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Come now the Plaintiffs and hereby submit the
following documents recently

received through discovery
requests in support of their Resistance

to Motion for
Summary Judgment:

1. Email between Josten and Corbin, Aug. 9, 2002.

Josten is expressing concern about whether the

Urban Renewal Plan complies with the Comprehensive
Plan.

2. Email between Walke and Thompson, Sept. 26, 2002.

This indicates that the County's financial advisor

says that the TIF bonds are not saleable.

3. Email between Josten and Walke, Oct. 2, 2002.

Josten expressed concern about the developer.

4. Email from Walke to Josten Oct. 8, 2002. Walke

states that if Vision Iowa does not come through,

he does not know if they will issue the TIF bonds.
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If they do, Daughtry has to be the sole owner and
financier of the golf course.
Email Dec. 18, 2002, from Clefisch to Josten. The
County Attorney 1is expressing concern about the
financial viability of the project and the county's
financial role in it.
Email Dec. 24, 2002, from .Clefisch to Board eof
Supervisors. The County Attorney 1is expressing
concern about the financial wviability of the
project and the county's financial role in it.
Email Dec. 25, 2002, from Clefisch to Beoard of
Supervisors. The <County Attorney 1s expressing
concern about the financial wviability of the
project and the county's financial role in it.
Fax from Clefisch to Josten, Dec. 27, 2002. He
feels the county will be embarrassed if they go
ahead with this project because of unfavorable
revenue projections.
Email Feb. 15, 2003, between Cosson and Josten
indicating that the supervisors have never been
involved in this type of project.

Email April 1, 2003, from Walke to Zieman and
Rehberg expressing desire not to have the public

know what is going on.



il

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

Email April 4, 2003, from Walke to Connell.
Walke admits it is not a viable project, but that
it should not be said publicly because it would
feed the opposition.

Email April 11, 2003, from Walke to Josten and
Daughtry. Walke indicates kqowledge that the Urban
Renewal Plan may not comply with the Comprehensive
Plan, but they are going ahead with the project
anyway.

Email May 15, 2003, from Walke to Daughtry.
Walk&mse said Planning and Zoning Commission voted
down the plan so now they can move forward. This
indicates that the Board of Supervisors did not
care what the Planning and Zoning Commission
thought.

Letter May 15, 2003, from Clefish to Josten. The
County Attorney 1is expressing concern about the
financial viability of the project and the county's

financial role in it.

Email June 14, 2003, between Walke and Daughtry.
Walke expresses concern about his frustration with

Daughtry.

Email June 15, 2003, from Walke saying maybe the

opponents were right about Daughtry after all.






