some additional debt.  This year, based on the 
Charter provisions of how they transfer money to the City, the GUC Transfer (include 
Lighting) would have ended up in a net reduction and what the City had budgeted for was a 
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$600,000 decrease.  GUC did not take on the debt, and the City will actually realize a 
$400,000 increase.  The net impact based on the Approved FY 2014 Financial Plan would 
be a $1 million increase.  The City will certainly expect GUC from time to time to take on 
debt and that will fluctuate the Revenue stream that the City receives from GUC.   
 
The following is a breakdown of the Revised Revenue: 
 

Revised Revenue

FY 2014 PLAN

Property Tax $ 30,625,127

Sales Tax 14,910,654

Utilities Franchise Tax 5,650,969

GUC Turnover 5,704,968

Rescue 3,109,570

Other 22,347,474

Total $ 82,348,762

 
 
Property tax and sales tax percentages are down due to the increase in overall Revenues 
from the increased Appropriated Fund Balance. 
 
Expenses in the Revised  FY 2014 Plan increased $7.1 million.   
 

Summary of Changes (Expenses) 

Category  Amount of Change 

Personnel  $367,857(-)  

Utilities  102,724 (+) 

Contingency  385,975(-)  

Other Operations  389,150(+)  

Capital Improvements  435,000(+)  

Transfers to Other Funds 
 

Total  

6,935,768(+)  
 
$7,108,810(+) 
 

The Personnel line item decreased by $367,857 due to the decision not to add 5 new 
Fire/Rescue employees as previously proposed. Utilities have gone up by $102,724. The 
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Contingency for next year has decreased $200,000 to align with the City’s typical process to 
allocate $200,000 for the second year of the 2-year budget cycle for Contingency.  Most of 
the capital improvements are actually found in that Transfers to Other Funds line item, but 
that $435,000 is for a specific project.   
 
In the Expenses by Function, Personnel is 59 percent ($48.9 million), Operations and 
Capital Outlay are 20 percent ($16 million) and Transfers are 16 percent ($13.5 million).  
That is where the biggest change from the Approved FY 2014 Financial Plan is with an 
additional $6.9 million over what was previously budgeted.  
   

Expenses by Function

 
 
FY 2014 Highlights  
The FY 2014 Highlights for the General Fund include the following: 
 
No Property Tax Increase     $.52/100 Valuation 
Property Tax (Assessed Value)             +4.69 % 
Debt Issuance          $4,000,000 
Enhanced – Capital Projects                  $13 M 
Other Operations                  $1.4 M 
 
FY 2014 Highlights - Capital 
There are multiple projects and studies proposed in this budget request and the Capital 
Considerations are as follows: 
 
Uptown Parking Deck ($4.0M) – Staff increased the proposed budget from $3.8 million to 
$4.0 million because the City has to be absolutely sure as it goes through the design process 
that it is able to build an attractive facility that meets the users’ needs and leads to 
additional investment and development in the uptown area.  
 
BANA/ERP (Computer System) ($2.5M) - BANA/ERP is a new computer system that really 
impacts multiple city departments.  Debt service is included in the Plan, but the preferable 
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approach would be to pay cash for this type of project rather than financing computer 
services for over 20 years.  
 
South Greenville Planning/Design ($200K) - This is a facility that has a lot of needs.  Rather 
than trying to do the project in multiple phases, staff proposes to reconstruct the entire 
facility and make it a top notch facility for the youth.  This is Recreation and Parks 
Department’s #1 priority, and the total project is expected to cost $3 million.  Staff talked 
about the school system partnering with the City on this project and staff will investigate 
that possibility.  $200,000 is for the Planning and Design. 
 
Town Creek Culvert Design ($1M) – This is a relatively large and complicated stormwater 
project and the Study and Design component of the project is expected to cost $1 million. 
 
Tar River Study ($250,000) – The City Council has requested a general study scope and 
staff is investigating what type of elements would be included in that study.  A plan is 
needed to show how the City can better engage the river and use it as a resource in a 
number of ways.   
 
Dickinson Avenue Land Use Development Plan - ($150K) – There is a great deal of activity 
in Dickinson Avenue area due to several projects, and staff is expecting the interest in 
Dickinson Avenue to pick up as projects began to move forward. It is important that the 
City has the right type of plans in place to really identify what is wanted for that corridor 
and how parking will be provided for the entirety of the area.   
 
Street Improvements – Initial Investment ($4M) - The $4 million includes about $500,000 
already included in the City’s current year budget for this important infrastructure. 
 
Building Repair Fund ($150K) – Staff was able to put together a placeholder and to create 
this Fund in last year’s budget with $150K and that amount is remained in this proposed 
budget. 
 
Multi-Facility Improvement Project ($875K) – This project involves multiple facilities 
including the Hooker Road Warehouse, Public Works Operations Center, City Hall and 
Recreation and the Parks Buildings and Grounds Facility on Third Street.  Fundamental 
changes will be made in these divisions and where they operate.  There was already 
$440,000 available in budgeted funds for various improvements and $435,000 was added 
to address the problems. 
 
The funding sources for the Capital Considerations are the following: 
 

• General Fund (GF) Powell Bill Current Appropriation  $  1.4M 
• Fund Balance (GF)       $  5.0M 
• Powell Bill Fund Balance      $  750K 
• Capital Reserve       $  1.8M 
• Bond Proceeds       $  4.0M 
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• Stormwater        $  1.0M 

Total    $13.9M 
 
FY 2014 Highlights - Operations 
In additional to the capital items identified, there are also Operational Considerations. 
 

• Additional funds to Health Insurance Fund ($550K) 
• Neighborhood Plans Implementation ($75K) 
• Summer Basketball League – Teens/Young Adults ($20K) 
• Rewrite Personnel Policies and Develop Evaluation System ($90K) 
• Efficiency Studies ($120K) 
• IT Implementation of Council Action Items ($204K) 

 
Departmental Overview 
There are highlights of activities that each department will be doing and participating in for 
the next year based on the proposed budget. 
 
City Manager’s Office - $120,000 is reserved for the Efficiency Studies, and the City 
Manager’s Office would like to complete the Branding Study, which is split up between the 
City Manager’s Office, Community Development Department, and the Convention and 
Visitors Bureau.  $45,000 is reserved for that purpose.  Staff has noticed that, over the past 
15 months, they had to do a national search for a department head and there were 
substantial costs.  So, staff used that experience and appropriated $30,000 in the budget for 
Department Head Recruitment and Selection. 
 
Community Development Department - The City Council is familiar with the following 
Community Development projects: 
 

        Activity               Amount 
 
Parking Deck Construction   $4M 
Tar River Study  $250K 

 Dickinson Avenue Land Use and Development Plan $150K 
 Neighborhood Plans Implementation   $75K 
 
Police Department - Some of the broader initiatives that Police Chief Hassan Aden indicated 
that the Police Department would be pursuing for this year are the following using existing 
resources. 
 

       Activity                       Amount 
 
Community Strategic Plan 2013-2015  No Costs 
 
Reorganization of Code Enforcement  Using Existing 

 Departmental 
 Resources 
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Opportunities to Civilianize Positions Using Existing 

 Departmental 
 Resources 
 
Fire/Rescue Department - The Fire/Rescue Department will complete and open the Emergency 
Operations Center in the fall of 2013, and the project was previously funded.  Also, an in-service 
new pumper-ambulance will be purchased for Fire Station 4.  This is a one-of-kind unit for this area 
and effectively rather than getting a call and having to decide whether to take-off in the fire truck or 
the ambulance, Fire/Rescue personnel will have a unit that can address both of those needs, going 
on scene and providing fire safety as well Emergency Medical Services (EMS).  There was a unique 
problem at Fire Station 4 and a unique solution was found, and this new unit was previously 
funded.  Parking lot reconstruction is scheduled for Fire Station 3, and the $100,000 proposed for 
that reconstruction was already in the FY 2014 Approved Plan. 
 
Public Works Department 
It takes a lot of man hours to complete the Energy Efficiency Project Improvements being done by 
Schneider Electric.  That is a previously funded project.  $4M is going to do a lot of good for the 
Street Improvement Projects, but these projects require a lot of management and staff resources to 
oversee them.  The $50,000 for Street Lighting Improvements is one of the items that the City 
Council added late in the budgeting project last year.  The Hooker Road Warehouse/Public Works 
Operations Center Improvement Project is set at $875,000.   
 
Recreation and Parks Department 
Complete Dream Park Improvements is a previously funded project and children will be using the 
sprayground this summer.  Complete Eppes Recreation Center Improvements is a previously 
funded project that will occur during the late summer or early fall.  It is important that the City 
continues to push ahead on the South Greenville Recreation Center Planning and Design Project 
($200,000) and making sure that the City is making progress and engaged with Pitt County Schools 
on this project especially with the potential of their upcoming change in leadership.  This project 
was previously funded as well.  Also, staff is proposing to have a late night basketball league 
($20,000) for this summer.   
 
Human Resources Department 
The Business Application Needs Assessment/Enterprise Resource Planning (BANA/ERP) 
Implementation is an important project, which will take a lot of time on the behalf of multiple City 
departments. The core components of this system are going to be really centered on the Human 
Resources and Financial Services Departments.  Those two departments will see more change 
probably than any other department.  The Comprehensive Re-Write of City’s Personnel Policies and 
Development of a New Performance Evaluation System is budgeted for $90,000.  A consultant is 
currently evaluating this department to do the initial assessment and as staff works forward with 
them and they identify best practices and make recommendations, the City Manager will be looking 
for how to implement those recommendations.  No additional cost is anticipated.  The New 
Supervisory Training Program is a training program for all City supervisors to ensure that they are 
knowledgeable about best practices of supervising employees, leadership as well as some of the 
legal requirements associated with managing employees.  While there is already a voluntary 
training program, the City is looking at having a mandatory training program where all supervisors 
go through the same process doing the same things so that the City can be sure that they are 
competent in the areas that they need to be competent in. 
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Financial Services Department 
Financial Services will be an important player on how the City will implement BANA/ERP 
successfully.  Financial Services is the other department that is currently being reviewed 
concerning the Implementation of Efficiency Study Recommendations, and staff will be reporting 
back to the City Council on that.  
 
Information Technology Department 
This is where the BANA/ERP Implementation funding is in the budget at $2.5 million.  $100,000 will 
be spent this year and next year for Video Surveillance.  In the meantime, the City has a new Chief of 
Police who wants to be sure that the use of this technology is in line with his vision for the Police 
Department.  Funding for Multiple City Council Action Items is a list of action items from the 
approved City Council goals that were not funded with the last budget process.  Subscription 
Database for the City’s Website would be where citizens can go into the website and sign up and 
indicate that they would like to receive information about the City.  When content is updated, that 
information will automatically be sent to them when changes are made.  The City has a basic 
version of the 311 system that Code Enforcement Officers use and the City would like to expand this 
technology and equipment to other divisions.  Equip the Disaster/Recovery Technology Processing 
Center is a component of equipment needs over at the new EOC.  All of these action items including 
Implement Citizen Alerting System are budgeted for $204,000.  Staff will probably use an existing 
tool that is available to partner with the County to address the Implement Citizen Alerting System 
need and staff will provide information to the City Council as they move forward. 
 
Other Funds 
In the Original 2014 Plan, the City’s Debt Service Fund was $4.5 million and $4 million of 
additional Debt Service is proposed, which would result in about $310,000 of annual Debt 
Service so that number will change.  The Transit Fund is $3.3 million in the Approved FY 
2014 Financial Plan, but the City did purchase a couple of buses this year that the City 
wanted to purchase next year. That number will decrease to reflect the fact that the City 
has already made those purchases.  Staff is proposing no change for the Fleet Fund of $4.4 
million.  The Sanitation Fund is $7.2 million. Staff had detailed conversations about 
Sanitation and the changes that staff is looking to implement there so the program/process 
previously approved by the City Council will be reflected in the City’s revised budget. The 
Stormwater Fund of $3.9 million is in the Approved 2014 Plan.  Staff has more information 
about Town Creek Culvert which is very big and important project.  Staff is proposing no 
change to the Housing Fund of $1.4 million.   The Health Fund is budgeted at $13.1 million.  
Staff showed the City Council a $550,000 proposed increase to the Health Fund and that 
amount is going to be variable depending upon how that fund finishes this year.  No change 
is proposed for the Vehicle Replacement Fund ($3.8 million).   
 
How Did We Get Here? 
City Manager Lipscomb continued the presentation, stating that the proposed budget is 
balanced using several revenues and cost savings that cannot be counted on in future years 
including the following: 

 
       Activity                       Amount 

 
Fund Balance for “one-time” Capital Funding      $5.7M 
Increased Property Tax – State Changes in Vehicle Tax Collection  $865K 
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Increased Receipt from GUC Turnover       $1.1M 
Last Year of Reduced Contribution to Vehicle Replacement Fund  $536K Savings 
No Merit / Market Increases        - 
Potential General Assembly Actions Impacting City 
     Revenues (i.e. Sales Tax, Privilege License)     ? 
 
Staff is recommending drawing down the Fund Balance for a “one-time” Capital Funding 
totaling $5.7 million.  $865,000 is proposed for the Increased Property Tax - State changes 
in the Vehicle Tax Collection.  There is the Increased Receipt for GUC Turnover in the 
amount of $1.1 million because GUC delayed some of their improvements.  If GUC does any 
improvements in the future, the City may not be receiving that level of turnover. Last year, 
there was a $536,000 saving from the Reduced Contribution to the Vehicle Replacement 
Fund that will have to be replaced next year.  The proposed budget does not include any 
merit or market increases for City personnel.   Staff knows that there are a number of bills 
floating about that could impact City revenues relating to sales tax/privilege licenses fees, 
etc., but there is still uncertainty because the legislature is still in session.  Some of the 
implications for future years is that the City will need some combination of additional 
revenues and/or cost reductions will need to be implemented as a part of the next biennial 
budget cycle.  Potential revenue sources include an increase in the Property Tax Rate with a 
penny for streets and/or a penny for parks.  The Public Works Department has indicated 
that some 600 miles of street improvements could be made and 100 miles that really need 
to be made.  There is potentially a prepared Meals Tax for tourism enhancements 
(authorization in 2015 at the earliest).  If the City finds that something in its studies that it 
would like to move forward on related to tourism, that is a possibility, but of course, it will 
have to be authorized through the State legislature.  Certain types of cost reductions could 
include staffing, which usually comprises about 65 percent – 70 percent of General Fund 
costs.  The City could also consider in the future reductions in service levels, if necessary.   
 
Budget Schedule 
The City Council will be finishing the budget in the next few weeks and the remaining 
budget schedule is as follows: 
 

• MONDAY MAY 13, 2013 PROPOSED CITY, GUC, SML AND CVA 
BUDGETS PRESENTED TO CITY COUNCIL 
 

• MONDAY JUNE 10, 2013 PUBLIC HEARING – FY 2013-2014 BUDGET 
 

• THURSDAY JUNE 13, 2013 ADOPTION OF FY 2013-2014 BUDGET 
 
City Manager Lipscomb thanked Assistant City Manager Padgett, the Financial Services 
Department and all of the other Department Heads and staff for their input into the budget 
development. 
 
Council Member Blackburn asked if it is prudent to take such a big hit of about $5 million 
out of the Fund Balance at the beginning of the budget year and further, what is staff’s 
assessment of how to draw down the Fund Balance. 
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City Manager Lipscomb responded the $4 million for the parking deck is not using existing 
funds.  The City issue bonds for $4 million to complete that project, and, hopefully, the 
project can be done with that amount of money, which will free up the $4.2 million to do 
other projects.  Regarding the Fund Balance issue, staff did not transfer the excess from the 
Fund Balance this year that would have ordinarily been moved for Capital projects.  Staff 
has basically taken that money and assembled it with other funds to help do projects 
identified in the Revised 2014 Plan.  The City will still be maintaining 2 full months of 
operating Capital and the Fund Balance according to the City Council’s policy, and funds 
have been pulled down from some of the other balances in different funds.  The City has not 
totally emptied them, but the City will certainly not have the flexibility that it might have 
when looking through the current budget to find money for new projects.  Staff feels that 
the Revised 2014 Plan is our best guess so far as to what the City Council is interested in 
doing.   If it is found from the studies that the City may be performing that monies are 
wanted to do more, the City is going to have to be more tightly managed. 
 
Assistant City Manager Padgett stated that the City Council was informed at a previous 
meeting that $4.2 million was the amount of Unassigned Fund Balance that is above the 
City’s 14 percent policy.  So, staff used that as the baseline and that is $4.2 million of the $5 
million. Then staff looked at the overall Fund Balance and identified several categories of 
committed Fund Balance.  Those are voluntarily committed by previous City Councils for 
things, i.e. the North Carolina League of Municipalities Conference (NCLM) hosted by the 
City of Greenville for the first time, and the conference was very successful.  During the next 
budget in process, the City Manager at the time said that Greenville would like to host that 
conference again. $146,000 was placed into a committed line item in the budget for that 
purpose without knowing when or if hosting the NCLM Conference would ever happen.  
Rather than have that money sitting on the sideline, it was decided that the $146,000 
would be used to address some immediate needs.  Along the same lines of thinking that 
there was some debt service funding about $185,000 sitting in the budget the same way 
and it had not been allocated.  Staff was able to take some of those committed dollars and 
combine them with $4.2 million and get the City up to a threshold of $5 million that the City 
was comfortable spending.  Then the $750,000 actually comes out of a portion of Fund 
Balance that is restricted to streets and that is the City’s Powell Bill Fund.  At year-end last 
year, the City had $1.8 million in the Powell Bill Fund reserve and staff is proposing to use 
$750,000 of those dollars. 
 
Council Member Blackburn asked if the ongoing petroleum leak, wetlands restoration, 
filtering or whatever kind of project can be done as part of the Town Creek Culvert Project.  
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated that Public Works Director Kevin Mulligan has had 
conversations with Neil Lassiter at the Department of Transportation about how the City 
can mesh pipes so that the City can get this project done.  He will be able to provide more 
information about the petroleum leak. 
 
Public Works Director Mulligan responded that there have been sampling and treatment 
programs there and extraction wells have been closed off.  The City is at the early stage of 
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this study, design and planning for the rehab of Town Creek Culvert.  In the initial stages, 
the extraction of what remains of that fuel is below threshold limits and below the criteria 
to what the City is held to, and that is why those extraction wells have been closed off.   The 
City has to make some determination as to what the City would want do there with what 
sort of minimum product remains.  As far as the wetlands, there is a closed system at Town 
Creek Culvert and then as it goes under the bridge before it becomes an open channel 
system, staff will do something there to enhance that area. 
 
Council Member Blackburn stated that it would be nice if the wetlands can be addressed as 
part of this project. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb responded that staff will take that under consideration, but any 
funding for the wetlands would come out of the Stormwater Fund and would not be part of 
the General Fund. 
 
Council Member Joyner stated that staff has done a great job with the proposed budget, and 
he did not see anything in staff’s proposed budget that he would not support.  It will cost 
the City more money, if the City continues to wait to do these projects so why not use some 
of this money for repairing the streets and other infrastructure improvements.  The City 
will borrow money for building the parking deck, but the City should receive revenue from 
leasing parking spaces for the next 30-50 years.  This budget addresses some of the needs 
of the City and staff has provided ways to raise revenue.   
 
Council Member Mercer commended staff for their work and provided his feedback to staff 
about the budget, stating that reusing a number of one-time funds, monies that are not 
going to be there every year, to balance this budget will set the stage for property tax 
increases in the future or reduced staffing or reduction in services.   The more he looks at 
the proposed budget the more he understands that staff is not only drawing down the big 
Fund Balance, but staff is drawing down a number of other lines that decrease the 
flexibility that the City will have in the future. Council Member Mercer asked if the 
Unrestricted Fund Balance that the Local Government Commission (LGC) requires, the 8 
percent, and the City’s policy is to have 14 percent, where was the Unrestricted Fund 
Balance before the City put together the 2-year Plan, where is it now, and where is it going 
to, if this budget is adopted. 
 
Assistant City Manager Padgett responded that the LGC recommendation of 8 percent and 
City Council policy of 14 percent were completely different items.  As of July 30, 2012, the 
Unassigned Fund Balance was $14.6, almost $14.7 million, which exceeds the City’s policy 
of keeping 14 percent by about $4.2 million.  By making the change, staff is proposing to 
use that portion that is above the 14 percent policy.  By adopting a budget as it has been 
presented, the City would be maintaining its financial policy. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated that it is her understanding that if staff had done what is 
ordinarily done at the close of the budget, the $4.2 million would have already been 
transferred to Capital Improvements anyway.  Staff held the excess in the budget this year 
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because she was new and staff was not quite sure how things were going to pan out.  
Currently, staff is looking at making the transfer that would have been done a few months 
ago. 
  
Council Member Mercer asked if there is an itemized account of that $250,000 for the Tar 
River Study. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb responded that staff has not done a lot of diagnostic study on what 
it would take to do the Tar River Study.  Staff settled on $250,000 as a potential amount 
knowing that a number of people including Council Member Mercer who has said they 
would like to see more in the Tar River area, in particular, ecotourism.  If the City does a 
Request for Proposal, work with stakeholders, etc., staff was thinking that any funds left 
over could be used for improvements that the City would want to make.  
 
Council Member Mercer stated that he would like to have some specificity of what the 
$250,000 is being used for in relation to the Tar River Study. 
 
Assistant City Manager Padgett stated that when there is talk about a river study, there are 
so many components, some very specific and some very broad, so staff wanted to make 
sure that there was a substantial placeholder in the budget.    The City Council asked staff to 
go back and try to develop and bring back a general scope to share with the City Council.  
Once that is done, he feels that staff can better define this dollar amount and be able to be 
more specific. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked if the reason the City kept that $4.2 million is because the City is 
concerned about the revaluation process in the City and County and making sure that those 
revenues would be coming in. 
 
Assistant City Manager Padgett responded that to be correct, and there was some degree of 
uncertainty given the results through the revaluation.  The City wanted to watch the 
revenues for a period of time being sure that they were coming in to meet the budget. 
 
Mayor Thomas asked is there a reason that the City should be concerned and upset about 
using that $4.2 million for something that staff has proposed in this budget. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb responded that staff wanted to point out to the City Council that 
this is sort of a philosophical shift in terms of the City not holding as much money as in the 
past.  Hopefully, with this proposed budget, staff is doing the community and City Council’s 
wishes.   
 
Council Member Mitchell commended staff for their hard work and gave his feedback about 
the budget, stating that there are a lot of ideas in this proposed budget that he would not 
have thought of and as he is seeing them for the first time he feels they are great ideas.  
Staff’s proposed budget shows that the City is able to be fiscally responsible as well as to 
make some investments.  Ecotourism is a part of the Tar River Study, and this is a multi-
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faceted study which will probably have studies within studies.  As the Study being 
identified as a placeholder, any money left over will be used to make some of the 
recommended improvements.   
 
Council Member Mitchell asked if the City Council develops the budget and at the end of the 
fiscal year whatever is left over from the 14 percent, is it used for Capital Projects. 
 
Assistant City Manager Padgett stated that to be correct. The Fund Balance is recalculated 
every year to figure what percentage of Unassigned Fund Balance is there.  The City’s policy 
is anything in excess of 14 percent, the Director of Financial Services Demery does a 
memorandum which will manually transfer that overage that goes back to the Capital 
Reserve to be used for capital improvements.  Staff did not do that in November 2012. So, 
of the $5 million Fund Balance that is being proposed for appropriation, $4.2 million of it 
would have been sent back, in a normal operating year, for Capital purposes anyway. 
 
Council Member Mitchell asked if growth was projected in the City’s budget and if so, how 
much in property tax, sales tax, privilege licenses and other areas. 
 
Director of Financial Services Demery responded that generally 2 percent is used as a rule 
of thumb.  Property tax growth was about 4.69 percent and it was difficult to project 
because of revaluation this year, and there were other areas such as sales tax, which is 1 
percent.  
 
City Manager Lipscomb responded that in a recent meeting, staff discussed the concept of 
going ahead and raising privilege license fees and the City Council requested staff to do 
more research and to look at other methodologies.  The billings are being sent out and 
overtime, staff will be able to do some more research.  Also, State legislature is looking at 
privilege licenses and they may change the format anyway. 
 
Council Member Mitchell asked if there is anything allocated for the total redevelopment of 
the website. 
 
Assistant City Manager Padgett stated that staff has already begun the process for the 
redevelopment of the City’s website. Staff is waiting for the result of the branding study 
because whatever the City’s new brand is staff wants to be consistent on how we are 
messaging the community.  The website will be used a tool of communication and staff 
wants to make sure that is done the right way. 
 
Council Member Mitchell asked if the City had to absorb some costs of the health insurance. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb responded that $550,000 was programmed for this proposed 
budget, and staff anticipates learning about the increase this fall.  The health program is 
something that the City has to look at very seriously.  With the increase of about 8-12 
percent, the City will probably be looking at another $1 million for the Health Fund, which 
needs to be addressed because the growth is beginning to be a bit much. 
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Council Member Smith asked if the decrease of personnel was the result of not going ahead 
with building another fire station and increasing staff. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb responded that to be correct. 
 
Council Member Smith asked if $1 million is the total amount or the beginning cost for the  
Town Creek Culvert Project. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb responded that the $1 million is for the design component. 
 
Council Member Smith asked once the City has the design component for this project will it 
come back around that funds will be allocated to actually work on or complete this project. 
 
City Manager Lipscomb responded that the project is scheduled to be built in FY 2017 and 
the City will have to get this project completed. 
 
Public Works Director Mulligan stated that to be correct, and on July 1, 2017, the Tenth 
Street Connector Project should be finished, and the City needs to be finished with the 
Town Creek Project as well. 
 
Council Member Smith thanked staff for their effort in developing the proposed budget and 
gave her feedback about the budget, stating that it appears that for many years, money has 
been put aside for possible projects, which have not been completed.  That is what caused 
the City’s coffee cans to be filled and then previous City Councils would look into the coffee 
cans and consider projects to work on.   The City Council is actually looking at improving 
Greenville, i.e. roads, programs and projects for the City’s young adults and youth because 
they are seen on the front pages of newspapers everyday and robberies occur everyday 
and the City has to do something different.  She likes that plans have been made to use the 
City’s money instead of being concerned about the City having an accumulated big bank.  
 
City Manager Lipscomb stated that along the lines of programs for the community, the City 
is in the process of making some revisions to the Aquatics & Fitness Center.  As a part of 
that project, the City will be addressing a number of the interior renovations that are still 
outstanding, but the City needs to do the energy projects first so the money will not be 
wasted by investing and having to reinvest. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover thanked City Manager Lipscomb and her staff and Department 
Heads and their staff for their dedication and involvement with developing the proposed 
budget for the City Council’s input.  Mayor Pro-Tem Glover stated that it includes 
everything that was discussed by the City Council about the budget and what staff feels that 
the City Council would like to hear about.  She is supportive of the Tar River Study that 
would provide how it can be made more attractive, and there have been other studies done 
for a quarter of $1 million, i.e. Greenways.   She appreciates that improvements for the 
South Greenville Gym, which is used by Pitt County Schools as well as the community in the 
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area, and other facilities are included in staff’s proposed budget.  One of things that is very 
important is to identify money to work on the City’s infrastructure. Staff has made good 
management decisions where to put these monies and where they are needed the most.  
Regarding personnel pay and benefits, there will be no gap in City employees’ paychecks 
during FY 2014 because the City will absorb the increase in health insurance for them.  She 
has never gone against the employees receiving a pay increase, but she realizes there is a 
possibility that the health insurance increase is going to be much more significant than the 
pay increase that employees would have received in their salaries. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover asked if the Greenville Little League is a nonprofit and who 
maintains the grounds where they play baseball. 
 
Recreation and Parks Director Gary Fenton responded that Greenville Little League actually 
maintains the diamond at Elms Street Park.  The remainder of the Park is maintained by the 
City’s Recreation and Parks Department. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover asked how does the Recreation and Parks Department maintain the 
grounds where the Jackie Robinson League plays baseball. 
 
Recreation and Parks Director Fenton responded that the Recreation and Parks 
Department maintains the entire Thomas Foreman Park as well as the diamonds.  The 
Recreation and Parks Department also provides a staff member who works part-time in the 
summer and the Jackie Robinson League covers the costs of their officials. 
 
Council Member Blackburn stated that her concern is the City has a proposed budget that is 
$7 million greater than what was originally planned for FY 2014.  She understands that the 
City is kick-starting some projects, but the City is not providing a moderate pay increase for 
City employees who were 2 years without a pay increase.  One pay increase was provided 
last year and the City budgeted one this year, but that pay increase was removed from the 
budget. Regarding health insurance cost increases, the City employees will pay more for 
their doctor and hospital visits.  A larger concern is just because the City is taking $4 
million it does not mean the City has to spend all of the $4 million.  Drawing down to where 
the City is cutting close to the bone is a concern, when historically the reason the City has 
built up this Fund Balance is so that the City does not get into a crisis situation.  The City is 
balancing a budget, but is not looking at a sustainable model and her response to that is to 
take it moderately and cautiously.   The City got through a difficult economic period 
without a furlough, cuts, and a reduction of services, and that is something to be proud of 
and it is part of this City’s legacy.  When the City addresses roads, sidewalks, bikeways, and 
all alternative transportation options that reduce the need for future roads, the City should 
be thinking about the future and getting people on bikes and walking and to do it a time 
when the City is making these big changes.  A great improvement for an area for walkability 
purposes would be to install a sidewalk on First Street going from the Town Common up to 
Brownlea Drive.  Reorganizing the Code Enforcement Division and how the City is going to 
civilianize some positions are also her concerns.  
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Mayor Thomas stated that staff’s presentation was enlightening and responsive to the 
discussions of the City Council.  Last year, there was the first property value loss since the 
Great Depression so the City Council did something different and implemented a 
department by department review and held numerous budget workshops. It was 
impressive the way that staff stepped up and did a great job.  The City Council found 
efficiencies and cut about $2.5 million from taxes instead of raising the citizens’ taxes, and 
that was done knowing that the County would probably have to raise taxes and utilities, gas 
and other costs would be overwhelming for citizens.  So, the City Council adopted a 
“bridge” budget with a 5:1 vote.  Last year, money was set aside because property values 
and revenues did not step up, but this year, the City has more revenues than expected.  
Sometimes there is a need to invest into the community, if it is going to be made better long 
term and he feels that this proposed budget does this.  He is looking forward to finishing 
this budget and Greenville becoming the best roads and infrastructure city.  
 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Joyner and seconded by Council Member Mercer to 
adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried unanimously.  Mayor Thomas declared the meeting 
adjourned at 8:36 p.m. 
       Respectfully Submitted 
 
 
 
       Polly Jones 
       Deputy City Clerk 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Continuance of Resolution Authorizing Funding for Economic Development 
Project   

Explanation:  Abstract:  A unique DNA analysis firm, “Project Sequence”, is considering the 
establishment of a forensic DNA analysis laboratory in Greenville. In order to 
advance the project, City of Greenville will need to provide funding in the 
amount of $100,000 to help capitalize a fund that will be used to purchase 
laboratory and office equipment, then subsequently lease that equipment back to 
the company at favorable terms.  
  
Explanation:  This item was originally scheduled for action by City Council on 
August 8, 2013, but was continued until September 12, 2013.  With work to 
secure additional funding for the project ongoing, the item should be continued 
until the October 10, 2013, City Council meeting. 
  

Fiscal Note: Funding of $100,000 from the City will be paired with potential funding from 
Pitt County and the Golden Leaf Foundation to allow purchase of laboratory and 
office equipment which will subsequently be leased to Project Sequence.  

  

Recommendation:    Continue this item until the October 10, 2013, City Council meeting in order to 
finalize additional non-City funding sources for the project.  

  

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

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Contract award for the 2013 Pavement Preservation Seal Project 
  

Explanation: Abstract: The 2013 Pavement Preservation Seal Project will provide 
approximately 50,000 square yards of seal coating which is new to the City of 
Greenville. This work will provide a new surface for City-maintained streets 
located in the Sedgefield Subdivision.  Bennett Paving, Inc. of Roebuck, South 
Carolina, submitted the lowest bid for this contract.   
 
Explanation:  With the 2013 Pavement Preservation Seal Project, Public Works 
introduces a technology for pavement maintenance which is new to the City of 
Greenville. The seal coating application is intended to help extend the useful life 
of streets in fair to good condition while providing cost savings when compared 
to standard milling and resurfacing methods. 
  
Bids for the 2013 Pavement Preservation Seal Project were opened initially on 
August 1, 2013. Due to incomplete bid packages, none of the three bids received 
were considered responsive. After consideration, re-striping of City streets was 
removed from this advertisement and an additional road was added to the project 
and then re-advertised. Bids for the re-advertisement were opened on August 23, 
2013. The bid summary is attached.  Bennett Paving, Inc. of Roebuck, South 
Carolina, submitted the lowest responsive bid in the amount of $301,700.  Due to 
the recent nature of this bid opening, staff will still need to review Bidder 
Qualifications for Bennett Paving in accordance with the contract documents. 
  
Note: This unit price contract was advertised with a quantity of 70,000 square 
yards.  The unit price that was submitted for this work was $4.31/sq yard which 
resulted in a low bid submission of $301,700 due to the additional streets to be 
resealed.  The bid amount of $301,700 exceeds what the City has available for 
this pilot project.  The preservation seal project has been reduced to 50,000 sq 
yards to address only the Sedgefield subdivision.  The resulting bid price is 
$215,500 (50,000 sq yards multiplied by $4.31/sq yard).  Bennett Paving has 
agreed to honor the submitted unit price with the reduction in scope. 
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Fiscal Note: Funding for this project will come from the General Fund and Powell Bill funds 
that are included in the FY 14 budget. The proposed budget for this project, 
including a 5% contingency, is $226,275.     

Recommendation:    Award a construction contract for the 2013 Pavement Preservation Seal Project 
to Bennett Paving, Inc. in the amount of $215,500, contingent upon satisfactory 
review of Bidders Qualifications package. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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2013 Pavement Preservation Seal Project  
    

BID SUMMARY SHEET 
City of Greenville, North Carolina 

Engineering Division 
  

Re-Bid Opening:  August 23, 2013 @ 10:00 a.m. 
                    

Contractor 

Rec'd 
Addenda 1&2 

5% Bid 
Bond or 
Check 

 
NCA Form 
Submitted Total Base Bid 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Bennett Paving, Inc. X   X      X   
$301,700.00 

Coastal Asphalt, LLC X   X      X   $325,000.00 
 

RAM Pavement Services, Inc.  X   X       X   
$350,000.00 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Grant contract with the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources to purchase recycling roll-out carts   

Explanation: Abstract: The North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources (NCDENR) offers grant opportunities for cities to apply for funds to 
assist in purchasing residential roll-out carts for recycling use.  The Sanitation 
Division applied for this grant and received the maximum award in the amount 
of $75,000.  The City qualified for this grant based on its goal to increase 
recycling.  The grant will be used to fund recycling cart purchases for residents 
who receive automated (curbside) garbage and recycling service in 2014. 

Explanation: Attached for City Council approval is a grant contract that will be 
awarded to the City of Greenville from NCDENR.  The NCDENR supports 
recycling initiatives and will, with City Council’s approval, award this grant to 
aid the City of Greenville’s recycling program.  This grant would allow the City 
of Greenville to purchase 95-gallon roll-out carts that would be distributed to 
residential households. 
  
Additionally, the purpose of this grant is to assist local governments in 
transitioning the existing curbside recycling programs from bins to a uniform 
program using roll-out carts. This would also aid in the conversion to a 
completely automated collection system. 

City Council is requested to authorize the City Manager to file and execute all 
sections of this grant.  NCDENR will be notified of the City’s intent to accept the 
terms of the recycling roll-out cart grant. The deadline for accepting this grant is 
October 1, 2013.  

  

Fiscal Note: The grant award is $75,000 and requires a City contribution from the Sanitation 
Fund of at least $75,000.  These funds will be a portion of a total project cost 
estimated at $977,500.    
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Recommendation:    Approve the grant contract for acceptance of the NCDENR Recycling Cart Grant 
and authorize the City Manager to execute the contract between the City of 
Greenville and NCDENR.   

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

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Proposal for ICMA to Conduct a Comprehensive Analysis of the City's 
Fire/Rescue Department 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  One of the City Council goals is to increase organizational 
efficiencies through government efficiency assessments.  Thus far, studies have 
been conducted for the Human Resources Department, Financial Services 
Department, and Bradford Creek Golf Course, with plans to conduct a study of 
the Fire/Rescue Department and possibly, another department or service.  Staff is 
asking Council to consider a proposal for the International City Manager's 
Association (ICMA) to conduct an analysis of the Fire/Rescue Department. 
  
Explanation:  City Council, through development of the City Goals, has 
authorized staff to review City Departments to determine where additional 
efficiencies can be achieved.  Since the retirement of the former Fire Chief, the 
Interim Fire Chief has been involved in addressing some of the concerns of the 
Fire Department as they relate to policies and internal communications.  In 
addition, the City Manager has had numerous discussions with ICMA regarding 
the Fire/Rescue service.  ICMA performs management studies of public safety 
agencies as a part of their service offerings to local governments. 
  
Attached is ICMA's Proposal for Comprehensive Analysis of Fire/EMS Services 
for the City of Greenville.  The Fire/Rescue Department is one of the City's 
largest departments and consists of two services which are managed and operated 
jointly - fire prevention and suppression and emergency rescue services.  The 
study would consist of a review of the existing fire and rescue service including a 
data-driven forensic analysis to identify actual workload, organizational structure 
and culture, staffing levels, cost and quality of service delivery, strategic 
planning relating to the growth of the City and station locations, communications 
(dispatch), potential impacts related to the Affordable Care Act, etc., based on 
comprehensive data analysis. 
  
The study will be conducted by a team of subject matter experts who have 
extensive experience in managing emergency service agencies and extensive 
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consulting experience completing hundreds of similar studies nationwide.   
  

Fiscal Note: The proposed fee for the comprehensive analysis has been negotiated to $59,400 
plus $5,000 in proposed travel expenses.  This fee includes a 10% savings 
because of the City Manager's membership in ICMA.  Funds are provided in the 
approved FY 14 budget for this purpose. 
  

Recommendation:    Approve the Proposal for ICMA to conduct a Comprehensive Analysis of the 
City's Fire/Rescue Department and authorize the City Manager to execute a 
contract with ICMA for the provision of this service.   

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

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Report on Contracts Awarded 
  

Explanation: Abstract: The Director of Financial Services reports monthly the bids and/or 
contracts awarded over a certain dollar threshold by the Purchasing Manager and City 
Manager. 
  
Explanation: The Director of Financial Services reports that the following contracts 
were awarded during the months of July and August, 2013. 
   

  

Date 
Awarded Description Vendor Amount M/WBE

7/19/13

3 - 2013 Ford F150 Super 
Cab Pick Up Trucks 

Note-State Contract Purchase 
Contract #070G 
PO #080923 

Capital Ford, Inc. $73,007.00 No

8/6/13

1- 2013 Toyota Tacoma 
1-2013 Toyota Prius V 
1-2013 Toyota Camry 
  
Note-State Contract Purchase 
Contract #070B 
PO #081090 
  

Fred Anderson 
Toyota/Scion $71,845.46 No

Fiscal Note: Total funding in the amount of $162,500 for the purchase of these vehicles was 
included in the 2013-2014 Vehicle Replacement Fund. 
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Recommendation:    That the award information be reflected in the City Council minutes. 
  

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

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Purchase of target system by the police department for use in firearms training 
  

Explanation: Abstract:   The police department wishes to use federal asset forfeiture funds to 
purchase a computer-controlled target system designed to create an interactive 
experience for the police officer that is currently unavailable in firearms training. 
  
Explanation:   Firearms training in law enforcement must evolve to allow 
officers the opportunity to participate in live-fire exercises that will better 
prepare them for the stressors encountered when the use of issued firearms is 
required.  The JTS BLACK system is an interactive steel target system that 
allows the instructor to tailor a course of fire that is random and unpredictable for 
the officer in training.  This requires the officer to make decisions, engage 
multiple threats from various distances and angles, and work more closely with 
fellow officers to ensure threats are engaged safely.  This system is like none 
other and adds a factor that has not been provided before--the officer in training 
will not know how many rounds he/she must fire/hit the target with before it will 
fall.  In light of the changing paradigms in law enforcement armed encounters, 
this system will better prepare the officer for the unfortunate times when deadly 
force with a firearm is needed. 
  

Fiscal Note: This acquisition, if approved, will be made with federal asset forfeiture funds.  
The cost is $45,300 including delivery, set-up, and training.   
  
No bidding is necessary as this item is only available from one vendor. Three 
additional vendors, who have provided services to the Greenville Police 
Department, were contacted and each confirmed that they do not offer a similar 
product. These three vendors are "Action Target," "Qualification Targets Inc.," 
and "L.E. Targets Inc." 
  

Recommendation:    Approval to move forward with the acquisition of JTS Black Target system.  
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Resolution Amending the Thresholds for the Formal and Informal Bidding 
Process in Order to Conform to the North Carolina Statutory Monetary Amounts 
for these Thresholds 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  The North Carolina General Statutes require that local governments 
follow a specified procedure and award criteria when contracting for goods or 
services when specified monetary amount thresholds are involved.  Local 
governments may also use these procedures for other contracts when less than 
the statutory thresholds are involved.  The resolution provides that the City of 
Greenville will conform with thresholds established by the North Carolina 
General Statues. 
  
Explanation:  The North Carolina General Statutes require that certain contracts 
for the procurement of goods and services be awarded pursuant to a specified 
procedure and award criteria.  The contracts which are governed by these 
statutory provisions are the following: 
  
(1) Contracts for the purchase of apparatus, supplies, materials, and equipment 
costing $30,000 or more but less than $90,000 (informal bidding process); 
  
(2) Contracts for the purchase of apparatus, supplies, materials, and equipment 
costing $90,000 or more (formal bidding process); 

(3) Contracts for construction or repair services costing $30,000 or more but less 
than $500,000 (informal bidding process); and  

(4) Contracts for construction or repair services costing $500,000 or more 
(formal bidding process). 

Local governments have the option to apply these same procedures and award 
criteria to other contracts.  The City of Greenville has done this as follows: 
  
   (1)  statutory informal bid procedure and award criteria when contracting for 
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the purchase of apparatus, supplies, materials, and equipment, costing:  
      - State - $30,000 to $90,000 
      - City - $10,000 to $90,000 
  
   (2)  the statutory formal bid procedure and award criteria for contracts for 
construction or repair services, costing: 
      - State - $500,000 or more 
      - City - $300,000 or more 
  
When developing the proposed Local Preference Policy for City Council 
consideration, this local decision was reviewed.  The use of the statutory 
informal procedure and award criteria on the purchase of apparatus, supplies, 
materials, and equipment costing from $10,000 to $30,000 limits the contracts 
which would be subject to the Local Preference Policy.  Since Council requested 
the strongest Local Preference Policy allowed by law, it is recommended that the 
City conform to the statutory established thresholds for these contracts. 
  
It is also recommended that the City conform to the statutory thresholds specified 
for all other contracts and that these thresholds automatically change when state 
law changes without the necessity of further Council action. 
  
Conforming to the monetary amount thresholds established by the North 
Carolina General Statutes is the standard practice for North Carolina cities. 
  
  

Fiscal Note: Amending the thresholds for the formal and informal bidding process will not 
have a fiscal impact. 
  

Recommendation:    Adopt the attached resolution amending the thresholds for the formal and 
informal bidding process in order to conform to the North Carolina statutory 
monetary amounts for these thresholds. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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961307 

 RESOLUTION NO. 13-___ 
RESOLUTION AMENDING THE THRESHOLDS FOR  

 THE FORMAL AND INFORMAL BIDDING PROCESS IN ORDER TO CONFORM TO THE 
NORTH CAROLINA STATUTORY MONETARY AMOUNTS FOR THESE THRESHOLDS 
 
 

WHEREAS, North Carolina General Statute 143-129 requires the City of Greenville to 
utilize a formal bidding process and an informal bidding process for the purchase of apparatus, 
supplies, materials, or equipment greater than certain monetary amounts and for construction or 
repair services greater than certain monetary amounts and North Carolina General Statute 143-64.31 
requires that, unless exempted by a resolution of City Council, a best qualified selection procedure 
be utilized when securing architect, engineering, surveying, or construction management at risk 
services greater than a certain monetary amount; 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Greenville uses the statutory monetary amounts for the formal and 

informal bids process but chose to use the $300,000 monetary amount rather than the statutory 
$500,000 monetary amount as the threshold for utilizing the statutory formal bidding process for 
construction or repair services and chose to use a $10,000 monetary amount rather than the statutory 
$30,000 monetary amount as the threshold for utilizing the statutory  informal bid process for the 
purchase of  apparatus, supplies, materials, or equipment and for construction or repair services; and 

 
WHEREAS, it is appropriate for the thresholds used by the City of Greenville for the formal 

and informal bidding process to conform with the thresholds established by the North Carolina 
General Statutes:   
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Greenville as 
follows: 
 

Section 1.  The informal bidding process shall be utilized for the purchase of apparatus, 
supplies, materials, or equipment in all proposals in the estimated amount of thirty thousand dollars 
($30,000) to less than ninety thousand dollars ($90,000) and for construction or repair services in all 
proposals in the estimated amount of thirty thousand dollars ($30,000) to less than five hundred 
thousand dollars ($500,000); 

 
Section 2.  The formal bidding process shall be utilized for the purchase of apparatus, 

supplies, materials, or equipment in all proposals in the estimated amount of ninety thousand dollars 
($90,000) or more and for construction or repair services in all proposals in the estimated amount of 
five hundred thousand dollars ($500,000) or more.  

 
Section 3.  The best qualified selection process shall be utilized for architectural, engineering, 

surveying, or construction management at risk services in all proposals in the estimated amount of 
thirty thousand dollars ($30,000) or more, unless City Council exempts the project from this process. 

 
Section 4.   The amounts, as herein set forth, for the formal bidding process, informal bidding 

process, and the best qualified selection process shall be adjusted automatically, without further 
action by City Council, to conform with the amounts established by the North Carolina General 
Statutes, when amended by the North Carolina General Assembly.  
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961307 

Section 5.   The purchase of apparatus, supplies, materials or equipment and the contracting 
for services for which the formal bidding process, informal bidding process, or best qualified 
selection process is not required by the provisions of the North Carolina General Statutes and this 
resolution shall be accomplished utilizing a process determined to be in the best interest of the City 
of Greenville. 

 
Section 6.  All inconsistent provisions of former resolutions, ordinances, or policies are 

hereby repealed. 
 
This the 9th day of September, 2013. 

 
 
 

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

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Resolution Exempting Projects from the Statutory Procurement Process 
Established by Article 3D of Chapter 143 of the North Carolina General Statutes 
when the Estimated Professional Fee is Less than Fifty Thousand Dollars 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  During the 2013 Session of the North Carolina General Assembly, a 
law was enacted which amended the monetary threshold amount and the types of 
services when certain professional service contracts may be exempted from the 
qualifications based selection process.   A resolution is required in order to 
implement the new threshold and services established by this new law which is 
effective on September 23, 2013. 
  
Explanation:  During the 2013 Session of the North Carolina General 
Assembly, a law was enacted which amended the monetary threshold 
amount and the types of services when certain professional service contracts may 
be exempted from the qualifications based selection process.  Prior to the new 
law, the required statutory selection process was a qualifications based selection 
process and it applied to contracts for architectural, engineering, surveying 
and construction management at risk services. By a resolution adopted by City 
Council on November 8, 2001, City Council, as allowed by law, exempted 
projects from the statutory selection process for architectural, engineering, or 
surveying services when the estimated professional fee was less than $30,000.  
The new law raises the monetary threshold amount when a blanket exemption 
may be declared to $50,000 and the services now included are architectural, 
engineering, surveying, construction management at risk services, design-build 
services, and public-private partnership construction services.  The new law also 
eliminated the ability of the City to exempt a particular project from the statutory 
required qualifications based selection process for these services when the 
professional fee exceeds this threshold amount.  Previously, a particular project, 
regardless of the amount of the fee, could be exempted in the sole discretion of 
the local government. 
  
The new law has an impact on the proposed Local Preference Policy.  Local 
preferences may be applied only when state or federal law does not required a 
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different procedure.  Therefore, it is recommended that Council adopt a 
resolution which will exempt these services from the statutory selection process 
to the fullest extent allowed by law. 
   
  

Fiscal Note: Amending the exemption from the statutory required qualfications based 
selection process will not have a fiscal impact.  
  

Recommendation:    It is recommend that City Council adopt the attached Resolution Exempting 
Projects from the Statutory Procurement Process Established by Article 3D of 
Chapter 143 of the North Carolina General Statutes when the Estimated 
Professional Fee is Less than Fifty Thousand Dollars 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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RESOLUTION NO.   -13  
RESOLUTION EXEMPTING PROJECTS FROM THE STATUTORY PROCUREMENT 
PROCESS ESTABLISHED BY ARTICLE 3D OF CHAPTER 143 OF THE NORTH 

CAROLINA GENERAL STATUTES WHEN THE ESTIMATED PROFESSIONAL FEE IS 
LESS THAN FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS 

  
 

WHEREAS, the provisions of Article 3D of Chapter 143 of the North Carolina General 
Statutes establish a process for the procurement of architectural, engineering, surveying, construction 
management at risk services, design-build services, and public-private partnership construction 
services; and  

 
WHEREAS, North Carolina General Statute 143-64.32 authorizes units of local government 

to exempt from the procurement process established by Article 3D of Chapter 143 of the North 
Carolina General Statutes proposed projects when the estimated professional fee is in an amount less 
than fifty thousand dollars ($50,000); 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Greenville 
as follows: 
 
Section 1.   Projects of the City of Greenville are hereby exempted from the statutory procurement 
process for architectural, engineering, surveying, construction management at risk services, design-
build services, and public-private partnership construction services  in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 3D of Chapter 143 of the North Carolina General Statutes when the estimated 
professional fee is in an amount less than fifty thousand dollars ($50,000).   

 
Section 2. This resolution shall become effective on or after September 23, 2013. 

 
This the 9th day of September, 2013. 

 
 
 
             

Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 
  

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
      
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Amendment to the authorized position allocations within the Planning Division of 
the Community Development Department 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  The Community Development Director is proposing to reclassify a 
vacant Planner II position within the division to a Planner I.  The primary focus of 
the Planner I position will be to review various development requests to insure 
compliance with the provisions of the zoning ordinance and to implement the 
zoning compliance program. 
  
Explanation:  As a result of the retirement of the Site Plan Administrator within the 
Planning Division of the Community Development Department, a re-evaluation of 
duty assignments was completed.  Adjustments in assignments resulted, and the 
Community Development Director recommends a reclassification of the Planner II 
position responsible for development administration duties to the classification 
of Planner I.  This reclassification will promote additional cross training within the 
division and allow professional growth opportunities for existing qualified staff.  In 
addition, this change will reduce the personnel costs of the division by 
approximately $6,000 because the salary range for a Planner I is less than that of a 
Planner II. 
  

  

Position Title Current Number of Positions Revised Number 
of Positions   Pay Grade

Planner II 4 (1 of the 4 positions is 
currently vacant) 3 114

Planner I   0 1 112

Fiscal Note: The requested reclassification is expected to reduce personnel costs by 
approximately $6,000. 
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Recommendation:    Approve the request to amend the position allocation within the Planning Division 
of the Community Development Department. 
  

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

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Resolution approving an interlocal agreement with the Pitt-Greenville 
Convention and Visitors Authority 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  The Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors Authority markets and 
promotes activities relating to travel and tourism.  In order to assist the Authority 
in performing this function, the supervision of the Authority's personnel by the 
City of Greenville is proposed. 
  
Explanation:  The Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors Authority promotes 
travel and tourism and makes tourism-related expenditures for Pitt County and 
the City of Greenville.  The Authority is directed by a Board of Directors 
consisting of members appointed by the Pitt County Board of Commissioners, 
the City Council, and the President of the Board of Directors of the Chamber of 
Commerce.  This Board of Directors establishes the policies for the Authority, 
which are carried out by the personnel of the Authority. 
  
Supervision of the personnel of the Authority by the City will assist the 
Authority as it undertakes activities and programs which provide for the 
promotion of travel and tourism and makes other tourism-related expenditures to 
benefit areas within the corporate limits of Greenville and Pitt County.  It is 
recommended that this supervision occur by the City Manager or designee of the 
City Manager.  Supervision of the Executive Director of the Authority will occur 
in a manner similar to supervision of a Department Head by the City Manager.  
Supervision of the other employees will be indirect by being accomplished 
through the Executive Director of  the Authority.  The Board of Directors of the 
Authority will continue to retain the authority to appoint the personnel necessary 
to perform its functions and to approve, amend, implement, and maintain its pay 
plan, personnel policies, and employee benefits. 
  
Attached is a copy of the interlocal agreement providing for the supervision of 
the Authority's personnel by the City of Greenville.  It has a one (1) year term, 
but either the City or the Authority may terminate the agreement at any time with 
30 days notice. 
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The Board of Directors of the Authority approved the interlocal agreement at its 
August 27, 2013, meeting. 
  

Fiscal Note: The interlocal agreement provides that the City will receive a monthly amount of 
$1,000 which is to be utilized by the City for the purpose of promoting travel and 
tourism or making tourism-related expenditures. 
  

Recommendation:    Approve the attached resolution which approves the interlocal agreement with 
the Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors Authority relating to the supervision 
of personnel. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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RESOLUTION     - 13 
RESOLUTION APPROVING INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT WITH THE PITT-

GREENVILLE CONVENTION AND VISITORS AUTHORITY RELATING TO THE 
SUPERVISION OF PERSONNEL 

 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of North Carolina General Statute 160A-489 and 
the provisions of North Carolina General Statute 158-7.1, the City of Greenville is authorized to 
engage in marketing and promotion efforts relating to the convention center and travel and 
tourism; 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 143 of the 1987 Session Laws of the 

North Carolina General Assembly and Chapter 410 of the 1993 Session Laws of the North 
Carolina General Assembly, the Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors Authority is authorized 
to engage in marketing and promotion activities relating to the convention center and travel and 
tourism and is authorized to contract with any person, firm or agency to advise or assist it in the 
expenditure of funds; and  

 
WHEREAS, Part 1 of Article 20 of Chapter 160A of the North Carolina General Statutes 

empowers the City of Greenville and the Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors Authority to 
enter into an interlocal agreement in order to execute an undertaking whereby a unit of local 
government exercises any power, function, public enterprise, right, privilege, or immunity either 
jointly with or on behalf of another unit of local government; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Greenville 
that it does hereby approve the Interlocal Agreement with the Pitt-Greenville Convention and 
Visitors Authority to provide for the supervision of the personnel of the Pitt-Greenville 
Convention and Visitors Authority in order to assist it as it undertakes activities and programs 
which provide for the promotion of travel and tourism and other tourism-related expenditures to 
benefit areas within the corporate limits of Greenville and Pitt County, North Carolina. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Greenville that the 

Mayor is hereby authorized to execute the Interlocal Agreement for and on behalf of the City of 
Greenville.    

 
This the 9th day of September, 2013. 

 
       _______________________________ 

Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk 
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NORTH CAROLINA            INTERLOCAL 
PITT COUNTY            AGREEMENT 
 
 
 

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this the ___ day of September, 2013, by and 

between the City of Greenville, a municipal corporation organized and existing pursuant to the laws 

of the State of North Carolina, Party of the First Part and hereinafter referred to as the CITY, and the 

Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors Authority, an authority duly organized and operating 

pursuant to the laws of the State of North Carolina, Party of the Second Part and hereinafter referred 

to as the AUTHORITY; 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of North Carolina General Statute 160A-489 and the 

provisions of North Carolina General Statute 158-7.1, the CITY is authorized to engage in marketing 

and promotion efforts relating to the convention center and travel and tourism; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 143 of the 1987 Session Laws of the 

North Carolina General Assembly and Chapter 410 of the 1993 Session Laws of the North Carolina 

General Assembly, the AUTHORITY is authorized to engage in marketing and promotion activities 

relating to the convention center and travel and tourism and is authorized to contract with any 

person, firm or agency to advise or assist it in the expenditure of funds; and  

WHEREAS, Part 1 of Article 20 of Chapter 160A of the North Carolina General Statutes 

empowers the CITY and the AUTHORITY to enter into an interlocal agreement in order to execute 

an undertaking whereby a unit of local government exercises any power, function, public enterprise, 

right, privilege, or immunity either jointly with or on behalf of another unit of local government; 

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual benefits, covenants, and 
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promises contained herein, the parties hereto agree as follows: 

1. Purpose.  The purpose of this Agreement is to provide for the supervision of the personnel of 

the AUTHORITY in order to assist it as it undertakes activities and programs which provide 

for the promotion of travel and tourism and other tourism-related expenditures to benefit 

areas within the corporate limits of Greenville and Pitt County, North Carolina. 

2. Marketing and Promotion.  The AUTHORITY shall promote travel and tourism and make 

tourism related expenditures for Pitt County and the City of Greenville.  Promotion of travel 

and tourism shall mean to advertise or market an area or activity, publish and distribute 

pamphlets and other materials, conduct market research, or engage in similar promotional 

activities that attract tourists or business travelers to the area.  Tourism-related expenditures 

mean expenditures designed to increase the use of lodging facilities and to attract tourists or 

business travelers to the area. 

3. Supervision.  The CITY, by and through its City Manager or designee of the City Manager, 

shall supervise the personnel of the AUTHORITY including, but not limited to, the 

Executive Director of the AUTHORITY.  Supervision of the personnel of the AUTHORITY 

by the City Manager or the designee of the City Manager shall be accomplished by direct 

supervision of the Executive Director of the AUTHORITY and indirect supervision, through 

the Executive Director of the AUTHORITY, of the other employees of the AUTHORITY. 

When supervising employees of the AUTHORITY, the City Manager or designee of the City 

Manager and the Executive Director of the AUTHORITY shall be in similar roles (other than 

the authority to appoint or dismiss employees) as the City Manager and a department head of 

the CITY.  As such, the employees of the AUTHORTY will report to the Executive Director 

of the AUTHORITY and the Executive Director is responsible for the day to day operations 
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and employee performance evaluations.  The Executive Director and the City Manager or 

designee of the City Manager will meet at least bi-weekly to review progress on the functions 

and activities of the AUTHORTIY.  Supervision includes, but is not limited to, the 

following: 

(a) Direct and supervise the employees of the AUTHORITY in the 

administration of the functions and activities of the AUTHORITY; 

(b) Provide oversight of the implementation of the policy directions of the Board 

of Directors of the AUTHORITY by the employees of the AUTHORITY; 

(c) Meet with the employees of the AUTHORITY, as necessary, in order to 

review the functions and activities of the AUTHORITY being performed by 

the employees of the AUTHORITY;  

(d) Evaluate the performance of the personnel of the AUTHORITY;  

(e) Recommend personnel actions to the Board of Directors of the 

AUTHORITY, as necessary; and 

(f) Make recommendations to the Board of Directors of the AUTHORITY 

related to the functions and activities of the AUTHORITY. 

4. Meetings.   The City Manager or designee of the City Manager shall attend the meetings of 

the Board of Directors of the AUTHORITY and of the Executive Committee of the 

AUTHORITY. 

5. Retained Personnel Authority.  The AUTHORITY, through its Board of Directors, shall 

continue to have the authority to appoint the personnel necessary to perform its functions and 

to approve, amend, implement, and maintain its pay plan, personnel policy, and employee 

benefits.  As an illustration, the AUTHORITY maintains the authority to make personnel 
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decisions relating to its employees including, but not limited to, appointment, removal, 

suspension, and pay adjustments. 

6. Payment.  The AUTHORITY shall pay the CITY on a monthly basis the sum of One 

Thousand and No/100ths Dollars ($1,000.00).  Payment shall be made no later than fifteen 

(15) days after receipt of an invoice from the CITY.   The CITY agrees that it will utilize the 

sums paid by the AUTHORITY for the purpose of promoting travel and tourism or making 

tourism related expenditures. 

7. Duration.  The term of this Agreement shall be for a period of one (1) year commencing on 

the first day of October 1, 2013.  This Agreement may be extended for additional terms upon 

mutual agreement of the parties. 

8. Cancellation.  Either the CITY or the AUTHORITY may terminate this Agreement at any 

time, with or without cause, by providing written notice to the other party of its intent to 

terminate the Agreement at least thirty (30) days prior to the specified date of termination. 

9. Indemnification.  The AUTHORITY shall indemnify and hold harmless the CITY and its 

officers and employees against any liability, whatsoever, that may arise relating to the 

operations of the AUTHORITY, except that the CITY shall be responsible for any acts or 

omissions of the CITY or its officers and employees. 

10. Notices.   All notices required or permitted to be given under this Agreement shall be in 

writing and shall be deemed sufficiently given when deposited in the mail, first-class postage  

 prepaid, and addressed to the respective party as follows: 

CITY: 
City Manager 
City of Greenville 
P.O. Box 7207 
Greenville, NC 27835 
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AUTHORITY: 
Chairman 
Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors Authority 
P.O. Box 8027 
Greenville, NC 27835 
 

or to such other addresses as either party shall subsequently designate by notice given in 

accordance with this section. 

11. Other Agreements.  The provisions of this Agreement do not amend the provisions of other 

agreements in which the CITY and the AUTHORITY are both parties.  Specifically, the 

provisions of this Agreement do not amend the provisions of the Interlocal Agreement 

between the CITY, the AUTHORITY, and Pitt County dated September 18, 1997, do not 

amend the provisions of the Memorandum of Understanding and Agreement between the 

CITY and the AUTHORITY dated July 1, 2011, and do not amend the provisions of the 

Operational Management Agreement between the CITY, the AUTHORITY, Exhibit Hall 

Managers, LLC, and Greenville Prime Investors, LLC, dated September 20, 2011. The 

provisions of the aforementioned agreements remain in full force and effect. 

12. Assignment of Agreement.  It is mutually agreed by the parties hereto that this Agreement is 

not transferable by any party without the written consent of the other party to this Agreement. 

13. Entire Agreement.  This Agreement constitutes the entire understanding of the parties. 

14. Binding Effect.  This Agreement shall be binding upon the successors and assigns of the 

parties. 

15. Interpretation.  All of the terms and conditions contained herein shall be interpreted in 

accordance with the laws of the State of North Carolina.   

16. Amendments.  This Agreement shall not be modified or otherwise amended except in writing 
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signed by the parties. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement, in duplicate 

originals, as of the day and year first above written, all pursuant to authority duly granted. 

        
 
       CITY OF GREENVILLE 
 

 
By:       

Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
       
David A. Holec, City Attorney 
 
 
 

PITT-GREENVILLE CONVENTION AND 
VISITORS AUTHORITY 

 
 

By:       
Robert Sheck, Secretary 
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PRE-AUDIT CERTIFICATION 
 

This instrument has been preaudited in the manner required by the Local Government Budget 
and Fiscal Control Act. 
 
 

      
Bernita Demery, Finance Director 
City of Greenville 

 
 

 
PRE-AUDIT CERTIFICATION 

 
This instrument has been preaudited in the manner required by the Local Government Budget and 
Fiscal Control Act. 
 
 

      
Bernita Demery, Deputy Finance Director 
Pitt-Greenville Convention and Visitors Authority    
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Resolution expressing support for the City of Greenville's participation in the 
Let's Move! Cities, Towns, and Counties Initiative 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  The Let's Move! Cities, Towns and Counties (LMCTC) initiative is a 
program to help address the nation's childhood obesity epidemic.  The National 
League of Cities, as well as the National Association of Counties, has partnered 
with Let's Move to advance this initiative.  By passing this resolution, the City of 
Greenville will indicate its desire to join other cities, towns, and counties across 
the nation in becoming an LMCTC site, thereby endorsing and participating in 
the Let's Move initiative. 
  
Explanation:  Changes in daily living patterns over the past several decades 
have resulted in many Americans having sub-standard diets coupled with 
inactive lifestyles.  This has had a particularly negative impact on youngsters 
nationwide - including many right here in Greenville - who are now significantly 
overweight or even obese. 
  
A lifetime of being overweight may be a short, as well as medically expensive, 
lifetime.  It is imperative that we do what we can to encourage youngsters at an 
early age to eat well and participate in regular physical activity, through 
providing opportunities and incentives for continually making healthy choices 
regarding diet and activity levels. 
  
Participation in the program requires working to accomplish five major goals 
intended to foster a reduction in childhood obesity. 
  
Participating cities/counties/towns commit to, over time:  

1. Helping early care and education program providers incorporate best 
practices for nutrition, physical activity and "screen time" into their 
programs.  

2. Prominently displaying "MyPlate" in all municipally or county-owned or 
operated venues where food is served.  
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3. Increasing participation in the School Breakfast Program and National 
School Lunch Program.  

4. Implementing healthy and sustainable food service guidelines aligned with 
the Dietary Guidelines for Americans in all municipally or county-owned 
or operated venues that serve food.  

5. Mapping local play spaces, completing a needs assessment, developing an 
action plan, and launching a minimum of three proven policies, programs 
or initiatives aimed at increasing access to play.  

The Recreation and Parks Department will take the lead role in this effort, and 
coordinate with Pitt County towards the attainment of some of the above goals.   

  

Fiscal Note: Only minor expenses are anticipated, which will be absorbed through the 
Recreation and Parks operating budget. 
  

Recommendation:    Approve the resolution and endorse the City's participation in the Let's Move 
initiative. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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Document #961723 
 

RESOLUTION NO.  
RESOLUTION EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR THE CITY OF GREENVILLE’S 

PARTICIPATION IN THE LET’S MOVE! CITIES, TOWNS AND COUNTIES INITIATIVE 
 
 

WHEREAS, since the 1970s, the nation’s childhood obesity rates have quadrupled and are 
now at epidemic levels, with over 23 million American youth — nearly one in three — being 
overweight or obese;   

 
WHEREAS, overweight and obese children are at higher risk than their healthy-weight peers 

for a variety of serious illnesses;  
 

WHEREAS, it is projected that over 30% of the boys and 20% of the girls born after 2000 
will develop type two diabetes in their lifetimes;   

 
WHEREAS, the estimated annual health care costs of obesity-related illnesses in the U.S. is 

$190 billion;   
 

WHEREAS, these costs are expected to rise significantly if today’s obese children become 
tomorrow’s obese adults;  

 
WHEREAS, Let’s Move! is a comprehensive initiative launched by First Lady Michelle 

Obama and dedicated to solving the challenge and long-term implications of childhood obesity; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, local elected officials across North Carolina and the nation are stepping forward 
to help address the nation’s childhood obesity epidemic by participating in the Let’s Move! 
Cities, Towns and Counties initiative; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Greenville that 
the City does hereby support and endorse the mission of Let’s Move and is committed to being a 
participant in this initiative.   
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Clerk is directed to send a copy of this 
resolution to the National League of Cities and the North Carolina League of Municipalities.   
 

This the 9th day of September, 2013. 
 

___________________________________ 
Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
      
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Ordinances amending Greenville Utilities Commission's capital project budget 
ordinances for the Wastewater Treatment Plant Ultraviolet Disinfection 
Equipment Replacement Project and the Westside Pump Station and Force Main 
Project 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  Greenville Utilities Commission (GUC) seeks to amend the sewer 
capital project ordinances to reflect the funding source change for the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant Ultraviolet Disinfection Equipment Replacement 
Project and the Westside Pump Station and Force Main Project. 
  
Explanation:  GUC received an EPA grant in the amount of $291,000 for the 
Westside Pump Station and Force Main Project.  The current budget for this 
project is $15,287,368.98.  The proposed budget amendment will decrease the 
State Revolving Fund (SRF) Loan funding source by $291,000 and increase the 
EPA Grant funding source by $291,000.  The budget for the project will remain 
unchanged at $15,287,368.98. 
  
As part of the FY 2013-14 budget, the Board approved SCP 117 – Wastewater 
Treatment Plant Ultraviolet Disinfection Equipment Replacement Project in the 
amount of $3,360,000, and the funding source for the project was long-term 
debt.  GUC received a State Revolving Loan which provides a much lower rate 
than other long-term financing options.  The proposed budget amendment will 
decrease the long-term debt funding source by $3,360,000 and increase the SRF 
Loan funding source by $3,360,000.  The budget for the project will remain 
unchanged at $3,360,000.  
  
On August 15, 2013, the GUC Board of Commissioners approved the amended 
capital project budgets and recommends similar action be taken by the City 
Council. 
  

Fiscal Note: No costs to the City. 
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Recommendation:    Adopt attached ordinances amending Greenville Utilities Commission's sewer 
capital project budget ordinances for the Westside Pump Station and Force 
Main Project and the Wastewater Treatment Plant Ultraviolet Disinfection 
Equipment Replacement Project. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download

Ordinance SCP 117

Ordinance SCP 100

Item # 13



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

 Section 1.   The Sewer Capital Project Budget is amended, so that as amended,
it shall read as follows:

Current  Proposed
 Budget Change  Revised
   

Revenue:
Long Term Debt $3,360,000.00 ($3,360,000.00) $0.00
State Revolving Loan Fund $0.00 $3,360,000.00 $3,360,000.00
Total Revenue $3,360,000.00  $0.00  $3,360,000.00

    

Expenditures:
Project Cost $3,360,000.00 $0.00 $3,360,000.00
Total Expenditures $3,360,000.00  $0.00  $3,360,000.00

Section 2. All ordinances and clauses of ordinances in conflict with this ordinance are 
hereby repealed.

Section 3. This ordinance shall become effective upon its adoption.

Adopted this the __________day of _________________, 2013

Allen M. Thomas, Mayor

ATTEST:

Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk

ORDINANCE NO. 13-____
AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 13-027

FOR SEWER CAPITAL PROJECT BUDGET
WWTP ULTRAVIOLENT DISINFECTION EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT PROJECT
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THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA, DOES ORDAIN:

 Section 1.   The Sewer Capital Project Budget is amended, so that as amended,
it shall read as follows:

Current  Proposed
 Budget Change  Revised
   

Revenue:
Bond Proceeds-2008A Series $1,300,000.00 $0.00 $1,300,000.00
State Revolving Loan Fund $13,987,368.98 ($291,000.00) $13,696,368.98
EPA Grant $0.00 $291,000.00 $291,000.00
Total Revenue $15,287,368.98  $0.00  $15,287,368.98

    

Expenditures:
Project Cost $15,287,368.98 $0.00 $15,287,368.98
Total Expenditures $15,287,368.98  $0.00  $15,287,368.98

Section 2. All ordinances and clauses of ordinances in conflict with this ordinance are 
hereby repealed.

Section 3. This ordinance shall become effective upon its adoption.

Adopted this the __________day of _________________, 2013

Allen M. Thomas, Mayor

ATTEST:

Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk

ORDINANCE NO. 13-____
AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 12-006

FOR SEWER CAPITAL PROJECT BUDGET
WESTSIDE PUMP STATION AND FORCE MAIN PROJECT
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Budget ordinance amendment #2 to the 2013-2014 City of Greenville budget 
(Ordinance #13-026)  
  

Explanation: Abstract:  The budget amendment is for City Council to review and approve 
proposed changes to the adopted 2013-2014 budget. 
 
Explanation:  Attached is an amendment to the 2013-2014 budget ordinance for 
consideration at the September 9, 2013, City Council meeting.  For ease of 
reference, a footnote has been added to each line item of the budget ordinance 
amendment, which corresponds to the explanation below:    
  
A  To appropriate funds not spent during the prior year to renovate the PAL 
Center at Eppes.  These funds were approved during the June 10, 2013, City 
Council meeting (Total - $27,000). 
 
B  To appropriate unspent funds received during prior year(s) as donations, for 
all departments.  Similar carryovers occur annually (Total - $148,262).  
  
C   To adjust the operating budget for the Bradford Creek Golf Course to align 
with the Plan of Action presented to the City Council during the June 10, 2013, 
meeting (Total - $52,282). 
  
D   To reallocate budgeted funds approved as a "Transfer" into Capital 
Improvements, based on the nature of the expense.  These funds will be used for 
the Dickinson Avenue Study (Total - $150,000). 
  
E   To appropriate Program Income into the Housing Fund from funds received 
during the prior year.  This appropriation takes place annually (Total - $61,456). 
  
F   To reallocate budgeted funds approved as a "Transfer" into Capital 
Improvements, based on the nature of the expense.  These funds will be used for 
preliminary engineering and architectural design for renovations of the South 
Greenville Recreation Center (Total - $200,000). 
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Fiscal Note: The budget ordinance amendment affects the following funds:  increase the 
General Fund by $227,544 and increase the Housing Fund by $61,456:    
  

  

    Fund  
    Name 

       
   Original /Amended 
            Budget  

   
     Proposed 
 Amendment 

    Amended     
      Budget 
    9/9/2013 

                
General $     86,277,844 $      227,544 $        86,505,388

Housing $        1,555,689 $        61,456 $          1,617,145 

Recommendation:    Approve budget ordinance amendment #2 to the 2013-2014 City of Greenville 
budget (Ordinance #13-026)  
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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 ORIGINAL #2 Amended
2013-2014 Amended Total 2013-2014
BUDGET 9/9/13 Amendments Budget

ESTIMATED REVENUES
Property Tax 30,725,377$      -$                 -$                        30,725,377$            
Sales Tax 14,910,654        -                   -                          14,910,654              
Video Prog. & Telecom. Service Tax 988,360             -                   -                          988,360                   
Rental Vehicle Gross Receipts 124,554             -                   -                          124,554                   
Utilities Franchise Tax 5,650,969          -                   -                          5,650,969                
Motor Vehicle Tax 947,925             -                   -                          947,925                   
Other Unrestricted Intergov't Revenue 773,961             -                   -                          773,961                   
Powell Bill 2,190,005          -                   -                          2,190,005                
Restricted Intergov't Revenues 906,300             -                   56,961                963,261                   
Privilege License 635,694             -                   -                          635,694                   
Other Licenses, Permits and Fees 4,441,905          -                   -                          4,441,905                
Rescue Service Transport 3,109,570          -                   -                          3,109,570                
Parking Violation Penalties, Leases, & Meters 320,760             -                   -                          320,760                   
Other Sales & Services 594,405             C 27,803         27,803                622,208                   
Other Revenues 368,049             -                   -                          368,049                   
Interest on Investments 1,416,062          -                   -                          1,416,062                
Transfers In GUC 6,482,380          -                   -                          6,482,380                
Other Financing Sources 2,083,920          -                   -                          2,083,920                
Appropriated Fund Balance 9,466,137           A,B,C 199,741       283,637              9,749,774                

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

Ordinance (#2) Amending the 2013-2014 Budget (Ordinance No. 13-026) 

ORDINANCE NO. 13-
CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROINA

Section I:  Estimated Revenues and Appropriations.  General Fund, of Ordinance 13-026, is hereby amended by increasing estimated 
revenues and appropriations in the amount indicated:

Document Number: 958470    Version: 1

TOTAL REVENUES 86,136,987$      227,544$     368,401$            86,505,388$            

APPROPRIATIONS
Mayor/City Council 388,957$           -$                 -$                        388,957$                 
City Manager 1,307,015          -                   -                          1,307,015                
City Clerk 273,769             -                   -                          273,769                   
City Attorney 453,843             -                   -                          453,843                   
Human Resources 2,632,937          -                   -                          2,632,937                
Information Technology 3,089,753          -                   -                          3,089,753                
Fire/Rescue 13,465,164        B 21,404         21,404                13,486,568              
Financial Services 2,388,772          B 1,880           1,880                  2,390,652                
Recreation & Parks 7,532,229          B,C 140,051       140,051              7,672,280                
Police 23,120,136        B 15,476         72,437                23,192,573              
Public Works 10,196,796        -                   (820,540)             9,376,256                
Community Development 1,917,798          B 1,733           822,273              2,740,071                
OPEB 350,000             -                   -                          350,000                   
Contingency 200,000             C 20,000         20,000                220,000                   
Indirect Cost Reimbursement (1,014,572)         -                   -                          (1,014,572)               
Capital Improvements 6,550,990          A,D 177,000       377,000              6,927,990                
Total Appropriations 72,853,587$      377,544$     634,505$            73,488,092$            
 
OTHER FINANCING SOURCES
Debt Service 3,995,586$        -$                 -$                        3,995,586$              
Transfers to Other Funds 9,287,814          D (150,000)      (266,104)             9,021,710                
 13,283,400$      (150,000)$    (266,104)$           13,017,296$            

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS 86,136,987$      227,544$     368,401$            86,505,388$            

Document Number: 958470    Version: 1
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ORIGINAL Amended
2013-2014 Amended Total 2013-2014
BUDGET 9/9/13 Amendments Budget

ESTIMATED REVENUES
Annual CDBG Grant Funding 781,037$           -$                 70,411$              851,448$                 
HUD City of Greenville 387,237             -               (29,261)               357,976                   
Program Income -                     E 61,456         61,456                61,456                     
Transfer from Small Business Loan 73,622               -               (22,622)               51,000                     
Transfer from General Fund 211,369             -               83,896                295,265                   

TOTAL REVENUES 1,453,265$        -$             163,880$            1,617,145$              

APPROPRIATIONS
Housing Fund 1,453,265$        E 61,456         163,880$            1,617,145$              
Total Expenditures 1,453,265$        61,456$       163,880$            1,617,145$              

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS 1,453,265$        61,456$       163,880$            1,617,145$              

 

                                Adopted this 9th day of September, 2013.

Allen M. Thomas, Mayor

ATTEST:  

______________________________

Section III:    All ordinances and clauses of ordinances in conflict with this ordinance are hereby repealed.

Section  II:  Estimated Revenues and Appropriations. Community Development Housing Fund, of Ordinance 13-026, is hereby amended by 
increasing estimated revenues and appropriations in the amount indicated:

Document Number: 958470    Version: 1

______________________________
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk

Document Number: 958470    Version: 1
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Presentations by Boards and Commissions 
  
a.   Firefighter's Relief Fund Committee 
b.   Public Transportation and Parking Commission 
c.   Recreation and Parks Commission 
  

Explanation: The Firefighter's Relief Fund Committee, Public Transportation and Parking 
Commission, and Recreation and Parks Commission will make their annual 
presentations to City Council at the September 9, 2013, City Council meeting.   

Fiscal Note: N/A 
  

Recommendation:    Hear the presentations from the Firefighter's Relief Fund Committee, Public 
Transportation and Parking Commission, and Recreation and Parks Commission 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Approval of Scope and Fee for Uptown Parking Deck Design Services   

Explanation: Abstract:  Development of a parking deck in Greenville’s Uptown Commercial 
District was identified as a goal by the City Council for the current year. The 
City Council has selected Walker Parking Consultants/Engineers, Inc. as the lead 
design firm for the project. The next step in the construction process is to engage 
Walker Parking to complete design of the parking deck. 
  
Explanation:  Review of opportunities for construction of a parking deck in 
Greenville’s Uptown Commercial District was identified as a goal by the City 
Council for the current year. City Council has selected a City-owned parking lot 
at the corner of 4th and Cotanche Streets for construction of the parking deck.  In 
December of 2012, the Greenville City Council authorized staff to move forward 
with a procurement process that would culminate with selection of a construction 
manager at risk (CMAR) to oversee construction of the municipal parking deck. 
City Council selected Barnhill Contracting Company to serve as construction 
manager for the parking deck project in May of 2013.  
  
Following selection of the construction management firm, City staff utilized a 
competitive procurement process in order to select a qualified design firm to 
complete construction plans for the parking deck project. Following a 
recommendation from City staff, the City Council selected Walker Parking as 
lead design firm at the August 5, 2013, City Council meeting. Walker is a 
specialty parking firm who has completed tens of thousands of parking deck 
spaces in projects throughout North Carolina and the United States. In addition, 
Walker has joined forces on this project with local firms to include Robert 
Griffin Architecture, Rivers and Associates, as well as The East Group. 
  
One unique advantage offered by Walker Parking is their ability to advise the 
City on parking fee and space allocation for the parking deck. While a 
combination of lease, hourly, and free parking has been initially identified by 
staff for the deck, Walker will be able to advise the City on how to maximize 
efficient use and cost recovery for the parking deck based on their years of 
experience managing similar parking structures across the United States. 

Item # 16



 

  

Fiscal Note: Walker Parking Consultants/Engineers, Inc. has agreed to complete all site 
analysis, design development, and construction document development services 
for a fee not to exceed $272,000. Funding for this portion of the project is 
available through a capital project budget ordinance approved by the Greenville 
City Council in June 2013. With such approval, General Fund dollars may be 
used to pay for these and other expenses associated with construction of the 
parking deck and may be subsequently reimbursed to the General Fund once the 
City takes on debt to pay for the project.   

Recommendation:    Authorize the City Manager to enter into a design services contract with Walker 
Parking Consultants/Engineers, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $272,000. 

  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download

Parking Deck Proposal
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GENERAL CONDITIONS OGENERAL CONDITIONS OGENERAL CONDITIONS OGENERAL CONDITIONS OF AGREEMENTF AGREEMENTF AGREEMENTF AGREEMENT    
FOR DESIGN SERVICES 

    
 
 
SERVICESSERVICESSERVICESSERVICES    
 
Walker Parking Consultants (“WALKER”) will provide the CLIENT professional services that are limited to the 
work described in the attached letter (“the services”).  Any additional services requested will be provided at 
our standard hourly rates or for a mutually agreed lump sum fee.  The services are provided solely in 
accordance with written information and documents supplied by the CLIENT, and are limited to and furnished 
solely for the specific use disclosed to us in writing by the CLIENT.  No third-party beneficiary is contemplated.  
All documents prepared or provided by WALKER are its instruments of service, and any use for modifications 
or extensions of this work, for new projects, or for completion of this project by others without WALKER’s 
specific written consent will be at CLIENT’s sole risk. 
 
PAYMENT FOR SERVICESPAYMENT FOR SERVICESPAYMENT FOR SERVICESPAYMENT FOR SERVICES    
 
WALKER will submit monthly invoices based on work completed plus reimbursable expenses.  Reimbursable 
expenses will be billed at 1.15 times the cost of travel and living expenses, purchase or rental of specialized 
equipment, photographs and renderings, document reproduction, postage and delivery costs, long distance 
telephone and facsimile charges, additional service consultants, and other project related expenses.  Payment 
is due upon receipt of invoice.  If for any reason the CLIENT does not pay WALKER within thirty (30) days of 
date of invoice, WALKER may, at its option, suspend or withhold services. The CLIENT agrees to pay WALKER 
a monthly late charge of one and one half percent (1½%) per month of any unpaid balance of the invoice plus 
attorney’s fees and other costs incurred to collect the unpaid sum. 
 
 
STANDARD OF CARESTANDARD OF CARESTANDARD OF CARESTANDARD OF CARE    
 
WALKER will perform the services in accordance with generally accepted standards of the profession using 
applicable building codes in effect at time of execution of this Agreement.  WALKER’s liability caused by its 
acts, errors or omissions shall be limited to $1,000,000.   
 
PERIOD OF SERVICEPERIOD OF SERVICEPERIOD OF SERVICEPERIOD OF SERVICE    
 
In the event that no contract administration phase services are to be provided by WALKER, services shall be 
complete the earlier of (1) the date when final documents are accepted by the CLIENT or (2) thirty days after 
final documents are delivered to the CLIENT.  If contract administration phase services are provided by 
WALKER, services shall be complete upon the earlier of (1) the time of approval by WALKER of final payment 
to the contractor or (2) thirty (30) days after completion of the work designed by WALKER. 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Facility Type Alternatives for the Greenville Transportation and Activity Center 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  The Greenville Transportation and Activity Center (GTAC) is a 
planned transportation transfer facility where local and regional transportation 
services will connect.  The facility is planned to be located on the southwest 
corner of Pitt Street and Bonners Lane. Several facility type alternatives, 
including associated cost estimates, will be presented for City Council's 
consideration.  
 
Explanation/Description of Project:  The Greenville Transportation and 
Activity Center (GTAC), formerly called the Greenville Intermodal 
Transportation Center (ITC), is a planned facility that will encourage and 
facilitate the use of multiple modes of transportation within the City, provide a 
central access point where people can transfer from one mode to another, and 
create a hub of activity not just for transportation, but also for revitalization and 
economic development. 
  
The GTAC will serve as a transfer facility where local and regional 
transportation services will connect.  The Greenville Area Transit System 
(GREAT), Pitt Area Transit System (PATS), ECU Transit, and potentially 
Greyhound, will all utilize the facility for connections along with taxi service, the 
new Amtrack Bus Connector, bicyclists, and pedestrians.  The facility may also 
accommodate airport, medical district, and hotel shuttles with future passenger 
rail service also a possibility nearby. 
  
This new facility is intended to replace the current transfer point located on 
Reade Street between Third and Fourth Streets.  The current transfer point has 
only two shelters with benches, lacks restroom facilities or any other rider 
amenities, and is generally considered inadequate.  The GTAC, as proposed, will 
provide a modern transfer facility with seating, restrooms, vending, and other 
amenities that will meet the needs of both current transit riders, future transit 
riders, and others that will utilize the center such as taxi riders, bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and various shuttle riders.  Two of the three facility type alternatives 
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to be presented provide customer seating and other amenities in a temperature-
controlled environment.    
  
Facility Type Alternatives: 
In December 2012, City Council selected Site 5, property at the corner of Pitt 
Street and Bonners Lane, as the locally preferred alternative for the GTAC 
facility.  At that time, City Council also asked that staff develop and return with 
alternatives for facility size and programming to include estimated costs.  Since 
then, City staff has worked with the consultant to develop several facility designs 
(size, operational options, and associated costs).  To determine off-site 
improvement costs, bus routing was developed to and from the site.  In August 
2013, there facility designs were presented to the two project steering committees 
and to the Public Transportation and Parking Commission for their input.  Each 
group recommended that the City pursue the Full Program facility. 
  
The three facility design alternatives include a Minimal Program facility, 
Intermediate Program facility and Full Program facility.  The basic site layouts, 
bus routing and non-building related capital costs for all three facility types are 
the same (see attached site plans and cost estimates).  The difference in the 
various facilities are the size, service levels, ancillary components, and 
building costs (see attached building layouts and cost estimates). 
    
Next Steps: 
Complete the current study with Moser, Mayer, Phoenix & Associates (MMP).  
This includes: 

l Refine facility type, layout, and associated budget as needed  
l Complete Categorical Exclusion (CE) or Environmental Impact 

Study (EIS)  

Move forward with next phase of work: 

l FTA approvals (including additional grant funding)  
l Land acquisition  
l Final design (architectural and engineering)  
l Construction  

  

Fiscal Note: Facility Capital Costs: 
The source of funds to complete the site selection process, environmental 
investigation and permitting, land acquisition, and construction of the proposed 
transportation center are based on a cost share formula wherein 80% is federal, 
10% is state, and 10% is local.  To date, the City has received a grant for 
$2,867,722, of which approximately $230,000 has already been spent on 
previous activities or is dedicated to the current contract with Moser, Mayer, 
Phoenix & Associates.   
  
The projected capital cost for the three facility type alternatives are as follows: 
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l Minimal Program facility: $5,508,842  (local contribution of $559,000)  
l Intermediate Program facility: $5,917,713 (local contribution of $592,000)  
l Full Program facility:  $7,917,144 (local contribution of $792,000)  

For reference, the projected capital cost for the initial locally preferred site and 
facility type was $11,051,812 in 2008 (approximately $12,446,135 after 
adjusting for inflation through 2014).  This project would have required a local 
match of approximately $1,245,000). 
  
It should be noted that the City currently has $614,000 of local funds already 
budgeted for this project (in a capital account).  As such, it is anticipated that 
either the Minimal Program or Intermediate Program facilities could be 
constructed without additional City contribution.  An additional City contribution 
of approximately $178,000 would be needed to construct the Full Program 
facility.   
 
Facility Operational Costs: 
It is recognized that any new City building or facility will include operational 
costs.  Staffing, security, custodial services, building maintenance, supplies, and 
utilities are some of the expected costs to operate a transportation center.  
Operational costs for the three facility type alternatives have been developed 
based upon the facility being open (for 71 hours a week) and applicable cost 
share formulas.  The local portion of such operational costs would be provided 
through the City's General Fund.  A detailed accounting of these anticipated 
annual operational costs are attached and reflect the following: 

l Minimal Program facility: $157,780  (local contribution of $71,042)  
l Intermediate Program facility: $166,840 (local contribution of $74,222)  
l Full Program facility:  $198,565 (local contribution of $84,163)  

  

Recommendation:    Consider selecting one of the three facility type alternatives as 
the preferred facility type for the Greenville Transportation and Activity Center. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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Site 5 aerial with area highlighted 
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MOSER MAYER PHOENIX 

Minimal Program Plan 
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MOSER MAYER PHOENIX 

Minimal program 
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Intermediate Program Plan 

Item # 17



MOSER MAYER PHOENIX 

Intermediate program 
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MOSER MAYER PHOENIX 

Full  Program First Floor Plan 
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MOSER MAYER PHOENIX 

Full  Program Second Floor Plan 
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MOSER MAYER PHOENIX 

Full program 
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GTAC Background Information 

• December 2000 - Mayor Nancy Jenkins commented on the 2002-2008 NCDOT TIP that 
transit was expected to become more important in eastern North Carolina in the next few 
years and that the City should progress with the planning for the construction of an 
intermodal center in Greenville.  

• 2003 - A Regional Transit Feasibility Study was conducted by Wilbur Smith and 
Associates.  The study concluded that a coordinated, regional transportation service 
would provide the best service to area residents.  

• 2006 - The Greenville Intermodal Transportation Center Feasibility Study Final Report 
was prepared by Martin, Alexiou and Bryson.  The consultant concluded that a 
Greenville Transportation Center is feasible and recommended that the City move 
forward.  

• May 2007 - The City contracted with Moser, Mayer, Phoenix & Associates (MMP) to 
complete planning and design activities.  An Intermodal Transportation Center 
(ITC) Steering Committee was formed.  

• July 2007 - Community meetings were conducted to gather input on facility 
programming needs.  

• September 2007 - The ITC Steering Committee met to review findings from July 2007 
community meetings and preliminary reports.  

• October 2007 - MMP submitted programming options and site selection for City review.  
• March 2008 - The ITC Steering Committee recommended a preferred site.  
• May 2008 - City Council approved the site recommended by the ITC Steering 

Committee.  The selected site was located on the two blocks bounded by Evans, 
Cotanche, 8th and 9th Streets.  

• Summer 2008 - Completion of Phase 1 ESA.  
• October 2008 - City Council authorized staff to begin property acquisition.  
• Spring 2009 - Property appraisals underway.  
• April 2009 - Preparation of Environmental Assessment Report.  
• May 7 & 14, 2009 - Public Hearings - Environmental Assessment Draft.  
• June 2011 - Federal Transit Administration gave final environmental clearance to the 

site.  
• July - September 2011 - Staff and City Council members received comments from 

multiple stakeholders questioning whether the selected site is the appropriate location for 
the facility.  During the same period, property at the intersection of Reade Circle and 
Dickinson Avenue, which had previously been slated for private development, was 
confirmed to be available as a potential site.  

• October 2011 - City Council adopted Resolution Determining to Consider Alternative 
Intermodal Transportation Center Sites.  Acquisition activities for the selected site were 
suspended, and staff began to plan for a second site selection process.  
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• April 2012 - City Council approved a contract with Moser, Mayer, Phoenix & Associates 
to lead the site selection / preliminary design / environmental review process.  

• May 2012 - Two committees were selected to lead the site selection process. The 
Stakeholders Steering Committee includes over 40 individuals and the Technical Steering 
Committee over 30. The committees consist of individuals representing a broad range of 
entities, perspectives, and backgrounds.  

• July - November 2012 - A detailed public involvement process was coordinated by the 
consultant. Public involvement efforts included community rider surveys, one-on-one 
surveys, general public surveys, an open house, and eight total committee meetings.  

• July - November 2012 - The two steering committees have had four meetings each (July 
10-11; August 27-28; October 2; November 5). They considered numerous locations as 
potential GTAC sites, evaluated each site based on objective criteria established by the 
committees, and ultimately determined that two sites (Sites 5 and 7) are acceptable and 
appropriate locations for the proposed facility.  

• December 10, 2012 - City Council selected Site 5 (property at the corner of Pitt Street 
and Bonners Lane) as the locally preferred alternative.  City Council also asked that staff 
develop and return with alternatives for facility size and programming to include 
estimated costs.  

• January – July 2013 - City staff worked with the consultant to develop several facility 
designs (size, operational options, and associated costs).  To determine off-site 
improvement costs, bus routing was developed to and from the site.   

• August 20 - 21, 2013 - Three facility designs were presented to the two project steering 
committees and to the Public Transportation and Parking Commission for their 
input.  Each group recommended that the City pursue the Full Program facility.   
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Resolution adopting the City of Greenville Local Preference Policy 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  City Council requested that a Local Preference Policy be prepared for 
its consideration.  The policy provides a preference to local businesses in the 
procurement of goods and services for the contracts which the City may apply a 
local preference when applying federal and state law.    
  
Explanation:  At its June 13, 2013, meeting, City Council requested that a Local 
Preference Policy be prepared for its consideration.  City Council requested that 
the policy be the strongest preference policy allowed by law.     
  
Due to the provisions of federal and state law, a local preference policy cannot be 
utilized for certain contracts.  After removing the contracts which federal or state 
law do not allow a local preference, the following contracts may be subject to a 
Local Preference Policy and are included in the proposed policy when bids or 
proposals are sought:        
1)     Contracts for the purchase of apparatus, supplies, and 
equipment costing less than $30,000; 
2)     Contracts for construction or repair costing less than $30,000;        
3)     Contracts for architectural, engineering, surveying, construction 
management at risk services, design-build services, and public-private 
partnership construction services costing less than $50,000; and       
4)     Contracts for services (other than contracts for architectural, engineering, 
surveying, construction management at risk services, design build services, and 
public-private partnership construction services).    
  
Please note that a new law enacted by the North Carolina General Assembly 
during the 2013 Session impacted the listing in #3 and #4 above.  Session Law 
2013-401, effective September 23, 2013, expanded the listing of service 
contracts required to use the qualifications based selection process to include 
design-build services and public-private partnership construction services in 
addition to architectural, engineering, surveying, and construction manager at 
risk services.  Additionally, the new law increased the threshold for the contracts 
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which can be exempted from the statutory qualifications based selection process 
from $30,000 to $50,000.  However, the new law eliminated the ability of the 
City to exempt projects having a fee for services greater than $50,000 by separate 
action by Council. 
  
The attached Local Preference Policy does the following:  
  
1) Includes a purpose statement.  The purpose of the policy is to ensure the best 
overall value in the procurement of goods and services while supporting the 
City's economic development by supporting local business.  It further notes the 
additional benefit derived when goods and services are provided by local 
businesses which have the opportunity to be more timely and responsive.    
  
2)  Defines as local the geographic area of the corporate limits of the City of 
Greenville.  Other possibilities considered were (a) Pitt County, (b) Pitt County 
and all of the counties which share a border with Pitt County (Edgecombe, 
Martin, Beaufort, Craven, Lenoir, Greene, and Wilson), and (c) an eastern region 
(area bounded by I-95, Virginia-North Carolina border, Atlantic Ocean, and NC 
50).  The corporate limits of the City was chosen since this more directly 
achieved the purpose of the policy.    
  
3)  Provides that for a local business to be eligible for a preference, it must have 
paid and be current on any applicable City of Greenville privilege license fees 
and property taxes in the City of Greenville. Additionally, provisions are 
included to ensure that the local business has a substantial presence in the City 
and not just a token presence.   
  
For a bid involving the submittal of a price, the bidder must either:    
(a)   Have an office or store from which all or a portion of its business is directed 
or managed and which is located within the corporate limits of the City of 
Greenville, consisting of at least 500 square feet of floor area within a building 
on property having a non-residential zoning classification; or 
(b) Have an office or store located within the corporate limits of the City of 
Greenville and have at least three (3) employees whose work assignments are 
directed from said office or store. 
  
For proposals not involving submittal of a price as a bid (proposals involving 
qualifications for service contracts), the bidder must either: 
(a)   Have an office from which all or a portion of its business is directed or 
managed and which is located within the corporate limits of the City of 
Greenville, consisting of at least 500 square feet of floor area within a building 
on property having a non-residential zoning classification; or  
(b) Have an office located within the corporate limits of the City of Greenville 
and have at least three (3) employees whose work assignments are directed from 
said office; or      
(c)   Have an arrangement with one or more firms or companies that qualify as an 
Eligible Local Bidder pursuant to (a) or (b) above to subcontract with said firms 
or companies to perform at least twenty five percent (25%) of the dollar value of 
the work to be performed pursuant to the service contract, if the bidder is 
awarded the contract. 
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A form providing certifications relating to these qualifications is to be submitted 
by the bidder when each bid or proposal is submitted.   
  
Another option considered in determining that a business is local was that the 
City of Greenville is the principal place from which the trade or business of the 
bidder is directed or managed.  This would be difficult to verify and would result 
in the elimination of  "branch" offices or stores. 
 
4)  Provides a preference when bids are submitted involving the submittal of a 
price.  A local business may match the bid of the lowest responsible, responsive 
bidder who is non-local provided the local business' bid is within 5% or $10,000, 
whichever is less, of the lowest bid.  This results in no additional expense to the 
City and is not expected to be a deterrent to the willingness of both local and 
non-local businesses to submit competitive bids.   This dollar range is the amount 
considered legally acceptable. 
  
5)  Provides a preference when proposals are submitted without a price being 
submitted as a bid (proposals involving qualifications for service contracts).  A 
local business receives 5% of the points to be awarded a bidder in an evaluation 
of the qualifications of bidders.  This results in a preference to local businesses 
but also ensures that the qualifications of businesses are evaluated so that the 
City is receiving the service it requires.    
  
6)  Ensures flexibility in the purchasing process by stating that the Local 
Preference Policy does not apply when bids or proposals are not sought.  Bids or 
proposals will not be sought either when an emergency situation occurs or when 
either the Purchasing Manager or Department Head determines that not seeking 
bids or proposals is in the best interest of the City. 
  
7)  Provides that the policy will be effective for requests for bids or proposals 
issued on or after December 1, 2013.   This date was chosen since prior to 
implementation of the policy, the required forms will need to be developed, the 
Purchasing Manual revised, staff educated, and the vendor community educated. 
  
8)  Allows all businesses, whether local or not, to submit a bid or proposal and to 
be awarded a contract.  The policy provides a preference and does not provide a 
guarantee that contracts are to be awarded to a local business.          
  
The attached memo dated July 18, 2012, provides information concerning the 
legal considerations relating to a preference policy. 
  

Fiscal Note: Implementation of the Local Preference Policy is not expected to have any fiscal 
impact on the cost to the City of its goods and services. 
  

Recommendation:    If Council determines to proceed with a Local Preference Policy, adoption of the 
attached resolution will result in the adoption of the Local Preference Policy. 
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RESOLUTION NO.        -13 
RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE CITY OF GREENVILLE 

LOCAL PREFERENCE POLICY 
 
 

WHEREAS, the economic development of the City of Greenville will be promoted by the 
implementation of a Local Preference Policy in the procurement of goods and services in that it 
supports local business; 
 

 WHEREAS, in addition to promoting economic development, a Local Preference Policy 
provides a benefit to the City of Greenville in that local businesses have the opportunity to be 
more timely and responsive in providing goods and services; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Greenville hereby finds and determines that 
the Local Preference Policy herein adopted accomplishes the aforementioned goals while 
ensuring fiscal responsibility and the provision of goods and services in a manner which best 
serves the needs of the City of Greenville; 

 

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

 
Section 1. That the City of Greenville Local Preference Policy is hereby adopted, said 

policy to read as follows: 
 
 

CITY OF GREENVILLE LOCAL PREFERENCE POLICY 
 
Section 1.  Purpose.   
 
The purpose of the Local Preference Policy is to ensure the best overall value in 
the procurement of goods and services while providing a preference to local 
businesses to support the City’s economic development.  The City’s economic 
development is supported by the Local Preference Policy in that the policy 
supports local business.  An additional benefit of a Local Preference Policy is the 
benefit derived by the City when goods and services are being provided by local 
businesses which have the opportunity to be more timely and responsive when 
providing goods and services. 
 
Section 2.  Definitions.   
 
(a)  Eligible Local Bidder means a bidder that has paid and is current on any 
applicable City of Greenville privilege license fees and on property taxes in the 
City of Greenville and who meets the qualifications set forth in Section 5. 
(b)   Non‐Local Bidder means a bidder that is not an Eligible Local Bidder as 
defined in subsection (a). 
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(c)  Responsible bidder means the bid or proposal is submitted by a bidder 
that has the skill, judgment and integrity necessary for the faithful performance of 
the contract, as well as sufficient financial resources and ability.   
(d)  Responsive bidder means that the bid or proposal submitted by a bidder 
complies with the specifications or requirements for the request for bids or request 
for proposals.     
 
Section 3.  Policy.   
 
The policy of the City of Greenville is to provide a preference to local businesses 
in the procurement of goods and services for the contracts which the City may 
apply a local preference when applying federal and state law.  When the request 
for bids involves the bidder submitting a price, a price‐matching preference will 
be given to Eligible Local Bidders on contracts for the purchase of goods and 
services. The preference will allow an Eligible Local Bidder to match the price 
and terms of the lowest responsible, responsive bidder who is a Non-Local 
Bidder, if the Eligible Local Bidder’s price is within five percent (5%) or $10,000, 
whichever is less, of the lowest responsible, responsive Non-Local Bidder’s price.  
When the request seeking proposals is based upon qualifications for a service 
contract without a price being submitted as a bid when the proposal is submitted, 
a factor in the evaluation of proposals shall be whether the proposal is submitted 
by an Eligible Local Bidder.  Five percent (5%) of the points to be awarded to a 
bidder in an evaluation of proposals shall be awarded to an Eligible Local Bidder. 
 
Section 4.  Local Preference Eligible Contracts.  
 
The provisions of the Local Preference Policy shall apply when bids or proposals 
are sought for the following: 
 
1) Contracts for the purchase of apparatus, supplies and equipment costing less 

than $30,000; 
2) Contracts for construction or repair costing less than $30,000; 
3) Contracts for architectural, engineering, surveying, construction 

management at risk services, design-build services, and public-private 
partnership construction services costing less than $50,000; and 

4) Contracts for services (other than contracts for architectural, engineering, 
surveying, construction management at risk services, design-build services, 
and public-private partnership construction services). 

 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the provisions of the Local Preference Policy shall 
not apply to contracts involving a project funded by a federal grant unless the 
grant has specific language which overrides the prohibition of the Grants 
Management Common Rule which does not allow local preferences and the 
provisions of the Local Preference Policy shall not apply when bids or proposals 
are not sought due to an emergency situation or when either the Purchasing 
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Manager or Department Head determines that not seeking bids or proposals is in 
the best interest of the City of Greenville.   
 
Section 5.  Qualifications.  
 
In order to qualify for the local preference, an Eligible Local Bidder must 
complete the Bidder’s Certification for Local Preference Form and include it with 
the bid or proposal. The Eligible Local Bidder must have paid and be current on 
any applicable City of Greenville privilege license fees and on property taxes in 
the City of Greenville. 
 
When the request for bids involves the bidder submitting a price, in order for a 
bidder to be an Eligible Local Bidder, the bidder must either: 
 
(a) Have an office or store from which all or a portion of its business is directed 

or managed and which is located within the corporate limits of the City of 
Greenville consisting of at least 500 square feet of floor area within a 
building on property having a non-residential zoning classification; or 

 
(b) Have an office or store located within the corporate limits of the City of 

Greenville and have at least three (3) employees whose work assignments 
are directed from said office or store. 

 
When the request seeking proposals is based upon qualifications for a service 
contract without a price being submitted as a bid when the proposal is submitted, 
in order for a bidder to be considered as an Eligible Local Bidder, the bidder must 
either: 
 
(a) Have an office from which all or a portion of its business is directed or 

managed and which is located within the corporate limits of the City of 
Greenville consisting of at least 500 square feet of floor area within a 
building on property having a non-residential zoning classification; or 

 
(b) Have an office located within the corporate limits of the City of Greenville 

and have at least three (3) employees whose work assignments are directed 
from said office; 

 
(c) Have an arrangement with one or more firms or companies that qualify as an 

Eligible Local Bidder pursuant to (a) or (b) above to subcontract with said 
firms or companies to perform at least twenty five percent (25%) of the 
dollar value of the work to be performed pursuant to the service contract, if 
the bidder is awarded the contract. 
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Section 6.  Process When Bid Involves Price.   
 
Bids will be evaluated in accordance with the award criteria stated in the request 
for bids to determine the lowest responsible, responsive bid when the request for 
bids involves the bidder submitting a price.  If the lowest responsible, responsive 
bid is submitted by an Eligible Local Bidder, then there will be no consideration 
of the price-matching preference. If the lowest responsible, responsive bid is 
submitted by a bidder who is not an Eligible Local Bidder and there are no 
submitted bids from an Eligible Local Bidder that is within 5% or $10,000, 
whichever is less, of the lowest responsible, responsive bid, then none of the 
Eligible Local Bidders will qualify for the price‐matching preference.  The award 
will be made to the lowest responsible, responsive bidder. 
 
If the lowest responsible, responsive bid is submitted by a Non-Local Bidder and 
there are one or more Eligible Local Bidders that submit a bid within 5% or 
$10,000, whichever is less, of the lowest responsible, responsive bid, then the 
Bidder’s Certification for Local Preference Form of the Eligible Local Bidder(s) 
shall be reviewed to determine whether the Eligible Local Bidder’s certification is 
compliant. Additional clarification may be sought of the certification and/or 
information in an Eligible Local Bidder’s certification and additional 
documentation may be requested if necessary. Failure to supply the requested 
information will result in the Eligible Local Bidder not receiving a price-matching 
preference.  
 
If only one Eligible Local Bidder qualifies for the price-matching preference, the 
Eligible Local Bidder will first be offered the contract award and will have two 
(2) business days to accept or decline the award based on the lowest responsible, 
responsive bidder’s price.  If the lowest responsible, responsive Eligible Local 
Bidder declines to accept the contract award, then the award is made to the lowest 
responsible, responsive bidder. 
 
If more than one Eligible Local Bidder qualifies for the price‐matching 
preference, then the qualified Eligible Local Bidders shall be prioritized according 
to their original bids, from lowest to highest, so that the Eligible Local Bidder 
who submitted the lowest responsible, responsive bid should get the first 
opportunity to match the quote of the lowest responsible, responsive Non-Local 
Bidder.  The Eligible Local Bidder will first be offered the contract award and 
will have two (2) business days to accept or decline the award based on the lowest 
responsible, responsive Non-Local Bidder’s price.  If the lowest responsible, 
responsive Eligible Local Bidder declines to accept the contract award, then the 
contract should be offered to the next lowest responsible, responsive Eligible 
Local Bidder and will continue in this manner until either a responsible, 
responsive Eligible Local Bidder within five percent (5%) or $10,000, whichever  
is less, of the lowest responsible, responsive bid accepts the contract award or the 
award is made to the lowest responsible, responsive bidder if no qualified Eligible 
Local Bidder accepts the award. If two responsible, responsive Eligible Local 
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Bidders qualify for the price‐matching preference and both bid the same amount, 
then the Eligible Local Bidder which will be offered the contract award will be 
chosen by lot. 
 
At any time, all bids may be rejected. 
 
Section 7.  Process When Considering Qualifications for Service Contracts. 
 
When the request seeking proposals is based upon qualifications for a service 
contract without a price being submitted as a bid when the proposal is submitted, 
the request seeking proposals shall state that being local is a factor to be 
considered in determining the qualifications of the bidder.  The proposals will be 
evaluated in accordance with an award criteria developed to determine the best 
qualified responsible, responsive bidder submitting a proposal.  The Bidder’s 
Certification for Local Preference Form shall be reviewed to determine whether 
the Eligible Local Bidder certification is compliant.  Five percent (5%) of the 
points to be awarded to a bidder in an evaluation shall be awarded to each Eligible 
Local Bidder submitting a proposal.  Once the best qualified responsible, 
responsive bidder submitting a proposal is determined, the price is then 
negotiated. If an agreement on the price does not occur, then the City will 
negotiate with the next best qualified responsible, responsive bidder submitting a 
proposal. 
 
Although being local is a factor in determining the best qualified responsible, 
responsive bidder submitting a proposal, other factors such as specialized 
experience and expertise will be a component of the award criteria when 
determining the best qualified proposal. 
  
At any time, all proposals may be rejected. 
 
Section 8.  False or Substantially Inaccurate or Misleading Certifications. 
 
If at any time during or after the procurement process, the City determines that 
certifications or information in the Bidder’s Certificate for Local Preference Form 
are false, substantially inaccurate or misleading, the City Manager or designee 
may: 
 
(1) Cancel the Eligible Local Bidder’s contract and/or purchase order that was 

awarded based on the preference: The Eligible Local Bidder shall be liable 
for all costs it incurs as a result of the cancellation and all increased costs of 
the City that may be incurred by awarding the contract to the next lowest 
bidder; 

 
(2) Exclude the bidder from any preference in any future City bidding 

opportunities for a period of time determined by the City Manager or 
designee; and/or 
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(3) Debar the bidder from doing business with the City for a period of time 

determined by the City Manager or designee. 
 
 

Section 2. That all resolutions and clauses of resolutions in conflict with this resolution 
are hereby repealed.  

 
Section 3.  That this resolution shall become effective for requests for bids or proposals 

issued on or after December 1, 2013.  
 
This the 9th day of September, 2013. 
 

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

 

Meeting Date: 9/9/2013 
Time: 6:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Amendment to the Neighborhood Advisory Board ordinance 

  

Explanation: Abstract:  City Council is considering an amendment which will require that the 
Neighborhood Associations which participate in the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board be inclusive and which will allow a neighborhood to have more than one 
Neighborhood Association which participates in the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board.  The inclusiveness in membership requirement focused upon property 
owners and renters.  After reviewing optional amendments and a request by the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board to allow it time to develop a plan for inclusivity, 
City Council requested the Neighborhood Advisory Board to develop inclusivity 
standards and report back to City Council. 
 
Explanation:  At its April 8, 2013, meeting, City Council directed that an 
amendment for Council consideration be prepared which would (1) add an 
additional requirement for a Neighborhood Association to participate as Liaison 
Members and Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board that the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board is required to be inclusive and (2) delete the 
limitation that there be only one Neighborhood Association per neighborhood.  
Council also directed that this amendment is to be reviewed by the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board.  
 
At its August 5, 2013, meeting, City Council continued this item to a September 
meeting. 
 
At its May 6, 2013, meeting, City Council was provided the following: 

1)     Current definition of Neighborhood Association within Section 2-3-81 of 
the City Code. 

2)     Draft amendment labeled as Option One which provides that residents 
(including residents who are property owners and residents who are renters) are 
to be allowed to be full and equal members of the Neighborhood Association 
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commencing immediately when the resident starts to reside in the 
neighborhood. The added language is shown in  bold, underlined and the stricken 
language is shown by strike-through. 

3)     Draft amendment labeled as Option Two which provides that property 
owners and residents (including residents who are renters) are to be allowed to be 
full and equal members of the Neighborhood Association commencing 
immediately when the property owner assumes ownership and when the resident 
starts to reside in the neighborhood. The added language is shown in bold, 
underlined and the stricken language is shown by strike-through. The language 
which is different in Option 2 from Option 1 is shown in bold, underlined and 
italicized. 

                               *                     *                     *                     * 

CURRENT DEFINITION WITHIN SECTION 2-3-81 

Neighborhood association. An organized group of residents within a specific 
neighborhood within the corporate limits of the city and that operates under a 
formal association bylaws, holds at least two board or membership meetings a 
year, has elected officers, maintains records of meetings, maintains an 
association membership roster, and has placed on file with the Neighborhood 
Liaison/Ombudsman a current set of bylaws and amendments and a list of 
current officers. There shall be only one neighborhood association for each 
neighborhood. 

OPTION ONE - Inclusiveness of Residents (Including Property Owners and 
Renters) 

Neighborhood association.  An organized group of residents within a specific 
neighborhood within the corporate limits of the city and that is inclusive in its 
membership, operates under a formal association bylaws, holds at least two 
board or membership meetings a year, has elected officers, maintains records of 
meetings, maintains an association membership roster, and has placed on file 
with the Neighborhood Liaison/Ombudsman a current set of bylaws and 
amendments and a list of current officers.   A Neighborhood Association is 
inclusive in its membership when it (1) allows all residents living in the 
neighborhood, including residents who are property owners and residents 
who are renters, to participate in the Neighborhood Association as full and 
equal members commencing immediately when the resident starts to reside 
in the neighborhood and (2) does not have any different standards for 
property owners and renters in eligibility requirements, voting rights, dues 
levels, or any other matter relating to membership.  Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, a Neighborhood Association may, without adversely impacting its 
status of being inclusive in its membership, (1) limit membership to persons 
who are eighteen (18) years or older, (2) limit the right of members to vote to 
one (1) person or another number of persons for each dwelling unit, and/or 
(3) require the payment of dues, fees, and other charges by all members 
provided that the required total payment for a member shall be no more 
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than $50 annually.  There shall be only one neighborhood association for each 
neighborhood. 
  

OPTION TWO - Inclusiveness of  Residents (Including Renters) and 
Property Owners 

Neighborhood association.  An organized group of residents and property 
owners within a specific neighborhood within the corporate limits of the city and 
that is inclusive in its membership, operates under a formal association bylaws, 
holds at least two board or membership meetings a year, has elected officers, 
maintains records of meetings, maintains an association membership roster, and 
has placed on file with the Neighborhood Liaison/Ombudsman a current set of 
bylaws and amendments and a list of current officers.   A Neighborhood 
Association is inclusive in its membership when it (1)allows all property 
owners owning property in the neighborhood and all residents living in the 
neighborhood, including residents who are renters, to participate in the 
Neighborhood Association as full and equal members commencing 
immediately when the property owner assumes ownership and the resident 
starts to reside in the neighborhood and (2) does not have any different 
standards for property owners and renters in eligibility requirements, 
voting rights, dues levels, or any other matter relating to membership.  
Notwithstanding the foregoing, a Neighborhood Association  may, without 
adversely impacting its status of being inclusive in its membership, (1) limit 
membership to persons who are eighteen (18) years or older, (2) limit the 
right of members to vote to one (1) person or another number of persons for 
each dwelling unit with a resident having priority when determining who may 
vote, and/or (3) require the payment of dues, fees, and other charges by all 
members provided that the required total payment for a member shall be no 
more than $50 annually.  There shall be only one neighborhood association for 
each neighborhood. 

City Council was also advised at this meeting that the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board at its April 30, 2013, meeting reviewed the draft amendments.  At the 
conclusion of this meeting, the Neighborhood Advisory Board approved a 
motion to request that City Council allow the Neighborhood Advisory Board 
three months to develop a plan for inclusivity. 
 
At its May 6, 2012, meeting, City Council reviewed the above options and 
considered the request of the Neighborhood Advisory Board.  Council approved 
a motion which requested that the Neighborhood Advisory Board develop 
recommendations on inclusivity standards and report back to Council on August 
8, 2013. 
  
At its July 18, 2013, meeting, the Neighborhood Advisory Board unanimously 
approved the following statement and the following Option 3: 
  
                                                STATEMENT 
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We, the Neighborhood Advisory Board (“the board” or “NAB”), believe the best 
community is one where all residents’ ideas, beliefs and lifestyles are valued, 
regardless of socio-economic status, race, gender, ethnicity or creed, whether 
property owner or renter. We believe our board has consistently reflected these 
ideals, capturing the diverse nature of this city we all love and want to see grow 
in positive and beneficial ways. With this belief, we do not want any changes 
that exclude any homeowners or neighborhoods from the Neighborhood 
Advisory Board. On the current board, homeowners’ associations constitute 
about 25 percent of the membership--a significant but certainly not dominant 
voice.  

Because of the unique makeup of our city, we believe increasing our board 
membership by two--one regular member and one alternate--will allow us to 
reach out to city residents even more effectively. We propose these new seats be 
dedicated to residents living in rental properties in the city and will be voted in 
by neighborhood liaisons from across the city. Furthermore, realizing a strong 
neighborhood is often comprised of more than the residents themselves, we will 
encourage neighborhood associations to create board positions within their own 
organizations for applicable subgroups such as churches, small businesses, 
retirement homes, non-profits or other entities that share an interest in working 
with residents for a strong and vibrant neighborhood. 

In building an inclusive community, the board also believes that it is important to 
have only one association in each geographic area, to do otherwise would be 
divisive. The new community policing program that was initiated by Chief Aden 
is designed so that each neighborhood has an officer who works with that 
neighborhood and attends all neighborhood meetings. This program will enhance 
the quality of life in neighborhoods as the police and residents build strong 
working relationships. 

The board has been actively reaching renters. Indeed, we have an actively 
participating liaison to the board from communities with large rental populations. 
We are pleased we were able to cement some of those relationships at our annual 
neighborhood symposium (if you weren’t there, you missed a great testament to 
our diversity and efforts toward creating a truly inclusive vehicle for empowering 
all residents to take leadership positions in their neighborhoods and city wide). 
We will continue to foster these relationships and build new ones, including 
rental communities--as we include all communities--at our table to share ideas 
and concerns.  

We believe neighborhoods throughout the city benefit from the exchange of 
ideas that takes place on the NAB, we promote and support that exchange and we 
hope only to see it grow. 

For all of the above reasons, we recommend option three.  
  
(NOTE: signature page included as an attachment) 
  
OPTION THREE– Inclusiveness by adding a Board Member position 
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(regular and alternate) on the Neighborhood Advisory Board required to be 
a renter who rents his residence within the corporate limits of the city and 
by including a recommendation that neighborhood associations have 
positions on their association board for subgroups within the neighborhood. 

-  Rewrite the definition of neighborhood association in section 2-3-81 as 
follows: 

Neighborhood association. An organized group of residents and/or pproperty 
ownerswithin a specific neighborhood within the corporate limits of the city and 
that operates under a formal association bylaws, holds at least two board or 
membership meetings a year, has elected officers, maintains records of meetings, 
maintains an association membership roster, and has placed on file with the 
Neighborhood Liaison/Ombudsman a current set of bylaws and amendments and 
a list of current officers. There shall be only one neighborhood association for 
each neighborhood. For the purpose of this article, a neighborhood 
association may be a neighborhood association, a homeowners association, 
or a combination of these. In order to increase inclusivity, it is 
recommended, although not required, that a neighborhood association have 
board positions which reflect subgroups within the neighborhood such as 
churches, non-profits, businesses, renters, retirement homes, tenant 
associations, and other subgroups. 

-  Rewrite provisions relating to the composition of the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board in section 2-3-83 as follows: 

SEC. 2-3-83 COMPOSITION. 

(A) The Neighborhood Advisory Board shall consist of tenelevenregular Board 
Members, with two regular Board Members being elected from each of the five 
districts from which Council Members are electedand one regular Board 
Member being a renter of his residence located within the corporate limits 
of the city and being elected at large, and fivesix alternate Board Members, 
with one alternate Board Member being elected from each of the five districts 
from which Council Members are elected and one alternate Board Member 
being a renter of his residence located within the corporate limits of the city 
and being elected at large. 

(B) Regular Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board shall serve 
staggered terms with each term being two years. The Neighborhood Advisory 
Board shall designate which initial regular Board Member from each of the five 
districts from which Council Members are elected shall have an initial term of 
one year and which initial regular Board Member from each of the five districts 
from which Council Members are elected shall have an initial term of two years 
to the end that thereafter the terms of the regular Board Members from the same 
district shall not expire at the same time. Alternate Board Members of the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board shall serve terms of two years. The terms of the 
at large regular Board Member and the at large alternate Board Member 
shall expire in even numbered years. 
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(C) Each neighborhood association shall appoint a Liaison Member to the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board and an alternate Liaison Member to the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board. The Liaison Member and the alternate Liaison 
Member shall serve at the pleasure of the neighborhood association. The 
alternate Liaison Member, while attending a meeting of the Liaison Members or 
of the Neighborhood Advisory Board in the absence of the Liaison Member from 
the same neighborhood association, may serve as the Liaison Member and shall 
have and may exercise the powers of the Liaison Member. 

(D) The Liaison Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board shall elect, at a 
meeting of the Liaison Members established by the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board for that purpose, the regular Board Members and alternate Board Members 
of the Neighborhood Advisory Board. Elections shall be conducted annually. 
With the regular Board Members having staggered terms, one regular Board 
Member from each of the five districts from which Council Members are elected 
will be elected annually. One alternate Board Member from each of the five 
districts from which Council Members are elected will be elected biannually. The 
Liaison Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board who represent 
neighborhood associations of neighborhoods located primarily within a district 
from which a Council Member is elected shall only be eligible to vote for Board 
Members for the district. The Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board elected from a district from which a Council Member is elected must be a 
Liaison Member for a neighborhood association of a neighborhood located 
primarily within the district. For the purpose of determining eligibility to vote 
and to serve as a Board Member, a neighborhood is located primarily within the 
district if the majority of the residences in the neighborhood served by the 
neighborhood association are located within said district. The at large regular 
Board Member and the at large alternate Board Member are positions 
which require that the person be a renter of his residence located within the 
corporate limits of the city. The election of the at large regular Board 
Member and at large alternate Board Member shall occur biannually in 
even number years. All Liaison Members of the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board will be eligible to vote for the at large regular Board Member and the 
at large alternate Board Member. 

(E) Each alternate Board Member of the Neighborhood Advisory Board, while 
attending any meeting of the Neighborhood Advisory Board and serving in the 
absence of a regular Board Member, shall have and may exercise all powers and 
duties of a regular Board Member of the Neighborhood Advisory Board. An 
alternate Board Member of the Neighborhood Advisory Board elected for a 
districtmay serve only for a regular Board Member of the Neighborhood 
Advisory Board elected from the same district. The at large alternate Board 
Member may serve only for the at large regular Board Member. 

(F) The Neighborhood Liaison/Ombudsman shall serve as an ex-officio, 
nonvoting member of the Neighborhood Advisory Board. 

(G) The Liaison Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board shall consist of 
the Liaison Members appointed by each neighborhood association. In addition to 
electing the Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board in accordance 
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with the provisions of subsection (D) above, the Liaison Members shall offer 
feedback to the Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board at least 
twice each year at a meeting of the Neighborhood Advisory Board. 

- Rewrite the quorum requirements for election of Board Members of the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board in section 2-3-85 as follows: 

SEC. 2-3-85 QUORUM. 

(A) In order for the Liaison Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board to 
elect Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board for a district, at least 
60%a majorityof the Liaison Members of the neighborhood associations from 
that district shall be present at a meeting of the Liaison Members of the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board. In order for the Liaison Members of the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board to elect Board Members of the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board for the at large position at least a majority of 
the Liaison Members of the neighborhood associations within the corporate 
limits of the city shall be present at a meeting of the Liaison Members of the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board. 

(B) In order for the Neighborhood Advisory Board to take action, a majority of 
the Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board shall be present. 

  

Fiscal Note: There is no fiscal impact as a result of the ordinance change. 
  
  

Recommendation:    If City Council determines to amend the Neighborhood Advisory Board 
ordinance, it may do so by approving one of the attached ordinances. 
  
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download

NAB Statement and Signatures

Opt._1___Draft_Ordinance__Amendment_to_Neighborhood_Advisory_Board_952855

Opt._2___Draft_Ordinance_Amendment_to_Neighborhood_Advisory_Board_952856

Option_Three___Draft_ordinance_Amendment_to_Neighborhood_Advisory_Board_959260
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OPTION ONE - Inclusiveness of Residents (Including Property Owners and Renters) 
 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 13 -  
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DEFINITION OF A NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

CONTAINED IN SECTION 2-3-81 OF THE GREENVILLE CITY CODE 
 

The City Council of the City of Greenville, North Carolina, does hereby ordain: 
 

Section 1.   That Section 2-3-81 of the Code of Ordinances, City of Greenville, be and 
is hereby amended by rewriting the definition of Neighborhood Association contained in said 
section so that it shall read as follows: 
 
Neighborhood association.  An organized group of residents within a specific neighborhood 
within the corporate limits of the city and that is inclusive in its membership, operates under a 
formal association bylaws, holds at least two board or membership meetings a year, has elected 
officers, maintains records of meetings, maintains an association membership roster, and has 
placed on file with the Neighborhood Liaison/Ombudsman a current set of bylaws and 
amendments and a list of current officers.   A Neighborhood Association is inclusive in its 
membership when it (1) allows all residents living in the neighborhood, including residents who 
are property owners and residents who are renters, to participate in the Neighborhood 
Association as full and equal members commencing immediately when the resident starts to 
reside in the neighborhood and (2) does not have any different standards for property owners and 
renters in eligibility requirements, voting rights, dues levels, or any other matter relating to 
membership.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, a Neighborhood Association may, without 
adversely impacting its status of being inclusive in its membership, (1) limit membership to 
persons who are eighteen (18) years or older, (2) limit the right of members to vote to one (1) 
person or another number of persons for each dwelling unit, and/or (3) require the payment of 
dues, fees, and other charges by all members provided that the required total payment for a 
member shall be no more than $50 annually.   
 

Section 2.   All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby 
repealed to the extent of such conflict. 
 
 Section 3.   Any part or provision of this ordinance found by a court of competent 
jurisdiction to be in violation of the Constitution or laws of the United States or North Carolina is 
hereby deemed severable and shall not affect the validity of the remaining provisions of the 
ordinance. 
 
 Section 4. This ordinance shall become effective on December 1, 2013. 
 
This the 9th day of September, 2013. 
 
              
       Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
           
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk 

Attachment number 1
Page 1 of 1

Item # 19



952856 

OPTION TWO - Inclusiveness of  Residents (Including Renters) and Property Owners 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 13 -  
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DEFINITION OF A NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

CONTAINED IN SECTION 2-3-81 OF THE GREENVILLE CITY CODE 
 

The City Council of the City of Greenville, North Carolina, does hereby ordain: 
 

Section 1.   That Section 2-3-81 of the Code of Ordinances, City of Greenville, be and 
is hereby amended by rewriting the definition of Neighborhood Association contained in said 
section so that it shall read as follows: 
 
Neighborhood association.  An organized group of residents and property owners within a 
specific neighborhood within the corporate limits of the city and that is inclusive in its 
membership, operates under a formal association bylaws, holds at least two board or membership 
meetings a year, has elected officers, maintains records of meetings, maintains an association 
membership roster, and has placed on file with the Neighborhood Liaison/Ombudsman a current 
set of bylaws and amendments and a list of current officers.   A Neighborhood Association is 
inclusive in its membership when it (1) allows all property owners owning property in the 
neighborhood and all residents living in the neighborhood, including residents who are renters, to 
participate in the Neighborhood Association as full and equal members commencing 
immediately when the property owner assumes ownership and the resident starts to reside in the 
neighborhood and (2) does not have any different standards for property owners and renters in 
eligibility requirements, voting rights, dues levels, or any other matter relating to membership.  
Notwithstanding the foregoing, a Neighborhood Association  may, without adversely impacting 
its status of being inclusive in its membership, (1) limit membership to persons who are eighteen 
(18) years or older, (2) limit the right of members to vote to one (1) person or another number of 
persons for each dwelling unit with a resident having priority when determining who may vote, 
and/or (3) require the payment of dues, fees, and other charges by all members provided that the 
required total payment for a member shall be no more than $50 annually.    
 

Section 2.   All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby 
repealed to the extent of such conflict. 
 
 Section 3.   Any part or provision of this ordinance found by a court of competent 
jurisdiction to be in violation of the Constitution or laws of the United States or North Carolina is 
hereby deemed severable and shall not affect the validity of the remaining provisions of the 
ordinance. 
 
 Section 4. This ordinance shall become effective on December 1, 2013. 
 
This the 9th day of September, 2013. 
 
              
       Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
           
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk 
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OPTION THREE – Inclusiveness by adding a Board Member position (regular and 
alternate) on the Neighborhood Advisory Board required to be a renter who rents his 
residence within the corporate limits of the city and by including a recommendation that 
neighborhood associations have positions on their association board for subgroups within 
the neighborhood. 

 
ORDINANCE NO. 13 -  

ORDINANCE AMENDING PROVISIONS OF THE GREENVILLE CITY CODE RELATING 
TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD ADVISORY BOARD 

 
The City Council of the City of Greenville, North Carolina, does hereby ordain: 
 

Section 1.   That Section 2-3-81 of the Code of Ordinances, City of Greenville, be and 
is hereby amended by rewriting the definition of Neighborhood Association contained in said 
section so that it shall read as follows: 
 

Neighborhood association.  An organized group of residents and/or property owners within 
a specific neighborhood within the corporate limits of the city and that operates under a 
formal association bylaws, holds at least two board or membership meetings a year, has 
elected officers, maintains records of meetings, maintains an association membership roster, 
and has placed on file with the Neighborhood Liaison/Ombudsman a current set of bylaws 
and amendments and a list of current officers.  There shall be only one neighborhood 
association for each neighborhood.  For the purpose of this article, a neighborhood 
association may be a neighborhood association, a homeowners association, or a combination 
of these.  In order to increase inclusivity, it is recommended, although not required, that a 
neighborhood association have board positions which reflect subgroups within the 
neighborhood such as churches, non-profits, businesses, renters, retirement homes, tenant 
associations, and other subgroups. 

 
Section 2.   That Section 2-3-83 of the Code of Ordinances, City of Greenville, be and 

is hereby amended by rewriting said section so that it shall read as follows: 
 
SEC. 2-3-83  COMPOSITION. 
 

(A) The Neighborhood Advisory Board shall consist of eleven regular Board Members, 
with two regular Board Members being elected from each of the five districts from which 
Council Members are elected and one regular Board Member being a renter of his residence 
located within the corporate limits of the city and being elected at large, and five six alternate 
Board Members, with one alternate Board Member being elected from each of the five districts 
from which Council Members are elected and one alternate Board Member being a renter of his 
residence located within the corporate limits of the city and being elected at large. 
 

(B) Regular Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board shall serve staggered 
terms with each term being two years. The Neighborhood Advisory Board shall designate which 
initial regular Board Member from each of the five districts from which Council Members are 
elected shall have an initial term of one year and which initial regular Board Member from each 
of the five districts from which Council Members are elected shall have an initial term of two 
years to the end that thereafter the terms of the regular Board Members from the same district 
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shall not expire at the same time. Alternate Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board shall serve terms of two years.  The terms of the at large regular Board Member and the at 
large alternate Board Member shall expire in even numbered years. 
 

(C) Each neighborhood association shall appoint a Liaison Member to the Neighborhood 
Advisory Board and an alternate Liaison Member to the Neighborhood Advisory Board. The 
Liaison Member and the alternate Liaison Member shall serve at the pleasure of the 
neighborhood association. The alternate Liaison Member, while attending a meeting of the 
Liaison Members or of the Neighborhood Advisory Board in the absence of the Liaison Member 
from the same neighborhood association, may serve as the Liaison Member and shall have and 
may exercise the powers of the Liaison Member. 
 

(D) The Liaison Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board shall elect, at a meeting of 
the Liaison Members established by the Neighborhood Advisory Board for that purpose, the 
regular Board Members and alternate Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board. 
Elections shall be conducted annually. With the regular Board Members having staggered terms, 
one regular Board Member from each of the five districts from which Council Members are 
elected will be elected annually. One alternate Board Member from each of the five districts 
from which Council Members are elected will be elected biannually. The Liaison Members of 
the Neighborhood Advisory Board who represent neighborhood associations of neighborhoods 
located primarily within a district from which a Council Member is elected shall only be eligible 
to vote for Board Members for the district. The Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board elected from a district from which a Council Member is elected must be a Liaison 
Member for a neighborhood association of a neighborhood located primarily within the district. 
For the purpose of determining eligibility to vote and to serve as a Board Member, a 
neighborhood is located primarily within the district if the majority of the residences in the 
neighborhood served by the neighborhood association are located within said district.  The at 
large regular Board Member and the at large alternate Board Member are positions which require 
that the person be a renter of his residence located within the corporate limits of the city.  The 
election of the at large regular Board Member and at large alternate Board Member shall occur 
biannually in even number years.  All Liaison Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board 
will be eligible to vote for the at large regular Board Member and the at large alternate Board 
Member. 
 

(E) Each alternate Board Member of the Neighborhood Advisory Board, while attending 
any meeting of the Neighborhood Advisory Board and serving in the absence of a regular Board 
Member, shall have and may exercise all powers and duties of a regular Board Member of the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board. An alternate Board Member of the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board elected for a district may serve only for a regular Board Member of the Neighborhood 
Advisory Board elected from the same district.  The at large alternate Board Member may serve 
only for the at large regular Board Member. 
 

(F) The Neighborhood Liaison/Ombudsman shall serve as an ex-officio, nonvoting member 
of the Neighborhood Advisory Board. 
 

(G) The Liaison Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board shall consist of the Liaison 
Members appointed by each neighborhood association. In addition to electing the Board 
Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board in accordance with the provisions of subsection 
(D) above, the Liaison Members shall offer feedback to the Board Members of the 
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Neighborhood Advisory Board at least twice each year at a meeting of the Neighborhood 
Advisory Board. 

 
Section 3.   That Section 2-3-85 of the Code of Ordinances, City of Greenville, be and 

is hereby amended by rewriting said section so that it shall read as follows: 
 

(A) In order for the Liaison Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board to elect Board 
Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board for a district, at least a majority of the Liaison 
Members of the neighborhood associations from that district shall be present at a meeting of the 
Liaison Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board.  In order for the Liaison Members of the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board to elect Board Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board for 
the at large position at least a majority of the Liaison Members of the neighborhood associations 
within the corporate limits of the city shall be present at a meeting of the Liaison Members of the 
Neighborhood Advisory Board. 

 
(B) In order for the Neighborhood Advisory Board to take action, a majority of the Board 

Members of the Neighborhood Advisory Board shall be present. 
 
 

Section 4.   All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby 
repealed to the extent of such conflict. 
 
 Section 5.   Any part or provision of this ordinance found by a court of competent 
jurisdiction to be in violation of the Constitution or laws of the United States or North Carolina is 
hereby deemed severable and shall not affect the validity of the remaining provisions of the 
ordinance. 
 
 Section 6. This ordinance shall become effective on December 1, 2013. 
 
This the 9th day of September, 2013. 
 
 
 
              
       Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
           
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk 
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