
Agenda 

Greenville City Council 

December 11, 2014 
7:00 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 Croskery 
 
III. Pledge of Allegiance 
 
IV. Roll Call 
 
V. Approval of Agenda 
 
VI. Special Recognitions 
 

l  Information Technology Department - Award for Top Ten Ranking in the 2014 Digital Cities 
Survey 
 

VII. Appointments 
 

1.   Appointments to Boards and Commissions    
 

VIII. New Business 
 

Public Hearings 
 

2.   Ordinance to annex William E. Dansey, Jr. Heirs property, involving 1.582 acres located at the 
northeast corner of the intersection of East Arlington Boulevard and Mulberry Lane 
 

3.   First public hearing for the 2015-2016 Annual Action Plan for the CDBG and HOME Investment 
Partnerships Funds 
 



Public Comment Period 
 

l  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.  
 

Other Items of Business 
 

4.   Financial audit for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2014 
 

5.   Capital projects funding 
 

6.   Update on major projects 
 

7.   Recommendations of the Bond Advisory Committee 
 

8.   Previously funded improvements and maintenance at Eastside Park 
 

IX. Comments from Mayor and City Council 
 
X. City Manager's Report 
 
XI. Adjournment 
 



 

 

 

City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 
12/11/2014 

Time: 7:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Appointments to Boards and Commissions    
  

Explanation: Abstract:  The City Council fills vacancies and makes reappointments to the 
City's boards and commissions.  Appointments are scheduled to be made to four 
of the boards and commissions. 
  
Explanation:  City Council appointments need to be made to the Greenville 
Bicycle & Pedestrian Commission, Human Relations Council, Redevelopment 
Commission, and Youth Council. 
  

Fiscal Note: No direct fiscal impact. 
  

Recommendation:    Make appointments to the Greenville Bicycle & Pedestrian Commission, Human 
Relations Council, Redevelopment Commission, and Youth Council. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download
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Appointments to Boards and Commissions 

December 2014 
 

  
Greenville Bicycle & Pedestrian Commission 

 Council Liaison: Council Member Rick Smiley  
 Current Reappointment Expiration 
 Name District # Term Status Date   

Gunnar Swanson 3       First term Resigned January 2016  

 

Human Relations Council 
 Council Liaison: Council Member Rose Glover  
 Current  Reappointment Expiration 
 Name District # Term Status Date   

Robert Hudak 4 Second term Ineligible Sept. 2014 

Terry Parrish 4 Filling unexpired term Resigned Oct. 2015 

 

Redevelopment Commission 
  Council Liaison:   Council Member Kandie Smith   

 Current Reappointment Expiration 
 Name District # Term Status Date   
 
Sharif Houtim 1 Filling unexpired term Eligible November 2014 
(Mayor Allen Thomas) 
 

Youth Council 
 Council Liaison:   Mayor Pro-Tem Calvin Mercer  

 Current Reappointment Expiration 
 Name District # Term Status Date   

 
9 Available Spots 
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Applicants for 
 Greenville Bicycle & Pedestrian Commission 
 Maribeth Wicoff Application Date: 7/21/2014 
 2605 E. 10th Street Apt. 3 
 Greenville, NC 27858 Home Phone: (610) 390-4725 
 Business Phone: 
 District #: 3 Email: mwicoff@gmail.com 
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Applicants for  
 Human Relations Council 
 
 Isaac Chemmanam Application Date: 1/18/2012 
 402 Lochview Drive 
 Greenville, NC 27858 Home Phone: (252) 561-8759 
 Business Phone: (252) 412-2045 
 District #: 4 Email: Isaac.chemmanam@gmail.com 
 Scott H. Duke Application Date: 4/15/2013 
 2223-C Locksley Drive 
 Greenville, NC 27858 Home Phone: (252) 227-4240 
 Business Phone:        (252) 328-2950 
 District #: 4 Email: aeleanor@suddenlink.net 
 Bridget Moore Application Date: 8/28/2014 
 4128A Bridge Court 
 Winterville, NC 28590 Home Phone: (252) 355-7377 
 Business Phone: (252) 355-0000 
 District #: 5 Email: bmoore2004@netzero.com 
 Travis Williams Application Date:  
 3408 Evans Street Apt. E 
 Greenville, NC 27834 Home Phone: (252) 412-4584 
 Business Phone: 
District #:   5 Email: taft1986@yahoo.com  
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Applicants for 
 Redevelopment Commission 
 
 Kellie Gonzalez Application Date: 9/12/2014 
 3936 Dunhagen Street 
 Greenville, NC 27858 Home Phone: (919) 791-5841 
 Business Phone: 
 District #: 4 Email: Kellie_chappell@hotmail.com 
 Robert Kevin Howard Application Date: 5/29/2014 
 2745 North Chatham Court 
 Winterville, NC 28590 Home Phone: (252) 258-7900 
 Business Phone: (252) 227-4313 
 District #: 2 Email: gvegasmagazine@hotmail.com 
 Dustin Mills Application Date: 4/9/2012 
 504 Daventry Drive 
 Greenville, NC 27858 Home Phone: (919) 480-0791 
 Business Phone: (252) 558-0207 
 District #: 5 Email: dmills@pirhl.com 
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Applicants for 
 Youth Council 
 None. 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 
12/11/2014 

Time: 7:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Ordinance to annex William E. Dansey, Jr. Heirs property, involving 1.582 acres 
located at the northeast corner of the intersection of East Arlington Boulevard and 
Mulberry Lane 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  The City received a voluntary annexation petition to annex William E. 
Dansey, Jr. Heirs property, involving 1.582 acres located at the northeast corner of 
the intersection of East Arlington Boulevard and Mulberry Lane.  The subject area is 
currently undeveloped and is anticipated to accommodate 33,860+/- office space. 
  
  
ANNEXATION PROFILE 
 
A.        SCHEDULE     
                                     
         1.         Advertising date: December 1, 2014                                         
          
         2.         City Council public hearing date: December 11, 2014  
  
         3.         Effective date:  June 30, 2015 
  
B.         CHARACTERISTICS                                         
  
         1.         Relation to Primary City Limits:  Contiguous 
  
         2.         Relation to Recognized Industrial Area:  Outside           
  
         3.         Acreage:  1.582 
  
         4.         Voting District:  4 
                                     
         5.         Township:   Winterville                                   
  
         6.         Vision Area:  D 
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         7.         Zoning: OR (Office-Residential)  
  
         8.         Land Use:  Existing: Vacant     
                                       Anticipated: 33,860+/- office space  
  
         9.         Population:     
  

  * - 2.2 people per household in Greenville 
  
        10.       Rural Fire Tax District:  Rural Winterville                          
    
        11.       Greenville Fire District:  Station #3 (Distance of  2.5 
miles)                        
  
        12.       Present Tax Value: $413,471                      
                    Estimated Future Tax Value: $3,799,471 
  

Formula Number of 
People

Total Current -----         -----

Estimated at full development ----- -----

Current Minority ----- -----

Estimated Minority at full development ----- -----

Current White ----- -----

Estimated White at full development -----            -----

Fiscal Note: The total estimated tax value at full development is $3,799,471. 
  

Recommendation:    Approve the attached ordinance to annex William E. Dansey, Jr. Heirs property. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download
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ORDINANCE NO. 14- 
AN ORDINANCE TO EXTEND THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF 

THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Greenville has been petitioned under G.S. 
160A-31, as amended, to annex the area described herein; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has directed the City Clerk to investigate the sufficiency of 

said petition; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Clerk has certified the sufficiency of said petition and a public 

hearing on the question of this annexation was held at City Hall at 7:00 p.m. on the 11
th
 day of 

December, 2014, after due notice by publication in The Daily Reflector on the 1st day of 
December, 2014; and 

 
 WHEREAS, the City Council does hereby find as a fact that said petition meets the 
requirements of G. S. 160A-31, as amended. 
 

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

 
Section 1. That by virtue of the authority vested in the City Council of the City of 

Greenville, North Carolina, under G. S. 160A-31, as amended, the following described 
contiguous territory is annexed: 
 

TO WIT: Being all of that certain property as shown on the annexation map entitled 
“William E. Dansey, Jr. Heirs”, involving 1.582 acres as prepared by Gary 
S. Miller & Associates, P.A.  
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LOCATION: Lying and being situated in Winterville Township, Pitt County, North 

Carolina, located at the northeast corner of the intersection of East 
Arlington Boulevard and Mulberry Lane.   

 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION:  
 

Lying and being located in Greenville, Pitt County, North Carolina, and being more particularly 
described as follows: 
 
Beginning at a point located at the intersection of the northern right-of-way of Mulberry Lane 
and the eastern right-of-way of Arlington Boulevard thence running along the eastern right-of- 
way of Arlington Boulevard N 21-44-30 W, 277.40 feet to a re-bar set located on the eastern 
right-of-way of Arlington Boulevard; thence leaving the eastern right-of-way of Arlington 
Boulevard N 77-40-58 E, 260.16 feet to an existing re-bar located at the northwest property 
corner of the property known as Breezewood Townes, Section 7 as recorded in Map Book 49, 
Page 178 of the Pitt County Registry;  thence running along the western property line of the 
property known as Breezewood Townes, Section 7 S 21-17-24 E, 278.36 feet to an existing iron 
pipe located on the northern right-of-way of Mulberry Lane; thence running along the northern 
right-of-way of Mulberry Lane the following courses and distances S 81-12-39 W, 1.23 feet to a 
point; thence with a curve to the right having a radius of 251.21 feet a chord bearing and distance 
S 84-42-14 W, 61.39 feet to a point; thence with a curve to the left having a radius of 251.21 feet 
a chord bearing and distance S 84-42-14 W, 61.39 feet to a point; thence S 77-41-09 W, 5.98 feet 
to a point; thence with a curve to the left having a radius of 540.00 feet a chord bearing and 
distance S 73-08-20 W, 85.62 feet to a point; thence S 68-34-59 W, 44.29 feet to the point of 
beginning containing 68,907 square feet or 1.582 acres. 
 

Section 2. Territory annexed to the City of Greenville by this ordinance shall, pursuant to 
the terms of G. S. 160A-23, be annexed into Greenville municipal election district four.  The 
City Clerk, City Engineer, representatives of the Board of Elections, and any other person having 
responsibility or charge of official maps or documents shall amend those maps or documents to 
reflect the annexation of this territory into municipal election district four. 
 

Section 3. The territory annexed and its citizens and property shall be subject to all debts, 
laws, ordinances, and regulations in force in the City of Greenville and shall be entitled to the 
same privileges and benefits as other territory now within the City of Greenville.  Said territory 
shall be subject to municipal taxes according to G.S. 160A-58.10. 
 

Section 4. The Mayor of the City of Greenville, North Carolina, shall cause a copy of the 
map of the territory annexed by this ordinance and a certified copy of this ordinance to be 
recorded in the office of the Register of Deeds of Pitt County and in the Office of the Secretary 
of State in Raleigh, North Carolina.  Such a map shall also be delivered to the Pitt County Board 
of Elections as required by G.S. 163-288.1. 
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Section 5. This annexation shall take effect from and after the 30
th
 day of June, 2015. 

 
ADOPTED this 11

th
 day of December, 2014. 

 
_______________________________ 

       Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
_____________________________ 
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk 
 
 
NORTH CAROLINA 
PITT COUNTY 
 
I, __________________________, a Notary Public for said County and State, certify that Carol 
L. Barwick personally came before me this day and acknowledged that she is the City Clerk of 
the City of Greenville, a municipality, and that by authority duly given and as the act of the 
municipality, the foregoing instrument was signed in its name by its Mayor, sealed with the 
corporate seal, and attested by herself as its City Clerk. 
 
 WITNESS my hand and official seal this ____ day of _______________, 2014. 
 
 
        ______________________________ 
        Notary Public 
My Commission Expires:  _____________________      
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 
12/11/2014 

Time: 7:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: First public hearing for the 2015-2016 Annual Action Plan for the CDBG and 
HOME Investment Partnerships Funds   

Explanation: Abstract:  As a requirement of receiving Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) and HOME Investment Partnerships funds, the City must prepare an 
Annual Action Plan every year of its 2013-2018 Consolidated Plan, which 
outlines planned activities and funding amounts.  
 
Explanation:  The Community Development Department Housing Division is in 
the process of identifying activities for the 2015-2016 fiscal year Annual Action 
Plan. As a requirement to receive funding from the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, the City must prepare an Annual Action Plan each 
year. The plan details all planned activities, projects, and their associated funding 
amounts. The following are the activities and projects which the Housing 
Division proposes to deliver to the community:  

l Planning and Administration  
l Owner-Occupied Home Rehabilitation  
l Downpayment Assistance  
l New Construction  
l Acquisition of Substandard Properties  
l Public Service  
l Public Facility Improvements  
l Demolition and Clearance  
l Economic Development  

  

Fiscal Note: The federal government is currently operating from a continuing resolution. 
Therefore, exact funding amounts have not been awarded. However, the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development has advised staff to use last 
year’s award as a base.  Last year, the City of Greenville received $383,808 in 
HOME funds and $840,143 in CDBG funds.  Once the U.S. Congress has 
approved a budget, the City will be notifed of the program funding for the 2015-
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2016 fiscal year. 
  

Recommendation:    Staff recommends that City Council hold the first public hearing. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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Proposed Activities  HOME  CDBG  

Administration/Planning $38,000.00  $168,000.00  

Housing Rehabilitation $100,000.00  $182,00.00  

Down payment Assistance $30,000.00   

CHDO/New Construction $57,571.00   

Public Service   $120,000.00  

Acquisition/Clearance   $65,000.00  
Demolition = $15,000.00 
 
 
Acquisition = $50,000.00 
 

Relocation   $5,000.00  

Public Facility Improvements  $200,000.00  

Economic Development   $100,143.00  

New Construction (multi-
family) 

$158,237.00   

TOTAL  $383,808.00  $840,143.00  

2015-2016 Budget Year  

Attachment number 1
Page 1 of 1

Item # 3



 

 

City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 
12/11/2014 

Time: 7:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Financial audit for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2014 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  Martin Starnes & Associates, CPAs, P.A. and City staff will present 
the audit results for the City of Greenville as of June 30, 2014, which entails 
receipt of an unmodified external, independent audit opinion. 
  
Explanation:  The City's independent auditor, Martin Starnes & Associates, will 
present the firm’s unmodified opinion on the financial statements for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 2014.  The attached statements are for the governmental 
funds and the City-managed business-type activities.  Additionally, City staff 
will present the financial position of the City for the 2014 fiscal year-end along 
with other comparative financial information.    
  
On October 22, 2014, the City's Audit Committee received a draft of the 
Governmental fund financial statements (highlighting the General Fund's 
results) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2014.  The auditor's opinion also 
disclosed no material internal control weaknesses or material violations of laws 
and regulations relative to the City's major federal programs; however,  there 
were material weaknesses as it pertains to overall reporting, as outlined in the 
attached list of findings.  The auditors will discuss their opinion on the results of 
operations, these findings and the changes in accounting 
principals;  Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) #63 and #65. 
  
The final phase of the annual audit cycle includes submission of financial 
statements to the Local Government Commission (LGC) for review.  Following 
LGC review and final revisions, the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
(CAFR) will be finalized and provided to the Mayor and City Council Members. 
  

Fiscal Note: Detailed fiscal information is contained in the audit report.  
  

Recommendation:    
Accept the audit report as presented by Martin Starnes & Associates and receive 
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the financial information for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2014. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
 

SUMMARY SCHEDULE OF PRIOR YEAR AUDIT FINDINGS 
FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2014 

 
 

2. Financial Statements Findings 
 

Finding 2014-001 
 
Criteria:  Management should have a system in place to reduce the likelihood of errors in financial 
reporting and compliance with bond covenants. 
 
Condition:  Upon review of the Electronic Municipal Market Access System (EMMA), the City 
did not submit the required annual financial information as required by the continuing discloser 
terms of their bond documents by the January 31, 2014 deadline.  The failure to file timely is a 
breach of the contract which was signed when the debt was issued.  It is also considered a material 
event. 
 
Context:  The City received a letter from the NC Department of State Treasurer’s office regarding 
concerns that the required EMMA information was not submitted by the City by the required 
deadline.  
 
Effect:  Failure to file the EMMA required annual financial information is a breach of the contract 
that was signed when debt was issued. 
 
Cause:  Inadequate monitoring of the required reporting requirements based on the terms of the 
City's bond documents. 
 
Recommendation:  Create a recurring reminding the City to submit the EMMA required annual 
financial information by the January 31 annual deadline and ensure that it is completed and 
submitted. 
 
Contact Person:  Bernita Demery, Director of Financial Services 
 
Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions:  Management concurs with 
finding and will ensure that the EMMA required annual financial information is filed before the 
January 31st annual deadline. 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
 

SUMMARY SCHEDULE OF PRIOR YEAR AUDIT FINDINGS 
FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2014 

 
 

2. Financial Statements Findings (continued) 
 

Finding 2014-002  
 
Criteria:  North Carolina General Statutes preclude units from having funds that operate in a 
deficit. 
 

 Condition:  In the current year, there were violations of the General Statutes regarding deficit fund 
balance and fund equity in various funds. 

 
 Context:  During our audit procedures, we noted violations of the General Statutes noted above. 
 

Effect:  The City was in violation of a North Carolina General Statute.   
 
Cause:  The City adopted a balance budget; however, revenues were insufficient to cover the cost 
of operations in multiple funds. 
 
Recommendation:  The City should reevaluate the cost of providing services and adjust charges to 
ensure that revenues cover all related costs.    

 
Contact Person:  Bernita Demery, Director of Financial Services 

 
Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions:  Several funds identified to 
have operated in the deficit are directly related to grant activity (i.e., these funds are reimbursed 
after spending has occurred).  Therefore, there is a timing difference between spending and 
reimbursement.  As such, staff will continue to review these grant funds with departments to ensure 
billing (for reimbursement) occurs prior to year-end.  Other funds identified will be adjusted based 
on future charges from customers.  Management concurs with the condition and the 
recommendation.  Management also adds that procedures and long-term plans have been put in 
place to further monitor current charges to ensure that revenues cover all related costs. 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
 

SUMMARY SCHEDULE OF PRIOR YEAR AUDIT FINDINGS 
FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2014 

 
 

2. Financial Statements Findings (continued) 
 

Finding 2014-003  
 
Criteria:  North Carolina General Statutes prohibits appropriated fund balance in any fund to 
exceed the sum of prior fiscal year cash and investments minus the sum of prior fiscal year 
liabilities, encumbrances, and unearned revenues and deferred inflows, arising from cash receipts. 
 
Condition:  In the current year, there were violations of the General Statutes regarding 
appropriated fund balance in the Fleet Maintenance Internal Service Fund and the Convention 
Center Expansion Capital Project Fund. 

 
 Context:  During our audit procedures, we noted violations of the General Statutes noted above. 
 
 Effect:  The City was in violation of a North Carolina General Statute.   
 

Cause:  The City adopted a balance budget; however, appropriated fund balance was budgeted in 
excess of the amount allowed by State Statutes.  
 
Recommendation:  The City should evaluate the financial position of all funds during the 
budgeting process to ensure that appropriated fund balance is budgeted in accordance to State 
Statutes.  

 
 Contact Person:  Bernita Demery, Director of Financial Services 
 

Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions:  As noted two funds were 
found to have appropriated fund balance in excess of the beginning fund balance that was available.  
In the case of the Convention Center Expansion Project staff was appropriating the fund balance 
that had accumulated in the fund in an effort to close the project fund; however since this was an 
ongoing project, the fund balance amount that should have been used was the amount reported at 
the end of the prior fiscal year end as opposed to the cumulative one on the City’s books. 
 
The appropriated fund balance for the Fleet Fund was an attempt to re-appropriate an amount that 
was appropriated during the prior year, but not used.  The funds should have been set up as a 
transfer from another fund with available funding.  Since this is an internal fund largely supported 
by the General Fund, it would have been a transfer from the General Fund. 
 
Management concurs with the condition and the recommendation.  Management also adds that 
procedures have been put in place to further monitor all aspects of the City’s fund budgets. 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
 

SUMMARY SCHEDULE OF PRIOR YEAR AUDIT FINDINGS 
FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2014 

 
 

2. Financial Statements Findings 
 
Finding 2014-004  
 
Criteria:  Management should have a system of controls in place to reduce the likelihood of errors 
in financial reporting. 
 
Condition:  Upon review of the prior year financial statements that were distributed to the public 
on the City’s website, the auditor noticed the Schedule of Finding and Questioned Costs that was 
included in the Single Audit and Compliance Section of the City’s report did not agree to the report 
submitted by the auditor to the Local Government Commission or to the City.  The City did not 
distribute the correct version of the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal and State Awards, the 
2013 Summary of Auditor’s Results, and omitted auditor findings 2013-001 and 2013-002. 
 
Context:  During our audit procedures, we noted the above condition. 
 
Effect:  The City distributed copies of the audit report that did not accurately reflect the Schedule 
of Expenditures of Federal and State Awards or the Summary of Auditor’s Results and Auditor 
Findings during the 2013 fiscal year. 
 
Cause:  The City did not use the correct version of the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal and 
State Awards, Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs, and Summary of Auditor’s Findings that 
was provided. 
 
Recommendation:  The City should recall all copies of prior year’s report that were distributed.  
They should make management, the public, regulatory agencies, and anyone else that received a 
copy of the 2013 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) aware that the version that they 
received cannot be relied upon.  The City should remove the incorrect version from the website, 
post the correct version, and post a notice that the previous report cannot be relied upon.  
 
Contact Person:  Bernita Demery, Director of Financial Services 
 
Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions:   Management concurs with the 
condition and recommendation above.  Management has rescinded all of prior year reports that 
were distributed and submitted the corrected copy to said recipients.  The City has also updated the 
corrected version to the website.  Staff has implemented another level of review after the upload of 
the Annual Financial Report to the City’s website to ensure proper upload. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Financial Statements Findings 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
 

SUMMARY SCHEDULE OF PRIOR YEAR AUDIT FINDINGS 
FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2014 

 
 

Finding 2014-005 
  
Criteria:  Management should have a system in place to reduce the likelihood of errors in financial 
reporting. 
 
Condition:  In the current year, beginning net assets for the Vehicle Replacement Fund was 
restated due to accumulated depreciation being understated. 
 
Context:  While performing testing on capital assets, we noted the condition described above.  
 
Effect:  For the statements affected, the prior year financial statements were misstated. Capital 
assets for the Vehicle Replacement Fund as of June 30, 2013 were overstated by $3,149,534. 
 
Cause:  Inadequate supporting documentation provided to the external auditor, who drafted the 
report. 
 
Recommendation:  Review of the audited financial statements should be implemented to prevent 
prior period adjustments in the future. 
 
Contact Person:  Bernita Demery, Director of Financial Services 
 
Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions:  Management concurs with 
finding and will continue to review financial statements to prevent prior period adjustments.  As 
mentioned this was an error that has occurred during prior year(s).  In total fixed assets are 
accurate; however when reviewing the classifications between the Government Wide Assets and 
the Vehicle Replacement (VR) Assets, some of the VR funded assets were reported per the City’s 
ledger reports within the governmental assets and should have been within the VR Fund.  As the 
city transitions to the new ERP system it is anticipated that some classification errors such as this 
will be adjusted for a clean transition and more accurate reporting in the future.  Also, with the 
addition of an internal auditor, additional reviews will be made on the all assets to ensure proper 
classification in future years. 

 
2013-001 – Corrected in the current year 
 
2013-002 – Corrected in the current year 
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SECTION I – Report Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to explain the categories of fund balance for the City of Greenville’s General 

Fund and Non-major Governmental Funds; the amounts of fund balance in these various categories as of 

June 30, 2014; and City financial policies relative to fund balance.  It should be recognized that the data 

provided depicts fund balance levels reflected in the most recent audited financial statements (June 30, 

2014). 

   

SECTION II – Fund Balance Classifications and Descriptions 

In the governmental fund financial statements, fund balance is composed of five classifications designed 

to disclose the hierarchy of constraints placed on how fund balance can be spent. The governmental fund 

types classify fund balances as follows: 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nonspendable fund balance: This classification includes amounts that cannot be spent because they 
are either (a) not in spendable form or (b) legally or contractually required to be maintained intact. The 
City’s Nonspendable fund balance consists of the following: 
 
 

Prepaid items: portion of fund balance that is not an available resource because it represents 
certain payments to vendors applicable to future accounting periods and is, therefore, not in 
spendable form. 

 
Inventories: portion of fund balance that is not an available resource because it represents the 
year-end balance of ending inventories, which are not spendable resources. 

Nonspendable 

Restricted 

Committed 

Assigned 

Unassigned 

Most 
Restrictive 

Least 
Restrictive 

City Council 
does not 
control. 

City Council 
does 

control. 
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Restricted fund balance: This classification includes amounts that are restricted to specific purposes 
externally imposed by creditors or imposed by law. The City’s Restricted fund balance consists of the 
following: 
 

Restricted for Stabilization by State statute: portion of fund balance which is not available for 
appropriation under State law [G.S. 159-8(a)]. 

 
Restricted for general government: portion of fund balance that is restricted by revenue source 
for general government purposes. 

 
Restricted for streets: portion of fund balance that is restricted by revenue source for street 
construction and maintenance expenditures. 

 
Restricted for public safety: portion of fund balance that is restricted by revenue source for 
public safety expenditures.  
 
Restricted for economic development: portion of fund balance that is restricted by revenue 
sources for economic development expenses.  

 
Restricted for culture and recreation: portion of fund balance that is restricted by revenue 
sources for culture and recreation expenses. 

 
 
Committed fund balance: This classification represents the portion of fund balance that can only be 
used for specific purposes determined by a formal action of City Council. The City’s committed fund 
balance consists of the following: 
 

Committed for catastrophic losses: portion of fund balance committed by the City Council in its 
financial policy guidelines for insurance loss reserves for self-insured amounts that exceed 
insurance coverage. 
 
Committed for general government: portion of fund balance committed by the City Council in 
its financial policy guidelines for general government purposes. 
 
Committed for Culture and Recreation: portion of fund balance that is committed by City 
Council for cultural and recreation construction expenses in various Special Revenue and Capital 
Project funds. 
 
Committed for Public Safety: portion of fund balance that is committed by City Council for law 
enforcement equipment and operational activities in various Special Revenue and Capital Project 
funds. 
 
Committed for Economic Development: portion of fund balance that is committed by City 
Council for economic development construction and activities in various Special Revenue and 
Capital Project funds. 
 
Committed for capital outlays: portion of fund balance committed by the City Council for the 
construction of specific assets held in the Capital Reserve Fund.  
 
Committed for debt service: portion of fund balance committed by the City Council to pay for 
future debt expenditures accounted for in the City’s Debt Service Fund. 

 
 

Attachment number 3
Page 3 of 10

Item # 4



3 | P a g e  

 

Assigned fund balance: This classification represents the portion of fund balance that the City of 
Greenville intends to use for specific purposes. The City’s Assigned fund balance consists of the 
following: 
 

Assigned for subsequent year’s expenditures: portion of total fund balance that is 
appropriated in the next year’s budget that is not classified as restricted or committed.  
 
Assigned for culture and recreation: portion of total fund balance that has been budgeted by 
Council for library operations. 
 

 
Unassigned fund balance: This classification represents the portion of fund balance that has not been 
restricted, committed or assigned to specific purposes or other funds. 
 

Note:  The categories and sub-categories listed above are dictated by the Governmental Accounting 
Standards Board (GASB) requirements. 
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SECTION III – Review of FY 14 Fund Balance Details 
 

The excerpt below from the City of Greenville’s FY 2014 financial statements depicts that at the 

end of FY 14, the General Fund’s fund balance was $31.4 million and the fund balance for Non-

major Governmental Funds was $12.7 million.  Adding these two fund balances together results 

in a fund balance for Total Governmental Funds of $44.1 million.   In an effort to provide greater 

clarity regarding the various fund balance designations depicted below, staff has developed the 

detail sheets on the four pages that follow.  These detail sheets identify the specific projects / 

activities and their associated funding for each fund balance category. 

Excerpt from FY 14 Financial Statements 

CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA
BALANCE SHEET - GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS
JUNE 30, 2014

Nonmajor Total
Governmental Governmental

General Funds Funds

Fund Balances
Non-spendable
Prepaid items and inventories 215,226                52,817             268,043           
Restricted:
Stabilization by State Statute 7,845,690             382,710            8,228,400        
Restricted for general government -                          84,163             84,163             
Restricted for streets 2,296,305             -                      2,296,305        
Restricted public safety 706,036                -                      706,036           
Restricted for economic development -                          5,334,233         5,334,233        
Restricted for culture and recreation -                          101,599            101,599           
Committed:
Committed for catastrophic losses 2,276,781             -                      2,276,781        
Committed for general government -                          1,979,076         1,979,076        
Committed for culture and recreation -                          619,909            619,909           
Committed for public safety -                          139,764            139,764           
Committed for economic development -                          2,872,875         2,872,875        
Committed for capital outlays -                          656,255            656,255           
Committed for debt service -                          442,800            442,800           
Assigned:
Assigned for subsequent years expenditures 1,964,421             36,117             2,000,538        
Assigned for culture and recreation -                          485,780            485,780           
Unassigned 16,108,088            (489,469)          15,618,619       
Total fund balance 31,412,547            12,698,629       44,111,176        
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General Fund – FY 14 Year-End Fund Balance Details 

 Amount Description 

Nonspendable: 

     Prepaid items and inventories $215,226 Portion of fund balance that is not an available 
resource because it represents certain payments to 
vendors applicable to future accounting periods and 
the year-end balance of ending inventories, which are 
not spendable resources. 

   

Restricted: 

     Stabilization by State Statute $7,845,690 Portion of fund balance which is not available for 
appropriation under State law [G.S. 159-8(a)].  This 
amount is usually comprised of accounts receivable 
and inter-fund receivables, which have not been 
offset by deferred revenues.  

     Restricted for streets $2,296,305 Powell Bill funds - use restricted by source  

     Restricted for public safety $706,036 Federal Forfeiture and Controlled Substance funds -
use restricted by source 

   

Committed: 

     Committed for catastrophic losses $2,276,781 These funds are used to cover liability exposures and 
workers compensation claims in excess of budget 
and stop-loss insurance coverage.  The City has a 
financial policy dictating that this reserve will be 
maintained at no less than $2.0 million. 

   

Assigned: 

     Assigned for subsequent years 
     expenditures 

$1,964,421 These funds were budgeted for expenditure in the FY 
15 budget (as Appropriated Fund Balance).  Some of 
these funds have already been expended and it is 
expected that all will spent within the next 12-months. 

   

Unassigned: $16,108,088 This is the portion of the fund balance that has not 
been restricted, committed or assigned to specific 
purposes. 

TOTAL GENERAL FUND BALANCE $31,412,547  
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Non-major Governmental Funds – FY 14 Year-End Fund Balance Details 

 Amount Description 

Nonspendable: 

     Prepaid items and inventories $52,817 Portion of fund balance that is not an available 
resource because it represents certain payments to 
vendors applicable to future accounting periods and 
the year-end balance of ending inventories, which are 
not spendable resources. 

   

Restricted: 

     Stabilization by State Statute $382,710 Portion of fund balance which is not available for 
appropriation under State law [G.S. 159-8(a)]  

     Restricted for general government $84,163 Energy Savings Capital Project Bond funds - use 
restricted by source. To be closed in FY 15 after 
project is complete. 

     Restricted for economic  
     development 

$5,198,726 -Center City Revitalization Capital Project Bond funds  
$644,375. 

-Uptown Parking Deck - $4,554,351 

     Restricted for culture and  
     recreation 

$101,599 Sheppard Memorial Library’s restricted donations. 

   

Committed: 

     Committed for general  
      government 

$1,979,076 -ERP Capital Project 

     Committed for culture and 
     recreation 

$619,909 -Greenmill Run Greenway Capital Project - $615,209 

-South Tar River Greenway - $4,700 

     Committed for public safety $139,764 -Emergency Operations Center - $28,553 

-Public Safety Technology Capital Project - $111,211 
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     Committed for economic  
     development 

$3,008,382 -Housing program funds for acquisitions, 
rehabilitations and clearance activities. - $43,698 

--Centralized Grant Fund –various ongoing grants - 
$98,025 

-Affordable Housing revolving funds to be used for 
additional affordable home construction and 
affordable housing loans and projects. - $441,499 
 
-West Greenville Revitalization Capital Project Fund.  
Funds budgeted for W. 5th Street Streetscape, 
property acquisition and Small Business Plan 
competition were not spent by June 30, 2014. - 
$242,404 

-Center City Revitalization Capital Project Fund. 
Funds budgeted for Evans St. Gateway, theater 
repairs and parking pay station project were not 
spent by June 30, 2014. - $276,930 

-10th Street Connector Capital Project local cost for 
project - $408,474 

-Way Finding Capital Project Fund.  One gateway 
sign remaining to be constructed. - $47,871 

-Thomas Langston Rd. Extension - $60,114 

-Greenville Transportation Activity Center local 
match- $607,079 

-Convention Center – Phase 2 Capital Project Fund.  
This fund was closed in FY 14; however the estimate 
used to close the project left residual funds.  These 
funds will be transferred to the Phase 3 project during 
fiscal year 2015.  The new Capital Project Fund was 
established for the upcoming Convention Center 
Expansion / Improvement Project - $71,194 

-King George Bridge Capital Project local match - 
$101,000 

-Convention Center – Phase III Capital Project Fund-
474,587.   

- Energy Efficiency Recovery Grant - $135,507   

     Committed for capital outlays 
      

$656,255 Capital Reserve Fund.  $390,487 to be used for an 
HVAC system at Convention Center. $25,000 on 
reserve for the Capital Investment Grant.  The 
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remaining funds, approximately $187k, are reserved 
for open space land banking and sidewalks. 

     Committed for debt service $442,800 Debt Service Fund 

   

Assigned: 

     Assigned for subsequent years 
     expenditures 

$36,117 Sheppard Memorial Library’s appropriated fund 
balance approved in FY 14 budget. 

     Assigned for culture and 
     recreation 

$485,780 Sheppard Memorial Library’s fund balance. 

   

Unassigned: $(489,469)  

TOTAL NON-MAJOR 
GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS - FUND 
BALANCE 

$12,698,629  
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SECTION IV – Review of Applicable Financial Policies 

The City of Greenville’s Financial Policy Guidelines contain two policies that are directly relevant 
to any discussion regarding fund balance.  These two policies are outlined below. 
 
Policy 1: 
 
The City will strive to maintain an Unassigned General Fund balance at the close of each 
fiscal year of at least 14.0% of the total annual operating budget.  
 
This policy has the effect of the City retaining approximately 1.6 months of annual expenditures 
unassigned, meaning that 1.6 months of operating funds are available and not designated for 
other purposes.   
 
The Unassigned General Fund balance as of the close of FY 14 was $16,108,088, or 
$5,537,579 above the 14% policy amount of $10,570,509 which was calculated as follows: 
 

Total Original FY 15 General Fund Budget less Powell Bill x 14% 
 

$75,503,636 x 14% = $10,570,509 
 
It should be recognized that of the $5,537,579 above the 14% policy, over half ($2,810,221) has 
been allocated by budget amendments approved by City Council through October of FY 15.  
This would leave $2,727,358 available, above the 14% policy threshold for allocation.  There 
continues to be an allocated amount of interest within the Capital Reserve Fund.  After including 
the Capital Reserve Fund’s interest, there is $2,781,323 that is available for allocation. 
 

Policy 2: 
 
The City will establish and maintain an Insurance Loss Reserve to pay for needs caused 
by unforeseen emergencies. This reserve will be maintained at no less than $2.0 million.  
 

The City has established a program to manage its financial risks through a self-funded 
arrangement in combination with purchased insurance related to workers compensation and 
general liability.  As such, liability exposures and workers compensation claims are addressed in 
the self – funded program.  Excess insurance (specific stop-loss coverage) is purchased 
through third party sources to cover large claims (over $600,000 for workers compensation and 
over $250,000 for general liability).  The Insurance Loss Reserve, categorized as the Committed 
for Catastrophic Losses, is used to cover claims in excess of budget and stop-loss insurance 
coverage.  The specific amount in this fund at the end of FY 14 was the same as the previous 
year-end, $2,276,781. 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 
12/11/2014 

Time: 7:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Capital projects funding 
  

Explanation: Council Member Marion Blackburn initially requested to add to the November 
13, 2014, City Council agenda an item regarding consideration of capital projects 
funding.  Due to the cancellation of the audit presentation at the November 13th 
meeting, the capital projects funding item was subsequently removed from the 
November 13th agenda.  The audit presentation is now scheduled for the 
December 11th City Council agenda, and the discussion of capital projects 
funding is being added to the December 11th City Council agenda as well. 
  

Fiscal Note: No cost to discuss the issue. 
  

Recommendation:    Discuss capital projects funding as requested by Council Member Blackburn. 
  

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

 

Meeting Date: 
12/11/2014 

Time: 7:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Update on major projects 
  

Explanation: Mayor Allen Thomas requested an item be placed on the December 8, 2014, City 
Council agenda for an update on major projects (i.e., roads, parking deck, South 
Greenville Gym, etc.). 
  

Fiscal Note: No direct cost to discuss the projects 
  

Recommendation:    Discuss major projects as requested by Mayor Thomas. 
  

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

 

Meeting Date: 
12/11/2014 

Time: 7:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Recommendations of the Bond Advisory Committee 
  

Explanation: Abstract:  At the May 19, 2014, City Council meeting, City Council voted to 
establish a Bond Advisory Committee (BAC). At the June 12, 2014, City 
Council meeting, the Mayor and each Council Member appointed two people to 
serve on this 14-member committee to advise the City Council on the content, 
amount, timing, structure of an advocacy committee, and other relevant aspects 
of a voter bond.  The BAC, after conducting nine meetings, will present their 
recommendations to the City Council. 
  
Explanation:  The Mayor and each Council Member appointed two people to 
serve on the Bond Advisory Committee.  BAC members included (in 
alphabetical order):  Kelly Barnhill, Sr., Albert Blanco, Ashley Breedlove, Bill 
Clark, Will Franklin, Tony Khoury, Dennis Mitchell, Michael Overton, Tony 
Parker, Tammy Perdue, Bianca Shoneman, Tilwanda "Tee" Steinberg, Jon Tart, 
and Terri Williams.   
  
The BAC held their first meeting on July 16, 2014.  Over the next several 
months, staff members presented requested information to the BAC for their 
consideration.  Copies of the meeting summary notes for each meeting are 
attached for your review.   
  
On November 12, 2014, the BAC voted to recommend to City Council a $21.9M 
bond package consisting of $9.9M for Streets ($5M for street improvements, 
$1.75M for 10th St. Connector enhancements, $2.45M for Dickinson Avenue, 
$500K for sidewalks, and $200K for debt issuance) and $12M for a Sports 
Complex. 

The BAC also recommends City Council consider the following items: 

l Utilize $.01 of the $.02 property tax increase approved for the current year 
to fund debt service associated with the proposed bond;  

l Allocate street resurfacing funding annually in an amount sufficient to get 
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the City on a 20-25 year street resurfacing schedule;  
l Further refine conceptual projects, such as 1st Street / Town Common 

Improvements, various parks improvement projects, various 
recommendations of the Tar River Legacy Plan, that could be included 
in future bond initiatives or be funded through alternative means (i.e. 
prepared meals tax); and,    

l Establish and maintain a regular bond schedule.  

  

Fiscal Note: No fiscal impact to hear the report. 
  

Recommendation:    Hear the presentation by the Bond Advisory Committee Chair.  Discussion 
regarding a potential bond referendum will be included as part of City Council's 
Planning Session in January. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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7_16_14_BAC_Meeting_Notes_984321

7_30_14_BAC_Meeting_Notes_985109

8_13_2014_BAC_Meeting_Notes_985720

8_27_2014_BAC_Meeting_Notes_986932

9_10_2014_BAC_Meeting_Notes_987709

9_24_2014_BAC_Meeting_Notes_988764

10_8_2014_BAC_Meeting_Notes_989574

10_22_2014_BAC_Meeting_Notes_990424

11_12_2014_BAC_Meeting_Notes_991992
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CITY OF GREENVILLE 

BOND ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Wednesday, July 16, 2014 

5:30 p.m. 
City Hall Conference Room 337 

 
The meeting began at 5:36 pm. 
 
1. Welcome and Introductions 
 City Manager Barbara Lipscomb opened the meeting by welcoming everyone and having 

them introduce themselves.  Committee Members and staff present were as follows: 
 
 Members Present: 
 Kelly Barnhill  
 Alberto Blanco  
 Ashley Breedlove  
 Bill Clark   
 Will Franklin  
 Tony Khoury  
 Dennis Mitchell  
 Michael Overton  
 Tony Parker 
 Tammy Perdue  
 Bianca Shoneman  
 Tee Steinberg  
 Jon Tart   
 Terri Williams (left meeting at 6:36)  
 
 Staff Present: 
 Barbara Lipscomb  
 Chris Padgett  
 Kevin Mulligan  
 Bernita Demery  
 Gary Fenton   
 Carl Rees   
 April Spruill   
 Jewel Jones  
 
 
2. Review of Committee’s Directive from City Council:  

City Manager Barbara Lipscomb reviewed the Committee’s directive from City Council as 
follows: 
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To advise the City Council on the content, amount, timing, structure of an advocacy 
committee, and other relevant aspects of a voter bond referendum. 

 
Discussion that followed this review included the following: 
 

o This Committee has been given a great deal of discretion in how they conduct 
business and develop their recommendations.  There were no limitations imposed 
by City Council.   

o The Committee’s role is advisory.  Upon receiving the Committee’s 
recommendations City Council will have the ultimate authority, but it is expected 
that they will take this group’s recommendation under strong advisement. 

 
 
3. Staff Presentation 
 City Manager Barbara Lipscomb and Assistant City Manager Chris Padgett then reviewed 

background information with the Committee related to General Obligation Bonds, the 2004 
Bond Referendum, Potential Timing of a Bond Referendum, and the Conceptual Bond 
Program presented to City Council on May 19, 2014.  A copy of this presentation is attached 
to this Meeting Summary.  Specific information and discussion included the following: 

 
• General Obligation Bonds 

o General Obligation bonds pledge the full faith and credit of the City to repay the 
debt service.  Voter approval is required via a bond referendum. 

o The purpose of this Committee is to advise City Council; not bond advocacy.  The 
City can’t fund advocacy, but can support bond education. 

o State law requires that bond questions be for a specified purpose (i.e. streets, 
housing, stormwater, etc.).  Generally, there should be one bond question for each 
specified purpose.  This allows the voters the right to choose from specific bond 
question categories. 

o Bond questions will be presented to the Pitt County Board of elections after City 
Council approval. 

 
• 2004 Bond Program 

o The 2004 Bond Program included four separate questions (Street Improvements - 
$5.7M; West Greenville Revitalization - $5.0M; Center City Revitalization - 
$5.0M; Stormwater Drainage $5.1M). 

o Promotional materials for the 2004 Bond Referendum indicated that the debt 
service on the proposed bond would be the equivalent of 3.5 cents on the tax rate.  
Ultimately no tax increase was needed to pay for the 2004 bonds because of the 
significant growth of the property tax base in the years that followed.  

o If taxes are raised to fund a bond, would they be reduced once the debt service on 
the bond is paid?  City Council sets tax rate each year as part of the budget 
process, so there is never a guarantee of taxes going up or down year to year until 
the rate is set for that particular year. 
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• Potential Timing of a Bond Referendum 
o Based on State Law, the next opportunities for a bond referendum to appear on 

the ballot would be November 2015 (general election) or May 2016 (primary 
election). 

o It is now too late to pursue a bond referendum in November 2014. 
o If a bond referendum were approved by the voters in November 2015, the soonest 

the first debt would likely be issued would be Spring 2016. 
o Debt has to be issued within seven years of voter approval. 

 
• Conceptual Bond Program Presented to City Council on May 19, 2014 

o The directive to staff from City Council in May was very specific regarding what 
should be included in a potential bond referendum. 

o This Committee has much broader discretion than staff did in developing a 
potential bond program. 

o The program developed by staff totaled $28M and included three questions 
(Street Improvements - $14M; Recreation and Parks - $10.5M; and Public Safety 
- $3.5M).  The program also included a combination of new capital projects and 
projects related to deferred maintenance.  

o It was noted that Raleigh just passed a streets bond and Charlotte has regular bond 
referendums for streets. 

o Many of the streets that citizens want improved are state maintained. 
o The City receives a little over $2M a year in Powell Bill funds from the State.  

These funds are used for various components of street maintenance, not just for 
resurfacing. 

o The City needs approximately $2.5M each year to resurface streets.  The bond for 
streets would assist in catching up; but annual contributions are needed as well. 

o Public Works Director Kevin Mulligan explained that the City was currently 
assessing the quality of the streets using an outside contractor and that after 
coordinating with utilities that information will be used to develop a plan for 
future years. 

  
 
4. Discussion of Committee Structure 
 The Committee discussed various components of their organization and structure and 

decided on the following: 
 

• Meetings (dates, times, location) 
o All meetings will be open to the public, as required by State law.  The meetings 

will be advertised on City Page of the local newspaper and be posted on the City 
website and City Hall bulletin board. 

o The next Committee meeting will be held on July 30, 2014 at 5:30 pm in City 
Hall Conference Room 337. 

o Following the July 30 meeting, the Committee will meet on the 2nd and 4th 
Wednesdays of each month at 5:30 pm in City Hall Conference Room 337. 
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• Selection of Chair and Vice-Chair 
o The Committee unanimously selected Dennis Mitchell as Chair and Terri 

Williams as Vice-Chair.  It should be noted that Ms. Williams left the meeting 
around 6:30 due to a prior engagement; so she was not present when selected as 
Vice-Chair. 

o Meeting summaries will be developed by staff and be provided to the Committee 
for approval. 

 
• Meeting Procedures 

o The Committee decided to establish a quorum of a majority of membership, 
meaning that the Committee must have eight members present to constitute a 
quorum. 

o The Committee decided that decisions made would be determined by a majority 
vote of those members present. 

 
 
5. Topics for Future Agendas 

The Committee was asked about potential topics for future Committee agendas.  Suggestions 
included: 
o Presentation on Streets 
o Presentation on Recreation and Parks 
o Presentation on Economic Development 
o City Budget 101 

 
 

6. Other Informational Needs 
 The Committee was asked about the types of information they would need to move forward 

with their directive.  Items mentioned by Committee Members included: 
o Budget and Other Financial Information (current and past years) 
o The City’s Comprehensive Plan 
o Additional details regarding the conceptual bond program presented to City Council on 

May 19, 2014 
o A larger / better resolution map depicting the street improvement program as part of the 

conceptual bond program presented to City Council on May 19, 2014 
o A map and list of State maintained streets located within the City 
o A detailing of the $4M City Council allocated for street improvements in the FY 14 City 

budget (i.e. how much has been spent to date and on what; plan for remaining funds) 
o A timeline for a potential November 2015 Bond Referendum 
o Staff input regarding what they would like to see included in a potential bond  
o Information / ideas regarding a potential economic development bond component 
o 2013 Citizen Survey results 

  
 It was also suggested that a Bond Advisory Committee webpage be established and that it be 

used as a central repository for this information moving forward. 
   
There being no further business, Chair Mitchell adjourned the meeting at 7:30 pm. 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE 

BOND ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING #2 SUMMARY 

 
Wednesday, July 30, 2014 

5:30 p.m. 
City Hall Conference Room 337 

 
 
 
1. Meeting Called to Order – Chair Mitchell  

o Chair Mitchell called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. followed by roll call.  A quorum 
was present. 

o Members present when roll called: 
Kelly Barnhill, Bill Clark, Will Franklin, Tony Khoury, Dennis Mitchell, Michael 
Overton, Tony Parker, Tammy Perdue, Bianca Shoneman, Jon Tart, and Terri Williams.  
Alberto Blanco, Ashley Breedlove, and Tee Steinberg showed up within 5 minutes of 
meeting being called to order. 

 
o Staff Present:  Barbara Lipscomb, Chris Padgett, Dave Holec, Bernita Demery, Kevin 

Mulligan, Scott Godefroy, Merrill Flood, Carl Rees, Gary Fenton. 
 
 
2. Review and Approval of July 16, 2014 Committee Meeting Summary – Chair Mitchell 

o There was no discussion regarding the meeting summary.   
o Motion made by Michael Overton and seconded by Tammy Perdue to approve the 

meeting summary as presented.   
o Motion approved unanimously. 

   
 
3.  Proposed Staff Presentations for Future Meetings –   Chair Mitchell and City Manager 
Lipscomb 
o Chair Mitchell explained that he and City Manager Lipscomb had met following the 

Committee’s first meeting to discuss how best to structure staff presentations at future 
Committee meetings.  They are proposing that the Committee focus on one substantive 
area of the potential bond package for the next several meetings with the schedule as 
follows:  
• Streets – Streets presentation will be made tonight (7/30) 

 
• Recreation and Parks – plan to present on 8/13/2014 

 
• Economic Development – plan to present on 8/27/2014 
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• Other (if needed) – Discussed possible presentation on public safety facilities.  It was 
noted that many of the items associated with public safety facilities that were 
discussed with City Council in May were maintenance related and the new Facilities 
Improvement Plan will address those needs.  As such, staff did not feel it was 
necessary to review/discuss this potential bond component, but will if the Committee 
requests it. 
 

4. Review of Potential Timeline for Bond Advisory Committee Activities and November 
2015 Bond Referendum – Assistant City Manager Padgett 
o As requested at the previous meeting, a timeline for a potential November 2015 Bond 

Referendum was presented to the Committee. 
o The timeline depicted the Bond Advisory Committee meeting nine times before reporting 

recommendations to City Council in December, 2014. 
o The potential bond proposal could then be discussed by City Council during their January 

2015 Planning Session. 
o If Council moves forward with a November 2015 bond referendum, staff would move the 

process forward beginning in March 2015 and City Council would need to adopt a series 
of Resolutions in May, 2015. 

o Staff reviewed a detailed list of steps that would have to occur between June – October, 
2015; leading to a November 2015 bond referendum. 

o It was noted that the schedule does not include Bond Advocacy and that a parallel 
process would be needed for that purpose and would potentially be led by another group. 

 
 
5. Streets Presentation – Public Works Director Kevin Mulligan 

o A hard copy of Mr. Mulligan’s presentation was distributed to the Committee and is 
attached to this meeting summary. 

o The City street network includes approximately 700 lane miles of roadways and the 
Public Works Department is responsible for their maintenance. 

o Maintenance efforts include mowing of City rights-of-way and some State rights-of-way; 
crack sealing; street sweeping; street signs; traffic signals; curb and gutters; sidewalks; 
resurfacing; potholes; traffic striping; and traffic calming. 

o The City spends approximately $4.7 million annually on street maintenance, with $2.6 
million coming from the General Fund and $2.1 million from Powell Bill (State funding). 

o Of the $4.7M received each year, only $400,000 is available for capital needs such as 
road resurfacing, fixing bridges, roadways, etc. 

o The windshield analysis of roads that was performed in 2007 showed that the condition 
of major thoroughfares was generally poor. 

o In 2014 a more thorough analysis of the roads was conducted that analyzed every square 
foot of roadways as opposed to making observations from a passing car. 

o Soil is a major challenge in eastern NC with regard to road conditions. 
o In comparing our road quality with other locations, Wilmington is a couple of years 

ahead of us; Charlotte and Raleigh are better. 
o We are trying to get to the roads before they need to be repaired; using different 

techniques like micro surfacing or liquid fill. 
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o There are approximately 700 lane miles of City streets; 100 lane miles are considered to 
be in poor condition. 

o 100 miles were covered in staff’s proposed bond presentation to Council in May. 
o The status of the other 600 miles is mixed; newer neighborhoods are in good condition 

while some of the traditional neighborhoods and Uptown are considered fair to poor. 
o Road resurfacing is needed every 20-25 years at a cost of approximately $2.5 million 

annually.  The City is currently on a 70-year resurfacing cycle.  
o From FY05-FY13, the average amount spent/allocated on road resurfacing was $350,000 

annually. 
o Previous Councils did not have the estimate of annual funding needed to maintain roads 

on the 20-25 year cycle.  The City is now trying to figure out how to fund this need 
annually. 

o Proposed bond would only get us “caught up”; Council will need to designate $2.5M 
annually to stay caught up after a bond. 

o Some communities put bonds out every other year to maintain roads. 
o In FY14, Council set aside $4 million to upgrade city roads; this money came from 

reserves and is not a feasible way to sustain annual funding. 
o $1.3 million of this funding was spent in FY 14 and the remaining $2.7 million will be 

spent this year. 
o Micro-surfacing will help maintain roads until we can get worse roads fixed. Wilmington 

has used this procedure. 
o The results of the recently completed pavement assessment on all City roads will be used 

to develop a 5-year plan for road repairs.  Staff is also coordinating with GUC and other 
utilities with regard to utility work scheduled/planned. 

o Results of the study are scheduled to be presented to City Council in August. 
o Regarding the conceptual $14 million streets bond presented to City Council in May, 

$8M would fund large projects difficult to do within routine resurfacing project 
(Arlington from Firetower to Stantonsburg); $3.7M for NCDOT projects where City is 
responsible for 20% or more (10th St Connector, Dickinson Ave. Streetscape); and $2.1M 
to complete the sidewalk master plan. 

o Funding on NCDOT projects will have to come from available Powell Bill funds if we 
are not able to come up with funds otherwise.  

o 2014 Roadway Bond Projects map addresses maintenance needs only; does not cover 
new projects. 

o 2nd segment of W. 5th Street corridor not funded yet 
o Future discussions on how these type projects would affect Economic Development are 

needed. 
o Decision to do a bond every so many years or decide to allocate $2.5M annually is 

decision for Council to make. 
o This Committee could recommend a policy change to Council. 
o Concern from many that if the annual funding need is not addressed, the work this 

Committee is doing will be for naught in 5 years 
 

 
6. Other Items of Discussion – Chair Mitchell 
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o The Committee discussed how best to proceed regarding making decisions.  They 
specifically discussed whether to vote on substantive areas of the potential bond package 
following the staff presentation on that topic, or whether to receive all presentations prior 
to making decisions. The group decided to hear all staff presentations before moving 
forward with developing a bond package. 

o The group discussed the need for public input.  It was noted that significant public input 
would be challenging given the proposed timeline and that it could occur in the February 
– March timeframe, following the City Council Planning Session.  

o The Committee discussed the need for any Streets Bond be coupled with a strong 
recommendation that City Council fund street resurfacing annually so as to get the City 
on a 20-25 year cycle (the need would be approximately $2.5M annually). 

  
  
7. Announcement of Next Meeting (August 13, 2014) – Chair Mitchell 
 The next scheduled meeting is August 13, 2014, 5:30 p.m. in City Hall CR 337 
 Chair Mitchell distributed an email letter received from a citizen directed to the Committee. 
  
 
8. Adjournment – Chair Mitchell 
 There being no further business, Chair Mitchell adjourned the meeting at 7:02 p.m. 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE 

BOND ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Wednesday, August 13, 2014 

5:30 p.m. 
City Hall Conference Room 337 

 
 
 
1. Meeting Called to Order – Chair Mitchell 

o Chair Mitchell called the meeting to order at 5:32 p.m.   
 
 
2. Roll Call and Establishment of a Quorum – Chair Mitchell 

o Chair Mitchell conducted roll call and it was determined that a quorum was present. 
 

o Members present when roll called:  Kelly Barnhill, Ashley Breedlove, Bill Clark, Tony 
Khoury, Dennis Mitchell, Michael Overton, Tony Parker, Tammy Perdue, and Tee 
Steinberg.  

o Albert Blanco and Terri Williams showed up within 20 minutes of the meeting being 
called to order.   

o Members absent:  Will Franklin, Bianca Shoneman, and Jon Tart 
 

o Staff Present:  Barbara Lipscomb, Chris Padgett, Dave Holec, Gary Fenton, Lamarco 
Morrison, Mark Gillespie, Bernita Demery, Merrill Flood, Carl Rees, and Chris Ivey 

  
 
3. Review and Approval of July 30, 2014 Committee Meeting Summary – Chair Mitchell 

o There was no discussion regarding the meeting summary. 
o Motion made by Michael Overton and seconded by Tony Khoury to approve the meeting 

summary as presented.  Motion passed unanimously. 
 
 

4. Recreation and Parks Presentation – Recreation and Parks Director Fenton 
o A hard copy of Mr. Fenton’s presentation was distributed to the Committee and is 

attached to this meeting summary. 
o Mr. Fenton described each existing park in the City park system and located each on a 

map that was provided to the Committee.  He discussed the benefits of parks and 
recreational opportunities to the community; specifically noting the quality of life and 
economic development benefits. 

o He explained that a bond referendum for parks has never gone to the voters in Greenville, 
although one almost occurred in 1972. 
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o Through the years, the parks system has growth via a combination of available city 
funds, gifts from families, land donations from citizens, and monies raised by the 
community. 

o The conceptual bond program for recreation and parks improvements totaling $10.5 
million that had previously been presented to City Council on May 19, 2014 was 
reviewed.  This program included the following: 
 
South Greenville Recreation Center ($3.1M) 
This project is the highest priority and is the most expensive proposed. It is used as a 
PAL site and one of three City facilities that is not air conditioned.  In 2013, City Council 
designated $200,000 to begin the review and design phase for renovations to this facility.  
Per Council’s direction, staff has been in discussions with Pitt County Schools to see if 
they will partner with the City on this project since South Greenville Elementary uses this 
facility as their gymnasium. 
 
Westgate Neighborhood – Land Acquisition ($500K) and Park Development 
($375K) 
This project involves the acquisition of parkland and development of a park in the 
Westgate neighborhood; a densely populated neighborhood with no parks or recreational 
amenities nearby.  An ideal size for a park is 8-10 acres. 
 
Town Common ($1.25M) 
City Council allocated $150,000 in the FY15 budget to “get the ball rolling” on basic 
improvements to Town Common and the program for that funding is currently being 
finalized.  This facility is not heavily utilized unless there is a structured program or 
event.  The proposal includes $1.25 million to make “Phase 1” improvements to the park 
in accordance with the Master Plan.  These improvements would include restrooms, a 
sprayground, a floating dock / pier, and construction drawings and plans for future 
phases. 
 
South Tar Greenway Amenities ($550K) 
The S. Tar Greenway has adjacent lands that can be programmed with additional 
recreational amenities.  Such improvements could include a shelter, sand volleyball court, 
mountain bike trail, skateboard area, exercise amenities, additional parking, lake trail, 
playground, and expansion of the dog park. 
 
River Park North ($375K) 
145 acres adjacent to River Park North has been donated to the City.  This property now 
allows River Park North to be directly across the river from Town Common. There is a 
stable on the property offering many potential uses and the funding is proposed to add 
shelters and piers, and make this new land accessible via trails. 
 
Boyd Lee Park ($430K) 
This park is approximately 13 years old and is another facility without an air conditioned 
gym.  Parking is a problem that needs to be addressed at this facility.  The funding is 
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proposed to air condition the gym, improve parking, reconstruct and extend the cross 
country trail, renovate the building interior, and replace the gym floor. 
  
Eastside Park ($450K) 
The master plan for developing Eastside Park is estimated to cost between $9 - $10 
million.  The proposed funding would implement an initial phase including trails, water 
to the site, a community garden, and possibly a dog park. 
 
Phil Carroll Property ($350K) 
The City recently received a land donation from Phil Carroll and this land is envisioned 
as more of a wildlife sanctuary with some passive recreational amenities such as trails, 
fishing, and picnic shelters. 
 
Infrastructure and ADA Improvements ($1.6M) 
There are many locations requiring updates to become ADA compliant.  Facilities 
proposed for improvements include River Park North, Guy Smith Stadium, Peppermint 
Park, and Thomas Foreman Park, just to name a few. 
 
Greenfield Terrace ($400K) 
This park is approximately 27 acres, but only five-acres are currently developed.  The 
funding is proposed to install a youth baseball field, a walking path to the adjacent Boys 
and Girls Club, a sprayground, and other site amenities.   
 
Bradford Creek Soccer Complex ($375K) 
Over 1,100 kids participated in the soccer program this year; games are scheduled in 
shifts to accommodate the number of participants as well as assist with traffic problems. 
This location is in need of lighting and additional parking.  And the funding would be 
used for those purposes. 
 
Bradford Creek Golf Course ($150K) 
Proposed improvements include greens stabilization and irrigation improvements. 
 
Paramore Park ($350K) 
Paramore Park is a small park, but has a high use.  Proposed improvements include a 
restroom facility and a sprayground. 
 
Spraygrounds 
The one at Dream Park has been well received; it is free to use.  Additional spraygrounds 
are proposed at three locations spread throughout the City (Greenfield Terrace, Paramore 
Park, and Town Common). 
 

Additional Comments made by Committee members and/or staff:   
o Fees may be charged for use of future spraygrounds. 

 
o The City has not conducted a feasibility study for a water park, like the one in Kinston. 
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o When developing ideas for new parks, we need to consider more “destination” parks 
rather than re-doing the same park over and over. 
 

o We need to consider big signature projects:  the Tar River Study; a signature bridge that 
ties River Park North to Town Common; a multi-purpose indoor aquatics facility; major 
sports complex adjacent to the soccer complex. 

 
o Look at projects that will attract people to the community (which will bring dollars to the 

community) and incorporate potential partners to develop these projects. 
 

o South Greenville Recreation Center impacts the image of Greenville; improvements to 
this facility will help reduce crime. 

 
o Partnerships with ECU exist in programming, but not with any facilities. 

 
o The Recreation Master Plan looked out to 2020. 

 
o The new Facility Improvement Plan will help handle current needs – roofing, HVAC 

replacements and repairs, etc.  If this plan is appropriately funded, it will address deferred 
maintenance of parks and other City facilities. 

 
o PARTF grant funds have been utilized in the past; the available funds have decreased in 

recent years.  In order to secure PARTF grants, the proposed projects need to have 
universal appeal and not just focus on one neighborhood location.  The maximum amount 
available from a PARTF grant is $500,000. 

 
o Staff has not studied under-used parks or looked to see if any parks should be eliminated. 

 
o If the bond is successful, it will increase departmental operating costs; although some 

new projects could generate revenue. 
 

o Partnerships with private companies are essential. 
 

o Same thought as with road projects – bond will help get “caught-up” but City Council 
will need to designate sufficient funds to maintain and operate day-to-day. 

 
o Recreation and Parks facilities are investments, not necessarily money makers.  People 

are looking for these amenities in communities. 
 

o Parks will be a “hard sale” in a bond referendum; the projects need to have widespread 
appeal to be successful. 

 
o Look at what we want Greenville to be in 2035, not just the current. 

 
o Also need to consider completing what we have started before looking at other 

plans/projects. 
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o Staff extended an invitation to provide a tour of the facilities to the Committee; can be a 
future meeting date or coordinate one Saturday if necessary. 

 
  
5. Request for Information from the Committee – City Manager Lipscomb 

o City Manager Lipscomb asked the Committee how to address requests for information 
from individual members; should it be funneled through the Chair, should they contact 
the City Manager directly, or other alternatives?   

o City Attorney Holec suggested that Committee members should bring up any requests 
they have for information to the whole group and the Committee as a whole should 
decide what/how much information should be requested from staff. 

o A motion was made by Tammy Perdue and seconded by Kelly Barnhill that requests for 
information should be emailed to the group with an emphasis to discuss it at the next 
scheduled meeting; if the group agreed, the request for information would be presented to 
staff.   

o The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
6. Other Items of Discussion – Chair Mitchell 

o Ms. Perdue discussed the letter from Ms. Carol Collins, which was distributed to 
Committee members at the end of the July 30, 2014 meeting.  Ms. Perdue felt the letter 
made some good points, specifically paragraph 8: any debt incurred should be for 
projects that will be “worth it overtime” and not something that will quickly deteriorate.  
She asked the group to keep this in mind during future discussions. 

 
o Mr. Clark distributed a document entitled “Greenville Fees and Percentage Change 

Comparison”, stating it was prepared in 2010.  He questioned if the City has been 
managed the way it should be over the years.  He reiterated that hard choices need to be 
made with regard to the future of Greenville. 
 

 
7. Announcement of Next Meeting (August 27, 2014) – Chair Mitchell 
 The next scheduled meeting is August 27, 2014, 5:30 p.m. in City Hall CR 337.  
  
 
8. Adjournment – Chair Mitchell 
 There being no further business, Chair Mitchell adjourned the meeting at 7:09 p.m.  
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CITY OF GREENVILLE 

BOND ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Wednesday, August 27, 2014 

5:30 p.m. 
City Hall Conference Room 337 

 
 
 
1. Meeting Called to Order  

o Chair Mitchell called the meeting to order at 5:31 p.m.   
 
  
2. Roll Call and Establishment of a Quorum  

o Chair Mitchell conducted roll call and it was determined that a quorum was present. 
 

o Members present when roll called:  Kelly Barnhill, Alberto Blanco, Ashley Breedlove, 
Bill Clark, Will Franklin, Tony Khoury, Dennis Mitchell, Michael Overton, Tony Parker, 
Tammy Perdue, Bianca Shoneman, Tee Steinberg, and Jon Tart. 

  
o Terri Williams arrived within 20 minutes of the meeting being called to order.   

 
o Staff Present:  Dave Holec, Merrill Flood, Carl Rees, Gary Fenton, Eric Griffin, Scott 

Godefroy, Bernita Demery, and Chris Ivey. 
 
 
3. Review and Approval of August 13, 2014 Committee Meeting Summary  

o There was no discussion regarding the meeting summary. 
 

o Motion made by Tony Khoury and seconded by Ashley Breedlove to approve the 
meeting summary as presented.  Motion passed unanimously. 

 
 
4. Presentation of Potential Economic Development Opportunities 

o Community Development Director Merrill Flood discussed why more municipalities, 
including Greenville, are becoming involved in Economic Development. He explained 
that many cities are doing different things, depending on what is important to that 
individual municipality.  A strategy needs to be developed that fits our community. 
 

o Economic Development is multi-faceted and helps facilitate growth of diverse business 
and industry in each community, which in turn creates more jobs and grows the tax base. 
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o Economic Development is a marathon, not a sprint; it requires time to develop a strategic 
vision for the future and to grow the economy. 

 
o Three examples of successful, long-term economic development planning were 

discussed:  Falls Park in Greenville, SC; the American Tobacco Company in Durham, 
NC; and, the Piedmont Triangle Airport in Greensboro, NC. 

 
o Economic Development Officer Carl Rees then began his presentation by distributing a 

copy of the Economic Development Profile brochure.  He noted that Greenville is a 
growing, vibrant community; one recognized regularly for growth and opportunity. 
 

o We have been a city in transition over the past 3 decades, transitioning from the center of 
tobacco commerce to a developing uni-med community and a population increase from 
approximately 35,000 in 1980 to over 85,000 currently. 

 
o The growth has not been balanced; we have seen a great deal of growth in the residential 

sector, but much less in the industry sector. 
 

o One factor to consider is the high percentage of tax exempt property in the jurisdiction; 
many of our greatest assets are non-taxable and the largest source of municipal revenues 
is property tax. 

 
o Medical opportunities are vast for this community; the Medical District Plan was 

established in the 1980s. 
 

o It would be wise to also develop the right opportunities around the airport, keeping in 
mind “Floyd” flooding memories.  After Floyd, the land use plan was amended to remove 
high density out of that area; the right project for the area would work well. 

 
o Some target sectors to pursue or expand on include back office, digital media, retail, life 

science, and advanced manufacturing. 
 

o There is the perception that development is only being focused on downtown; that will 
have to be considered and factored into future discussions for any bond program. 

 
o Six potential opportunities for consideration are:  10th Street Connector, Dickinson 

Corridor, First Street and Town Common, Frontgate Retail Corridor, Sports Development 
and Attraction, and Medical District Tech Park.  Portions of the first three projects were 
included in what was previously presented in potential bond packages; the last three are 
possible new bond projects. 
 
10th Street Connector 
Ø This is a vital corridor, allowing the closest link for “direct access” to an interstate. 

The proposed corridor will accommodate many vehicle trips per day, which is 
appealing to retailers, and promotes high density zoning. 
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Ø This project involves “streetscape betterments” such as decorative lighting, 
wayfinding signs, street trees, sidewalks, berms, drainage improvements, fiber, and 
gateway intersection improvements at 10th and Evans at a total estimated cost of 
$1.25 - $1.75 million. 
 

Ø This project provides the opportunity to increase property values / tax base. 
 

Ø Usually where public investment is prevalent, there is a tendency to see increased 
private investment.  There may be some shift from other businesses in town, but 
mostly new business will develop. 

 
Ø The “street diet” plan for Evans Street developed a couple of years ago was 

discontinued because of the traffic volumes anticipated from planned and future 
projects. 

 
Ø Anticipated completion for this project is 2017. 

 
Ø NCDOT is picking up the largest portion of the tab on this project. 

 
Ø ECU and Vidant each gave $2 million to help get the corridor jump-started. 

 
Ø The intersection near Evans Street will become a major gateway to the downtown 

area.   
 
Dickinson Corridor 
Ø The “design to” concept for Dickinson Avenue includes returning to a brick road, 

removing street parking and widening the sidewalks, and adding street trees and 
decorative lighting.  Other potential improvements include land acquisition and 
public parking with an estimated cost of $3.25 million. 
 

Ø The Dickinson Avenue Corridor plan is scheduled to be presented to City Council in 
September. 

 
Ø This location will include the new Greenville Transportation Activity Center 

(GTAC); staff is exploring different ways to take advantage of what it will offer. 
 

Ø The area provides opportunities for high density development; public parking 
improvements are also being considered. 

 
Ø Again, there is the possibility to greatly increase the tax value in this area. 

 
Ø There is some emphasis to restore and/or preserve some of the properties; one such 

example is the Haynie Building.  The 80,000 square foot facility has a potential 
$25million tax value when fully redeveloped. 
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 First Street and Town Common 
Ø A major component of downtown revitalization is a focal point on the north end; 

Town Common area is key. 
 

Ø There are many opportunities along the river that need to be explored and developed.  
For example, there is nowhere for families to stay downtown when they are visiting 
and touring ECU. 

 
Ø Potential improvements that would attract people to this area might include a new 

boat / kayak launch area, restrooms and concessions, amenities for kids including a 
sprayground, improvements that allow for pay performances, and streetscape 
improvements along 1st Street. The total cost of these improvements are estimated 
from $3 - $4 million. 

 
Ø Once a plan is in place, we need to “GO BIG”. 

 
Ø Carl indicated his business colleagues tell him they would “kill to have a river” to 

work with; it is an opportunity waiting to happen. 
 

Ø The five blocks south of Town Common, along First Street, are potential tax revenue 
generators; we need to find a way to activate this end of town to grow the tax base.  
For example, the postal sorting facility can be moved to another area; keep a post 
office downtown, but relocate the sorting facility. 

 
Ø Committee members discussed the need to revisit the Town Common Master Plan. 

 
  Frontgate Retail Corridor 

Ø There is no regional retail hub in this area of the state.  The location along Frontgate 
Drive, if extended through to Thomas Langston Road, is prime for this type of 
development. 
 

Ø A large retail market in a college town needs good infrastructure.  
  

Ø There is also the benefit of increasing public safety with this specific project.  Interim 
Fire/Rescue Chief Eric Griffin spoke to how this road extension would help decrease 
call times in the area, almost cutting them in half. 

 
Ø Currently, nearby property is valued at approximately $45,000/acre.  With the correct 

public investment of roads and infrastructure, the potential value of this property after 
full development could generate $1million/acre. 
 

Ø The estimated project costs include $2.9 million for the street and associated 
infrastructure and $750,000 for land acquisition, which could potentially be donated. 

 
Ø A project of this magnitude will likely take public and private investment, but the 

potential is there to create a large eastern NC retail center. 
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  Sports Development and Attraction 

Ø Sports tourism is the fastest growing sector of the travel industry. 
 

Ø Sports entertainment spending in Greenville is a huge boost to our local economy. 
 

Ø The Rocky Mount, NC sports complex was reviewed as an example of a successful 
program.  It was established approximately seven years ago and incorporates 140 
acres.  Hotels in Rocky Mount and Wilson are always full during major events.  The 
facility has events/programs booked 32 weeks out of the year and the financial impact 
is around $9million annually.  Rocky Mount staff indicated in hind-sight, they would 
have doubled the size of their facility if possible. 

 
Ø Greenville has the option to explore two similar projects:  a North Greenville 

recreation complex/12 field sport facility ($5million investment) and a 2,500 seat 
college league stadium ($5 - $7 million investment). 
 

Ø The proposed sports complex north of the river would not be as costly in the event of 
another flood; instead of homes being lost, we would need to replace fields. 

 
Ø The proposed ball stadium would allow more off-season options and not compete 

with ECU baseball. 
 

Ø Other options to consider are a swimming facility, beach volleyball courts, or an 
extreme sports complex. 

 
Ø Large sports events like this will also help maintain hotel use in Greenville, especially 

in times when they are typically underutilized. 
 
  Medical District Tech Park 

Ø One of our greatest economic development weaknesses is the lack of “ready sites”. 
 

Ø The typical economic development project is looking for sites between 10-30 acres 
and buildings between 30,000 – 150,000 square feet.  They also like to see that the 
geo-tech study has been performed, potential site plans established, and the land sub-
divided, ready for use.  Without this, we are not a player in the game with other 
potential contenders. 

 
Ø Holly Springs, NC was discussed as a location that had the land ready and was able to 

secure Novartis which brought 550 new jobs to the area, with an average $50,000 
starting salary/person. 

 
Ø Public investment for this type of project would involve land acquisition, site 

planning and certification, and infrastructure development (i.e. utilities, roads, fiber) 
at a total estimated cost of $3 - $4 million.  However, the potential economic impact 
could increase tax values from $50,000/acre to over $850,000/acre. 
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5. Programs for Future Meetings  
o Staff asked if there were any additional topics the Committee would like to cover.  The 

question was asked if Public Safety was going to be covered.  Staff responded that most 
of the Public Safety items presented to City Council were maintenance in nature and 
would be addressed in the new Facility Improvement Fund adopted by Council this fiscal 
year. 
 

o Committee members indicated they would like a spreadsheet (or summary) of each bond 
area presented for them to review, rank, and discuss at the next meeting. 

 
o Another question they would like addressed is for what specific purposes a GO Bond can 

be used. 
 

o There was some discussion again about reaching out to the community to get an idea 
from citizens/voters on how they feel about the bond and discuss the potential items to be 
included with them. 

 
o It was mentioned that the Committee does not have a budget to enlist public input.  Their 

charge is as an advisory group and not an advocacy group.  If the bond is proposed and 
placed on the ballot, a separate advocacy group will be established. 

 
o It was also asked if there should be a ceiling amount to consider for a bond package. 

 
o Members felt they should go through the project ranking exercise to see what comes out, 

and if they feel it is necessary to pursue a bond, then make adjustments as needed. 
 
 

6. Other Items of Discussion  
o Gary Fenton announced potential dates for a tour of the Recreation and Parks facilities, 

as mentioned during his presentation on August 13, 2014.  Potential tour times are 5:30 
p.m. on September 2nd, 3rd, or 4th or one Saturday morning beginning at 9:00a.m. No 
decision was made by the group on when to conduct the tour. 

 
 
7. Announcement of Next Meeting (September 10, 2014)  
 The next scheduled meeting is September 10, 2014, 5:30 p.m. in City Hall CR 337. 
 
 
8. Adjournment  
 There being no further business, Chair Mitchell adjourned the meeting at 7:31 p.m. 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE 

BOND ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Wednesday, September 10, 2014 

5:30 p.m. 
City Hall Conference Room 337 

 
 
1. Meeting Called to Order  

o Chair Mitchell called the meeting to order at 5:31 p.m.   
 
 
2. Roll Call and Establishment of a Quorum  

o Chair Mitchell conducted roll call and it was determined that a quorum was present. 
 

o Members present when roll called:  Kelly Barnhill, Ashley Breedlove, Tony Khoury, 
Dennis Mitchell, Tony Parker, Tammy Perdue, Bianca Shoneman, Tee Steinberg, Jon 
Tart, and Terri Williams. 

  
o Alberto Blanco, Will Franklin, and Michael Overton arrived within 10 minutes of the 

meeting being called to order.  
 

o Bill Clark was absent from the meeting.  
 

o Staff Present:  Barbara Lipscomb, Chris Padgett, Dave Holec, Merrill Flood, Carl Rees, 
Kevin Mulligan, Bernita Demery, Lamarco Morrison, and Chris Ivey. 

 
  
3. Review and Approval of August 27, 2014 Committee Meeting Summary  

o There was no discussion regarding the meeting summary.  The meeting summary was 
approved as presented.   
 
 

Additional Discussion: 
o Before beginning the project ranking exercise, the Committee had a discussion regarding 

adding a public comment period to the meetings. 
o No decision was made regarding this subject. 
o Lamarco Morrison, Parks Planner, then distributed information to the Committee 

regarding the Tar River Legacy Plan.   
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4. Project Ranking Exercise  
o Assistant City Manager Chris Padgett presented the results of the project ranking 

exercise conducted by Committee members prior to the meeting.  The results were as 
follows: 

 
Project Number by Ranking    Average Ranking  
1.   Street Improvements     2.69 
5.   South Greenville Recreation Center   6.69 
2.   10th Street Connector      7.00 
11.  10th Street Connector (E)    7.46  
13.  1st Street and Town Common (E)   7.62 
3.    Dickinson Avenue Streetscape     8.62 
15.  Medical District Tech Park    8.69 
12.  Dickinson Corridor Enhancements (E)   8.77 
4.    Sidewalks       9.00 
7.   Town Common      9.15 
14.  Frontgate Retail Corridor     9.31 
9.    City-Wide Park Improvements    10.23  
10.  Infrastructure and ADA Compliance   10.38 
8.    River Related Improvement Projects   10.77 
16.  Option 1 Sports Complex    10.92 
6.    Westgate New Park Development   11.31 
17.  Option 2 Baseball Complex    14.38 

 
o An additional page was presented to the Committee listing three projects suggested by 

Committee members during the ranking exercise.  Those projects were: 
Project A: West 5th Street Streetscape Improvements, Phase II 
Project B: West 5th Street Streetscape Improvements, Phase III 
Project C: Tar River Pedestrian Bridge  

 
o Significant discussions ensued regarding the projects, methodology for reviewing and 

analyzing the projects, and ultimately developing a potential bond package. 
o The group discussed how a few items contained duplicate components (i.e. projects 2/11, 

7/13, and 3/12) and that choosing one of the projects from these pairs would help to 
reduce the total number of projects under consideration. 

o There was some desire expressed by Committee members to finish projects that have 
already been started versus starting new ones. 

o The Committee then provided the following general direction regarding the three 
categories of projects: 

 
Streets: 

• Include Project 1 as proposed. 
• Add Project A (Phase II of West 5th Street Streetscape Improvements) to the 

proposed Streets projects. 
• With regard to the 10th Street Connector, the group would like to include the 

enhanced option (Project 11) and eliminate the basic option (Project 2). 
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• With regard to Dickinson Avenue Streetscape, the group would like to include the 
enhanced version (Project 12) in a Streets package, if legally permitted, and 
eliminate the basic option (Project 3).  They asked City Attorney Holec to contact 
Bond Counsel to see if this was a possibility.  

• The group discussed Project 4 (Sidewalks) but did not make a definitive decision 
on whether to include it in part or whole in a streets package. 

 
Based upon this input, the potential projects still being considered related to streets include: 
 

v Project 1 (Street improvements)     $7.9M 
v Project 11 (10th Street Connector – Enhanced)   $1.75M 
v Project 12 (Dickinson Avenue Streetscape - Enhanced)  $3.25M 
v Project A (Phase II West 5th Street Streetscape Improvements) $1.7M 
v Sidewalks        $2.135   

   
 

Parks: 
• Include Project 5 (South Greenville Recreation Center) as proposed. 
• Eliminate Project 10 (Infrastructure upgrade and ADA compliance). 
• Eliminate Project 9 (City-Wide Park Improvements) elements related to Bradford 

Creek Public Golf Course, Greenfield Terrace, and Paramore Park. 
• Eliminate Project 8 (River Related Improvement Projects) elements related to 

Eastside Park Initial Development and Phil Carroll Nature Preserve and move 
remaining elements to Project 9. 

• Move all elements of Project 6 (Land Acquisition -Westgate and Southwest Sites 
and New Westgate Park Development) to Project 9 (City-Wide Park 
Improvements); thereby eliminating Project 6. 

• With regard to the Town Common, the group would like to include the enhanced 
option (Project 13) under the Economic Development project list and eliminate 
the basic option (Project 7). 

 
Based upon this input, the potential projects still being considered related to Parks include: 

 
v Project 5 (South Greenville Recreation Center)   $3.1M 
v Project 9 Revised (City-Wide Park Improvements)  $2.605M  

- Boyd Lee Park $430k 
- Bradford Creek Soccer Complex $375k 
- Westgate Park Land Acquisition $250k 
- Southwest Greenville Park Land Acquisition $250k 
- Westgate Park Development $375k  
- South Tar Greenway Amenities $550K 
- River Park North Renovation / Expansion $375K 
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 Economic Development: 
• Eliminate Project 17 (Sports Development – Option 2 – Baseball Complex 

Development). 
• Eliminate Project 11 (10th Street Connector) as this project is included in the 

Streets project list. 
• Eliminate Project 12 (Dickinson Corridor Enhancements) as this project is 

included in the Streets project list pending direction from Bond Counsel.  Project 
may be reevaluated to determine best placement depending on Bond Counsel 
direction. 

 
Based upon this input, the potential projects still being considered related to Economic 
Development include: 
 

v Project 13 (1st Street and Town Common)   $3.5M 
v Project 14 (Frontgate Retail Corridor)    $3.65M 
v Project 15 (Medical District Tech Park)    $3.5M 
v Project 16 (Sports Complex)     $4M - $6M 

  
o Carl Rees stated he and Lamarco Morrison would provide more specific information with 

regard to development of a sports complex for the Committee to consider. 
 

o Following this discussion, staff was asked to provide revised/updated packages based on 
the input provided and staff expertise. 

 
  
5. Discussion of Remaining Committee Decisions  
   

o There was no discussion regarding this item during the meeting. 
 
 
6. Announcement of Next Meeting (September 24, 2014)  
 Chair Mitchell announced that the next scheduled Committee meeting is September 24, 2014, 

5:30 p.m. in City Hall CR 337. 
 
 
7. Adjournment – Chair Mitchell 
 Chair Mitchell adjourned the meeting at 7:15 p.m. 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE 

BOND ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Wednesday, September 24, 2014 

5:30 p.m. 
City Hall Conference Room 337 

 
 
1. Meeting Called to Order – Chair Mitchell 

o Chair Mitchell called the meeting to order at 5:31 p.m. 
 
 
2. Roll Call and Establishment of a Quorum – Chair Mitchell 

o Chair Mitchell conducted roll call and it was determined a quorum was present. 
 

o Members present when roll called:  Kelly Barnhill, Ashley Breedlove, Bill Clark, Will 
Franklin, Dennis Mitchell, Michael Overton, Tony Parker, Tammy Perdue, Bianca 
Shoneman, Tee Steinberg, Jon Tart, and Terri Williams. 

 
o Alberto Blanco and Tony Khoury arrived within 5 minutes of the meeting being called to 

order. 
 

o Staff Present:  Barbara Lipscomb, Chris Padgett, Bernita Demery, Gary Fenton, Kevin 
Mulligan, Merrill Flood, Dave Holec, Lamarco Morrison, and Chris Ivey 

  
 
3. Review and Approval of September 10, 2014 Committee Meeting Summary – Chair 
Mitchell 
o There was no discussion regarding the meeting summary.  The meeting summary was 

approved as presented. 
 
 
4. Discussion Regarding the Size of a Potential Bond Referendum – Chair Mitchell 

o City Manager Lipscomb gave a brief summary of how the proposed $28M bond package, 
which staff presented to City Council in May, was created. 

o Every 4 years Pitt County conducts a property revaluation.  In 2012 a property 
revaluation resulted in a loss of valuation.  The revenue neutral tax rate, the rate that 
would have provided the same revenue plus growth as compared to the previous year, 
would have been approximately $.56, or a $.04 increase from the $.52 rate that was in 
place at that time.  City Council decided to maintain the existing tax rate in lieu of 
adopting the revenue neutral rate, which effectively resulted in a $.04 tax rate decrease 
from the revenue neutral rate. 
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o When staff was directed to develop a bond proposal in May 2014, the size of the proposal 
($28M) was directly linked to the $.04 tax increase that would have resulted in a revenue 
neutral tax rate (i.e. the revenue that would be generated by a $.04 tax rate increase would 
cover the annual debt service for a $28M bond debt issuance). 

o What has changed since staff initially developed the $28M bond proposal is that City 
Council adopted a $.02 tax increase as part of the FY 15 budget.  $.01 of this increase 
was to off-set revenue reductions associated with changes in City authority for collecting 
the privilege license tax; while the other $.01 was to fund the new Facilities Improvement 
Plan. 

o With the current tax rate at $.54, the City is still below the previous revenue neutral level 
by $.02 (which would equate to approximately a $14M bond package). 

o Chair Mitchell distributed a hand-out with a proposed $14M bond package for the group 
to discuss. 

o The question was asked how much can the citizens stand with regard to tax increases. If 
an additional $.04 is added to the tax rate, how would we rank in the state compared to 
other cities?  City Manager Lipscomb asked the group to remember to keep tax rates in 
perspective; as the revenue is determined by not only the rate, but also by the property 
valuation.  For example, $.01 in Greenville produces approximately $600k, while the 
same $.01 in Ashville, a City the same size as Greenville, produces twice as much. 

o Some Committee members felt that more transformational projects related to economic 
development are needed to build the foundation for future tax base. 

o 10th Street/Dickinson Avenue projects:  it would be ideal to do enhancements now (at 
time of construction) instead of one or two years later when they would cost more and be 
more disruptive. 

o The State is now spending approximately $8M on improving Dickinson Avenue (b/w 
Reade and Memorial). 

o City Attorney Holec spoke with Bond Counsel, at the Committee’s request, and was told 
that the land acquisition for off-street parking on Dickinson Avenue (enhanced project 
12) could not be combined with the other street improvements along Dickinson Avenue 
(project 3) in a potential bond question related to streets.  It would have to be listed as a 
separate question to be included in any potential bond package.  However, sidewalks, 
right-of-way signs, etc. could be included in a streets question. 

o Chair Mitchell then asked if the group wanted to consider putting a dollar limit on a 
potential bond package.  Mr. Barnhill made a motion to propose a $14M bond package (2 
cent increase) to City Council; however, if City Council would re-purpose $.01 of the 
$.02 tax rate increase that was included in the current year budget for bond debt service, 
he would propose a $21M bond package.  This motion was seconded by Ms. Perdue and 
passed 13 to 1.  (Tony Khoury cast the dissenting vote). 

  
  
5. Review of Committee Direction Provided at Previous Meeting on Potential Bond 

Projects – Chair Mitchell 
o Assistant City Manager Padgett provided a brief review of all projects presented during 

the 9/10/14 meeting; a revised table was distributed based on discussions during that 
meeting. 
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o Economic Development itself is not a specific topic allowed in potential bond questions; 
the Committee should focus on projects, not categories, and staff will work with bond 
council to develop potential questions that fit with the proposed projects. 

o Mr. Flood provided a brief history/background on the W. 5th Street Streetscape project 
upon a request from Ms. Williams. 

 
 
6. Discussion of Potential Committee Recommendations - Chair Mitchell 

o With the decision to develop a $14M bond package, Tammy Perdue proposed a streets 
program worth approximately $10.6M (including debt issuance).  This proposed program 
included: 

§ Street Improvements $4.5M 
§ 10th St. Connector $1.5M 
§ Dickinson  $2.4M 
§ Sidewalks  $500K 
§ W. 5th Streetscape $1.5M 
§ Debt Issuance  $208K 

 
o This motion failed 5 to 9 (voting in favor of this program:  Perdue, Mitchell, Williams, 

Barnhill, Overton) 
o In follow-up discussion, some Committee Members who did not vote for the above 

program indicated they would vote for a potential $10M streets program if the program 
was substantively modified.   

o Will Franklin proposed an alternate Streets package consisting of the following: 
§ Street Improvements $7.9M 
§ 10th St. Connector $1.75M 
§ Dickinson  $2.45 
§ Sidewalks  $500K 
§ Debt Issuance  $200K 

 
o Bill Clark amended the package to reduce the streets from $7.9 M to $5M, keeping the 

remaining items the same.  The amended streets package, totaling $9.9M, passed 
unanimously. 

 
7. Other Items of Discussion – Chair Mitchell 

o Tony Khoury proposed inviting Phil Dixon to present at the next meeting with regard to 
his experience on the advocacy group during the 2004 bond proposal. 

o The vote was 7 to 6 in favor of adding Mr. Dixon to the agenda for the October 8th 
meeting.  Mr. Clark left the meeting prior to the Committee voting on this motion. 

 
8. Announcement of Next Meeting (October 8, 2014) – Chair Mitchell 

o The next scheduled Committee meeting is October 8, 2014, at 5:30 p.m. in City Hall CR 
337. 

 
9. Adjournment – Chair Mitchell 

o Chair Mitchell adjourned the meeting at 7:11 p.m. 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE 

BOND ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Wednesday, October 8, 2014 

5:30 p.m. 
City Hall Conference Room 337 

 
 
 
1. Meeting Called to Order – Chair Mitchell 

o Chair Mitchell called the meeting to order at 5:33 p.m. 
 
 
2. Roll Call and Establishment of a Quorum  

o Chair Mitchell conducted roll call and it was determined that a quorum was present. 
 

o Members present when roll called:  Alberto Blanco, Ashley Breedlove, Will Franklin, 
Dennis Mitchell, Michael Overton, Tony Parker, Bianca Shoneman, Tee Steinberg, and 
Terri Williams. 

 
o Members Absent:  Kelly Barnhill, Bill Clark, Tony Khoury, Tammy Perdue, and Jon Tart 

 
o Staff present:  Barbara Lipscomb, Chris Padgett, Dave Holec, Merrill Flood, Carl Rees, 

Kevin Mulligan, Bernita Demery, Lamarco Morrison and Robbie Williams. 
 
 
3. Review and Approval of September 24, 2014 Committee Meeting Summary – Chair 
Mitchell 
o There was no discussion regarding the meeting summary.  The meeting summary was 

unanimously approved as presented. 
 
 
4. Review of 2004 Bond Advocacy Committee Process and Activities  

o Mr. Phil Dixon served as a co-chair on the 2004 Bond Advocacy Committee and spoke 
to the group about their successful efforts in 2004.  

o Mr. Dixon provided a brief summary the 2004 bond package:   
Streets    $5.7M 
Stormwater   $5.1M 
W. Greenville 45 Block $5.0M 
Center City   $5.0M 
Total:    $20.8M 

o He distributed information to the group containing a list of the 2004 Bond Advocacy 
Committee members along with information outlining their budget and expenses. 
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o Mr. Dixon indicated the group raised over $28K for their advocacy efforts.  He discussed 
some of the efforts deployed by the group in both fundraising and advocacy. 

o Mr. Dixon also re-iterated the importance of incorporating something for everyone in any 
proposed package; to have a chance at being successful, the package will need to appeal 
to all constituents. 

  
 
5. Overview of Tar River Legacy Plan – Lamarco Morrison 

o City Manager Lipscomb provided a brief background on the Tar River Legacy Plan. 
o Staff then played a video of the Consultant’s overview of the plan as presented during the 

final public input meeting held approximately two months ago. 
o Following the video, staff answered questions presented by the Committee members and 

public present at the meeting. 
o The full plan will be presented to City Council in November. 
o There will be short-term projects ready to initiate immediately, along with long-term 

projects that will take time to develop, fund, and implement. 
o One potential aspect discussed at length was the idea of a connector bridge from the 

Town Common area over to River Park North.  This could become an iconic feature for 
Greenville. 

o There could be a signature bridge near the Town Common and a smaller loop bridge near 
the dog park area, as an example, to connect more features of the Greenway. 

o There was also discussion concerning the need for a non-profit, “Friends of the River” 
type group, to be established to help with plan implementation. 

o Carl Rees responded that he did incorporate portions of the proposed Tar River Legacy 
Plan when developing two of the projects he presented under Economic Development:  
Project 16 (Sports Complex Development) and Project 13 (1st Street and Town 
Common). 

 
 
6. Continued Discussion of Potential Committee Recommendations - Chair Mitchell 

o The group discussed the need for a “transformational project” to be included in a bond 
package.  The river seems the ideal source for this type of project. 

o The river is a great asset to this community.  A project like the connector bridge could 
jumpstart the Tar River Legacy Plan. 

o At the last meeting, the group voted on a $9.9M streets package. 
o While they did not vote on it, the group feels strongly about including South Greenville 

Recreation Center as a potential item.  The estimated cost of this project is $3.1M. 
o The school system has indicated they are replacing some facilities system-wide with a 

metal type building, so they are willing to provide an amount equal to this type building 
towards South Greenville renovations.  This amount, however, does not equal half of the 
estimated costs. 

o Terri Williams distributed information on the economic impact seen in Rocky Mount 
following the development of their sports complex. 

o Further discussions ensued regarding exploring adding Project 16 (Sports Complex 
Development north of the river) to the proposed package, along with Project 13 (1st Street 
and Town Common). 
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o It was noted that the price estimate provided for Project 13 does not include a connector 
bridge component discussed earlier. 

o Staff was asked to provide estimated figures for a connector bridge, as well as more 
specific figures for the sports complex. 

o Staff did indicate it would take approximately 120 acres to build the type of complex 
proposed in Project 16; at an average of $12K/acre, it would cost almost $1.5M to 
purchase the property alone. 

o The group decided to wait until the next meeting to take any further action on additional 
items for the bond package, allowing an opportunity for those absent to comment and 
vote. 

 
  
7. Other Items of Discussion – Chair Mitchell 

o Assistant City Manager Padgett discussed the remaining timeline for the group.  Based 
on the schedule the Committee had previously agreed to follow, the group planned to 
have meetings through mid-November, finalize their proposal and present it to City 
Council in December.  This would allow City Council an opportunity to review and 
discuss the proposal during their annual planning session in January.   

o Two more meetings are scheduled (10/22 and 11/12) before the group will need to 
submit their proposal for City Council review in December. 

 
 
8. Announcement of Next Meeting (October 22, 2014) – Chair Mitchell 

o The next scheduled meeting is October 22, 2014, at 5:30 p.m. in City Hall CR 337. 
 
 
9. Adjournment – Chair Mitchell 

o Chair Mitchell adjourned the meeting at 6:36 p.m. 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE 

BOND ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Wednesday, October 22, 2014 

5:30 p.m. 
City Hall Conference Room 337 

 
 
 
1. Meeting Called to Order – Chair Mitchell 

o Chair Mitchell called the meeting to order at 5:39 p.m. 
 
 
 2. Roll Call and Establishment of a Quorum – Chair Mitchell 

o Chair Mitchell conducted roll call and it was determined that a quorum was present. 
  

o Members Present:  Kelly Barnhill, Alberto Blanco, Ashley Breedlove, Bill Clark, Tony 
Khoury, Dennis Mitchell, Michael Overton, Tony Parker, Tammy Perdue, Bianca 
Shoneman, Jon Tart, and Terri Williams 

 
o Members Absent:  Will Franklin, Tee Steinberg 

 
o Staff present:  Chris Padgett, Dave Holec, Merrill Flood, Carl Rees, Kevin Mulligan, 

Gary Fenton, Lamarco Morrison, Kimberly Branch, Chris Ivey, and Andrew Schmidt 
(CVB). 

 
 
3. Review and Approval of October 8, 2014 Committee Meeting Summary  

o There was no discussion regarding the meeting summary.  The meeting summary was 
unanimously approved as presented. 

 
 
4. Presentation and Discussion Related to Project 5 (South Greenville Recreation 
 Center)  

o Recreation and Parks Director Gary Fenton spoke regarding the South Greenville 
Recreation Center.  While it needs a great deal of work, it is a very popular center and 
one that is used greatly by the community, as well as by the school system (South 
Greenville Elementary). 

o A master plan has been developed for the renovations; the estimated costs of the 
renovations are $3.1M.   

o Hand-outs were distributed to the Committee outlining the plan. 
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o The proposed renovations would make the facility ADA compliant, provide additional 
parking, and allow for an HVAC system to be installed, among many other upgrades and 
enhancements to the building. 

o The City is hopeful that the Pitt County School System will partner with them in 
facilitating the improvements to the South Greenville Recreation Center.  Mr. Fenton and 
City Manager Lipscomb attended an Operations Committee meeting of the Pitt County 
School Board earlier this week. 

o There is a joint-use agreement in place between the City and the School System 
regarding use of this facility.  This would need to be reviewed and amended to 
incorporate the updated responsibilities between the two entities during the design, 
implementation and construction phases. 

o South Greenville is a recreation center, not just a gymnasium. It is a place for many other 
activities, for both children and adults. 

o The School System’s main focus is a gym; they have asked for cost estimates related to 
gymnasium upgrades only.  Staff is working to gather and provide those figures to the 
School Board staff.  

o Staff is hopeful we will have an idea of the amount of money the School System is 
willing to contribute towards the project prior to any potential bond package going to the 
voters. 

o Elmhurst Elementary is building a new gymnasium; the estimated cost for their project is 
$600K. 

 
 
5. Presentation and Discussion Related to Project 13 (1st Street and Town Common)  

o Assistant City Manager Padgett distributed a handout depicting aerial views of the Town 
Common and River Park North. 

o As a recap, Project 13 is a $3.5M project which includes streetscape improvements to 1st 
Street as well as implementing a Phase 1 of the Town Common Master Plan. 

o At the October 8, 2014, Bond Advisory Committee meeting, the Committee discussed 
the possibility of having a connector bridge or signature bridge from Town Common over 
to River Park North.  The aerial maps displayed that while the properties are in close 
proximity for a connector bridge, the terrain on the north side of the river is considered 
“floodway” and will require extensive improvements on that side to make this a viable 
project. 

o It is very difficult at this time to give an informed estimate of the cost for such a bridge, 
considering the regulatory requirements, footings that would be required, and type of 
materials to be used, all components that will have to be factored into the expense. 

o To seriously consider this project, an environmental analysis of the area would need to be 
performed. 

o There are other locations further east along the river to connect the greenway with River 
Park North that may be more cost effective. 

o Improving the 1st Street streetscape and Town Common could help stimulate private 
development along the south side of 1st Street. 

o The Town Common Master Plan was developed in 2010.  Updates may need to be 
considered to incorporate the Tar River Legacy Plan. 
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o Staff will still need to develop specific drawings/plans, perform environmental studies, 
and continue additional plan development to make it feasible. 

o Water and sewer are available at Town Common and can be accessed for new restroom 
facilities. 

o Improvements to 1st Street alone would cost approximately $1M (about 1/3 of the total 
cost of Project 13).  An approximate timeframe to complete improvements to 1st Street 
would be 2 years. 

o The Committee asked staff to provide a “menu” of potential projects for Phase 1 of Town 
Common and their associated costs. 

 
 
6. Presentation and Discussion Related to Project 16 (Sports Complex Development) - 
Staff 
o Parks Planner Lamarco Morrison distributed information regarding a potential sports 

complex. 
o The complexes at Rocky Mount and Myrtle Beach were reviewed and discussed for 

comparison purposes. 
 
Rocky Mount: 
ü The land for the complex was donated but several million dollars were spent on soil 

remediation.   
ü The complex was built in phases, with the football stadium being the final piece. 
ü The complex is 142 acres; the cost was $12M and generates approximately $8M in 

revenue annually. 
 

Myrtle Beach: 
ü Their facility is 160 acre park which opened earlier this year. 
ü It includes many multi-use fields, a 27 acre lake and a 4,500 foot zip line. 
ü The cost of the park was $15M and it is anticipated to generate $14M in economic 

impact the first year. 
 

o Andrew Schmidt, Interim Director of the Convention and Visitors Bureau, spoke with 
regard to revenue generation, specifically related to sports tourism. 

o Sports tourism is the fastest growing category of the tourism market. 
o There is a lot of desire from tournament coordinators to host large scale sports events in 

Greenville, but we currently do not have the proper size facility to accommodate their 
needs. 

o Fields that can be converted to multi-use are needed, areas to accommodate baseball, 
softball, lacrosse, soccer, etc. 

o Amenities for spectators would also need to be incorporated:  playground areas, 
concession, restrooms, parking, etc. 

o Sports tourism also incorporates support travel; for example, conventions usually bring in 
one person for the event, where a sports event will bring in multiple visitors (i.e. 
participant, parents, siblings, grandparents, etc.) who will generate revenue during their 
stay. 
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o In addition to the known or measurable benefits (user fees, hotel revenues, sales tax), 
there are secondary benefits that cannot always be measured (community exposure, 
facility exposure, business build-out around the facility, etc.), all leading to repeat visitors 
to Greenville. 

o The lay-out for the presented sports complex is similar to that depicted in the draft Tar 
River Legacy Plan. 

o The first step would be to buy the land and then proceed with build-out in phases. 
o With regard to the fields and amenities, the thought needs to be “go for great.”  It would 

be better to build six great fields as opposed to ten that are good. 
o The proposed location for this type of facility would be near the Bradford Creek soccer 

complex, with plans to incorporate that existing facility into a new expanded facility.   
 
 
7. Continued Discussion of Potential Committee Recommendations  

o Having heard all of the requested presentations, the Committee decided to complete their 
proposals at the final meeting on November 12.   

o Committee members were asked to review all of the material they have been presented 
and to come prepared to discuss their recommendations. 

 
 
8. Other Items of Discussion  

o Chair Mitchell requested staff from Go-Science be invited to speak to the group at the 
next meeting regarding their new facility as this is a project that was initiated using 2004 
Bond funds.  The Committee agreed to hear a short presentation on Go-Science at the 
next meeting. 

 
 
9. Announcement of Final Meeting (November 12, 2014)  

o The final scheduled meeting is November 12, 2014, at 5:30 p.m. in City Hall CR 337. 
 
 
10. Adjournment  
 Chair Mitchell adjourned the meeting at 7:11 p.m. 
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CITY OF GREENVILLE 

BOND ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING SUMMARY 

 
Wednesday, November 12, 2014 

5:30 p.m. 
City Hall Conference Room 337 

 
 
1. Meeting Called to Order  

o Chair Mitchell called the meeting to order at 5:32 p.m.  
 
2. Roll Call and Establishment of a Quorum  

o Chair Mitchell conducted roll call and it was determined that a quorum was present. 
  

o Members Present:  Kelly Barnhill, Alberto Blanco, Ashley Breedlove, Will Franklin, 
Tony Khoury, Dennis Mitchell, Michael Overton, Tony Parker, Tammy Perdue, Bianca 
Shoneman, Tee Steinberg, Jon Tart, and Terri Williams 

 
o Members Absent:  Bill Clark 

 
o Staff present:  Barbara Lipscomb, Chris Padgett, Dave Holec, Merrill Flood, Kevin 

Mulligan, Lamarco Morrison, Bernita Demery, and Ken Laws. 
 
3. Review and Approval of October 22, 2014 Committee Meeting Summary 

o There was no discussion regarding the meeting summary.  The meeting summary was 
unanimously approved as presented. 

 
4. Presentation on GO Science  

o GO Science Director, Roger Conner, gave a brief presentation to the Committee. 
o Funds from the 2004 bond referendum were utilized to purchase property and fund a 

majority of the Phase I improvements for the new facility on Dickinson Avenue, which is 
currently under construction.  

o GO Science reaches out to 29 counties in eastern North Carolina. 
o In addition to funds from the 2004 bond campaign, GO Science has also received funding 

from the NC Department of Commerce, as their facility will have a future economic 
impact on the community. 

o Potential future phases were reviewed with the Committee. 
 

5. Follow-Up Information on 1st Street/Town Common (Project #13) 
o Assistant City Manager Chris Padgett discussed the breakdown of the approximate 

$3.5M estimated costs for implementing Phase I of the Town Common improvements.  
This included just under $1M for Streetscape Improvements along 1st Street and $2.5M 
for various improvements within the park. 
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o The current Town Common plan was established in 2010. 
o The cost estimate to implement the full Town Common plan is $13M. 

 
6. Continued Discussion and Wrap Up of Committee Recommendations  

o With regard to South Greenville Recreation Center, Superintendent Lenker is scheduled 
to address City Council during the November 13, 2014, meeting.  At the last School 
Board meeting, their Board voted to designate $600,000 for center improvements. 

o Committee Member Will Franklin discussed his proposal for a streets package, along 
with other recommendations for the Committee to submit to City Council for 
consideration.  His streets proposal included the same elements as the Committee voted 
on in September, with the exception of increasing street improvements from $5M to 
$8M.   

o Motions were made to amend Mr. Franklin’s recommendation to reduce the street 
improvements from $8M back to $5M, and add Frontgate Retail Corridor (Project #14) 
for a total $13.6M package.  The amended motion failed. 
 

o Committee member Michael Overton made a motion to keep the streets package the 
same as the group voted on during the September 24, 2014, meeting.  The $9.9M 
package included: 

§ $5M for street improvements,  
§ $1.75M for 10th St. Connector enhancements,  
§ $2.45M for Dickinson Street, 
§ $500K for sidewalks, and 
§ $200K for debt issuance. 

o A motion to amend this package to include the 1st Street streetscape plan ($1M) was 
made but failed.  (During the discussions on the amendment, Mr. Overton left the 
meeting). 

o The Committee then voted on Mr. Overton’s original motion to recommend the $9.9M 
streets package; this motion passed 11 to 1 (Mr. Alberto Blanco was the lone 
dissenting vote). 
 

o A motion was then made to include Phase I of the Sports Complex (Project #16) to the 
proposed bond package.  This would include complete design, land acquisition and Phase 
I implementation, a proposed $5M project. 

o An amendment was made to add Phase I of the Town Common plan ($3.5M), but the 
amendment did not pass.   

o The group then voted on the original motion for the $5M Sports Complex package and 
that motion failed. 
 

o Another motion was made to include the medical park district (Project #15) to the 
proposed bond package; a second was made to the motion then withdrawn.  

o The next motion was to add 1st Street/Town Common (Project 13) and the S. Tar 
Greenway Amenities (portion of Project #8) for $4M to a proposed bond package.  This 
motion failed. 

o Finally, a motion was made to add the complete package for the sports complex, 
(Project #16), a proposed $12M project; this vote passed by a 7 to 5 vote.   
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§ For:  Tony Khoury, Dennis Mitchell, Tony Parker, Tammy Perdue, Bianca 
Shoneman, Jon Tart, and Terry Williams 

§ Against:  Kelly Barnhill, Alberto Blanco, Ashley Breedlove, Will Franklin, and 
Tee Steinberg. 
 

o The final vote was to recommend multiple items, suggested initially by Mr. Franklin, to 
City Council for consideration.  Those items included the following: 

§ City Council consider utilizing at least $.01 of the $.02 property tax increase 
approved for the current year to fund debt service associated with the proposed 
bond. 

§ City Council allocate street resurfacing funding annually in an amount sufficient 
to get the City on a 20 – 25 year street resurfacing schedule. 

§ City Council take the steps necessary to further refine conceptual projects that 
could be included in a future bond initiative or be funded through alternative 
means (i.e. prepared meals tax).  Such projects include, but are not limited to, 1st 
Street / Town Common Improvements; various parks improvement projects, and 
various recommendations of the Tar River Legacy Plan. 

§ City Council discuss the need to establish and maintain a regular bond schedule. 
o This motion passed unanimously. 

 
 
7. Final Comments  

o There were no additional comments made. 
 

 
8. Adjournment  

o Chair Mitchell adjourned the final meeting at 7:15 p.m. 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 
12/11/2014 

Time: 7:00 PM 

  

Title of Item: Previously funded improvements and maintenance at Eastside Park 
  

Explanation: Council Member Marion Blackburn requested that an item be added to the 
December City Council agenda to discuss previously funded improvements and 
maintenance at Eastside Park. 
  

Fiscal Note: No direct cost to discuss the item. 
  

Recommendation:    Discuss the issue as requested by Council Member Blackburn. 
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.

 

Attachments / click to download
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