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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS  
 
I. Subject: FY2015 Focus Area Plan 

Action: Forward to full Council for approval (passed unanimously)  
 
II. Subject: Mitigation Options 

Action: Recommend a 6-month extension to Council to review options (passed 4-
1, Smith opposed)  

 
 

COMMITTEE INFORMATION  
 
Present: John Autry, Ed Driggs, Claire Fallon, David Howard, and Kenny Smith 
Time:   9:05 a.m. to 10:20 a.m. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Agenda Package 
2. LED Street Light Pilot Project Handout 

 
 
 

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS   
 
Chairman Autry called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce 
themselves. He then turned it over to Assistant City Manager Hyong Y. 
 
I. FY2015 Focus Area Plan 

 
Mr. Yi stated that since the last meeting staff made a minor addition which is shown on the back 
of the Focus Area Plan in red. We added an initiative to research what it means to be a global 
leader in environmental sustainability. We are good at day-to-day operations, but when you ask 
what global leadership is, we are not sure what the looks like in the City of Charlotte.  This will 
give us the opportunity to go do research and figure out what it means. We would have staff 
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research and identify benchmarks and standards.  
 
Howard: I’m excited about that and promoted it at the retreat, so I’m glad to see it in here. We 
need to make sure we are being competitive with our peers and cities similar in our size.   
 
Driggs: The concern I have is the current situation not realistically in reach of a leadership 
position and it starts to look like empty talk. It should be put in terms of reasonable and 
attainable goals 
 
Yi: I know we can do that.  There is a group called GlobalC40 which includes large metro areas.  
 
Smith: I'd be interested to see if we gather cost analysis in addition to practices behind these 
cities. Just make sure this is comprehensive. 
 
Howard: I also want to make sure we are looking to incentivize a different way of developing 
behaviors to get at the goals we want to attain. 
 
Driggs: I agree with that, but there is a danger of saying we are going to be a global leader. We 
have to be able to identify goals that we intend to pursue seriously. 
 
Autry: I appreciate the opportunity to compare to peer cities and follow on those best practices to 
get us better sustainability but don't ignore anything that we can be a leader on and others will 
look to us for inspiration. 
 
Council member Howard made a motion and was seconded by Council member Driggs to 
forward the draft Environment Focus Area Plan as is to the full Council for approval.  (Passed 
unanimously) 
 

 
II. Mitigation Options 

 
Council member Autry introduced Daryl Hammock from Engineering and Property 
Management. Mr. Hammock pointed out an updated map at everyone’s place (copy attached) for 
their review. He stated that last time he was before the Committee the map had 14 sites (orange 
stars) to show the mitigation fee paid with temporary option, but after further review it’s actually 
10 sites, which the updated map reflects.  Mr. Hammock then began reviewing and discussing 
the “Extending Mitigation Options in the Post Construction Controls Ordinance” presentation 
(copy attached).  Mr. Hammock discussed the key drivers for extending the mitigation options, 
reviewed example cases of where it has been done, discussed the differences in onsite mitigation 
versus regional offsite, and showed the Committee some City projects funded by the mitigation 
fee.  He then asked the Committee for any questions they might have. 
 
Fallon: You’ve showed us all the good parts, so what are the cons? 
 
Hammock: When the City does the retrofit, we own them and maintain them so we are 
responsible every 5-10 years for routine maintenance. Another con is not controlling pollutants at 
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their source and it’s only be controlled nearby. 
   
Fallon: Is it enough to make a big difference? 
 
Hammock: The State regulates us and measures our water quality. In terms of meeting regulatory 
compliance we think this is a good approach. 
 
Fallon: Are any of these private ponds that you showed in the presentation? 
 
Hammock: They are public projects on private property.   
 
Fallon: Do they contribute anything? 
 
Hammock: They contribute the land and perpetual rights to their land and giving up development 
rights and the ability to alter the pond or lake.  
 
Driggs: I want to point out the idea of not having an escape valve. Staff has made great care for 
extending this provision. If you don't have an exemption you could have situations because of 
the requirement that ridiculous cost could incur. The fee has to be right and the incentive also has 
to be there. I'm in favor of this. 
 
Smith: Have you pulled the data for the 10 sites for tax revenue? Can you do that? I looked at the 
Bank of Ozark building and it has about $17-18,000 incremental gain in taxes for the tax value. 
We are taking in additional revenue for the City. 
 
Yi: The other thing is the regional mitigation ponds add value to the surrounding homes in the 
neighborhood.   
 
Howard: The fee was something I spent a lot of time on when this first came up. People wanted 
to give incent to slow down sprawling.  I'm definitely staying with this this time, but I want to 
understand the unanimous comment on the “Summary” slide. 
 
Karen Weatherly: Regulatory House Bill 74 says any environmental ordinance has to be 
approved unanimously by the Council. Chapter 18 of our ordinance qualifies as an 
environmental ordinance.   
  
Howard: So a simple majority out of the Committee and recommended to Council is fine, but 
Council has to be unanimous?   
 
Weatherly: Correct.   
 
Smith: At what point do we start tracking the projects or is it after the fee has been paid? I’d like 
to see if we can figure out the impact of potential projects. 
 
Hammock: We don't know until the requests actually come in. 
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Autry: In the original PCCO approval it was determined that where the green is showing on the 
map that the developers could pay a fee in lieu to circumvent the storm water run-off. 
Hammock: Yes, that's in the original ordinance. 
 
Autry: In 2011 when there was no redevelopment going on Council approved the fee in lieu over 
the whole city so what’s before us it to extend the amendment from 2011. Staff is asking for a 4 
year extension. 
 
Howard: To my recollection it wasn't just to incent development because we had no 
development. 
 
Autry: Why was the amendment set to sunset this month? 
 
Hammock: It was just a decision back then to try it out and see if it was used and or abused.  
 
Autry: I don't mind the principle. I have a problem with the review process to approve the fee in 
lieu. Anyone can ask for it and get it and come for a variance, is that right? 
 
Hammock: Yes. 
 
Fallon: What’s the difference between this and carbon foot prints? 
 
Hammock: It’s similar ideas and mitigation is a widely used strategy. That’s coming up with a 
different way of complying. They are paying us to do the retrofits. 
 
Driggs: We are not talking about a difficult trade-off here. We aren’t settling for less mitigation. 
It appears to be a win/win. In my reading of the presentation, it makes no economic sense to put 
a burden of cost on a redevelopment that was way out of proportion. Look at how the number is 
established to make sure we are getting more mitigation.   
 
Autry: There is an economic measurement that needs to be considered. The loss of clean creeks 
and streams needs to be considered also. There is a value to the public to have clean creeks and 
streams and that is not a cost factor shown in this impact.  
 
Hammock: I've noted when looking at this closely, a lot times the pay fee in-lieu are in ultra-
urban areas. There is a creek outside this building in the street and clean water is running in the 
pipe, but it wouldn't necessarily provide the community benefits that a natural stream would.  
 
Smith: In many instances the streams are already being impacted by existing structures. In the 
Bank of Ozark example we reduced the impervious area and the City gains more revenue. I'm in 
support of this. 
 
Autry: I'm not asking that we not continue, but I want a process in place to evaluate each 
instance before it’s granted. I think that is important. Mr. Autry then invited Rick Roti to the 
podium to say a few words. 
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Rick Roti: I’m the President of the Charlotte Rotary Tree Fund and our mission is to preserve 
and plant trees all over the County. I also served on the work group that wrote the original 
ordinance. We've seen the damage being done to our stream network.  Our streams are severally   
polluted, our stream banks are being excised, and there is pollutant in the stream beds. This is an 
important ordinance to make a difference. We hope that you do not extend this ordinance. We 
are not against redevelopment, but we are for development that is sustainable. We should grow 
in a way that protects our environmental assets. This does not do that. The regional best 
management practice have a use and are effective but in a limited way. Regional approaches treat 
storm water runoff but what happens to the 10 miles upstream? It’s totally unaffected. Thousands 
of parcels need to be controlled at the site. Overtime each parcel should be converted to control 
at their site and eventually all the streams will be improved.   
 
Smith: In fairness I’d like to hear from Joe Padilla can speak to this. 
 
Autry: I would like to see a motion for a 6-month extension to give staff time to develop a 
process to evaluate these projects on a case by case basis. 
 
Fallon: Can it be used in the context as another tool to help the streams rather than as a whole?  
 
Hammock: I see this as an environmentally beneficial program. I'm restoring 2 acres of the City 
for every 1 acre that pays. 
 
Fallon: Can we require builders to do some this on their access roads when building?  
 
Hammock: The majority of the sites are complying on site and building them on site. 
 
Fallon: Do you check them for compliance? 
 
Hammock: Yes, every year and when constructed. 
 
Howard: For the Bank of Ozark example, the way it set on the site, it was an older building and 
hard to redevelop and had no provisions to deal with runoff. What we got in exchange was a new 
building in better condition, up to current codes, and we got money out of it so we can help. My 
goal is to find balance in what we are talking about.  Everyone was unhappy when we started this 
conversation alone time ago. I want to know if we can get all these folks together to get the right 
stakeholder feedback that we need in 6 months. Last time it took 1 ½ years.  
   
Blackwell: You won’t get consensus in 6 months or 1 ½ years. We can have discussions and 
flush some information out and get to Council for consideration.   
 
Driggs: I’m concerned we are opening a can of worms to start a whole new process. Now we 
have to decide what are the criteria that staff use on a case to case basis.  I guess 6 months is 
okay. I don't want an environment for developers to have an arbitrary standard, need objective 
standard 
 
Smith: I can get behind 6 month extension but I echo Councilman Driggs concern. 
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Joe Padilla, REBIC: We supported the program when this went through years ago. There were 
concerns about fee and the limits of use, etc. but we can work with 6 months if that is what you 
all need.  However, we would love to see the extension. 
 
Autry: It's not in my DNA to arbitrarily approve it going forward.  I thought we had good 
ordinance in the original form. Ten developers took advantage of it. It was not abused, but I'm 
really conflicted. I want people to grow and prosper but we also have to protect the environment. 
 
Council member Howard made a motion to extend the ordinance for 6 months and for staff to 
explore all options that will support environmental and economic concerns. 
 
Driggs: Are you amendable for staff to explore a case-by-case approval process for fee in-lieu 
and development outside the business corridor revitalization geography? 
 
Howard: I don't want to tie them to case-by-case scenarios; that's why I'm saying explore. 
 
Autry: I think it should be case-by-case basis, but let's hear what staff comes back with. 
 
Driggs: I'm hearing the Chairman has an objection to a cookie cutter approach. 
 
Fallon: Who does the case-by-case? 
 
Autry: That is yet to be determined. 
 
Fallon: I want someone with an overview. 
 
Howard: My concern is if we tie it to just that, then we are giving them that only ability. I get 
what you are saying but if we only say that, that's the direction we will get back.    
 
Smith: To be clear, should staff view alternatives and all this hard work of the win/win solution 
is still a viable option at the end of the staff analysis, if they come back after review and it's still 
the best option, we need to make sure we aren't eliminating that. 
 
Autry: What I would like to see is for staff to come back with a process that evaluates on a case-
by-case basis. It's been opened up to explore all the opportunities and options, and it is also 
possible they can't come up with what I'm looking for and they still want us to extend to 2018.  
 
Council member Driggs seconded Howard's motion. A vote was taken and the motion passed 4-1 
(Smith opposed). 
 
Chairman Autry thanked everyone for their time and adjourned the meeting at 10:20 a.m. 
 



   
   

  

 
Environment Committee 

Wednesday, April 2, 2014; 9:00 – 10:00 a.m. 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center 

**Room 266** 
 
Committee Members: John Autry, Chair 

Ed Driggs, Vice Chair 
David Howard 
Claire Fallon 
Kenny Smith 

 
Staff Resource:   Hyong Yi, Assistant City Manager 
  

AGENDA 
  

I. Mitigation Options 
Staff Resource: Darryl Hammock, Engineering & Property Management Storm Water 
Services 
The Committee will continue its discussion on extending the temporary mitigation 
option. Staff will show development sites where the mitigation fee is useful, mitigation 
fee-funded restoration projects, and how the approach is cost-effective and often the 
environmentally preferred option. 
Action: Unanimously support staff’s recommendation extending the temporary 
mitigation option until December 31, 2018. 
Attachment:  1. PCCO Mitigation Fee Follow-up Q&A.doc 
 
 

II. FY2015 Focus Area Plan 
Staff Resource: Hyong Yi, City Manager’s Office 
Staff will review the draft Environment Focus Area Plan. 
Action: Committee recommendation to full Council if ready. 
Attachment:  2. Draft FY15 Environment Focus Area Plan.doc  
 
 

Next Meeting 
Wednesday, April 9 at 2:00 p.m., Room CH-14 
 
 
 
 
 
Distribution:         Mayor/City Council                      Ron Carlee, City Manager                                  Executive Team   
                               Bob Hagemann                              Stephanie Kelly                                                    Environmental Cabinet 
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What specific projects were undertaken as a result of the fee in lieu? 

From staff’s perspective, at least three projects became possible because of the mitigation fee-in-
lieu option:  

• Bank of the Ozarks at 4126 Park Road,  
• Walgreen’s at 7824 Pineville-Matthews Road and  
• CATO Corporate Building Addition at 8100 Denmark Rd. 

These projects had site-specific drivers that made the fee necessary for the project to proceed. 
More detail on these sites is provided in the response to the next question below. 

The reasons for use of the fee are unknown to staff for the remaining projects (7) that were 
undertaken.  However, each of these projects were built on highly impervious sites with a highly 
urban nature.  Business models of these projects involve full utilization of the site for buildings 
and other intense land uses. For smaller sites with limited space for construction, this is 
especially true.   Examples of sites such as these will be provided in Committee.  

 

What evidence indicates these same projects would not have been built with the original 
PCCO rules? 

Each of the three locations above had difficult site constraints that prevented, or significantly 
deterred compliance with the ordinance. Therefore the projects could not have been built without 
extraordinary measures.  

• Bank of the Ozarks  - Onsite stormwater control measures could not be installed due to a 
shallow stormwater receiving system that necessitated disturbance on an adjoining property 
owner. This property owner refused to allow access to his property for this purpose which 
necessitated the payment-in-lieu option.   

• Walgreen’s - The site had multiple large stormwater pipes that were in direct conflict with 
the ideal location of a stormwater control device.  Moving the pipes would have been cost-
prohibitive for the developer, and the construction would have necessitated a disruption by 
the temporary lane closure of a major thoroughfare and State highway.   

• CATO Corporate Building Addition - Due to challenging topography the 24 hour loading 
operation would have been disrupted for an extended period of time to install an underground 
sand filter.  We were informed that the cost of the underground system along with operation 
disruption would have been enough to initiate a move of the entire site operations to South 
Carolina.   



How many projects made use of the pay in lieu? 

Ten (10) projects used the temporary fee-in-lieu option, 9 of these sites are less than 1.2 acres in 
size.  

See response to next question.  

 

What and where are these projects? I know the map is a great resource but could I have 
development addresses? 

• McDonald's Wendover Road, 1035 Wendover Road 
• Bank of the Ozarks, 4126 Park Rd. 
• Southpark Auto Bell, 5606 Park Road 
• AAA Montford Drive, 1812 Montford Dr. 
• Cato Corporate Building Addition, 8100 Denmark Rd. 
• Hendrick Luxury Collision Center , 5141 E. Independence 
• Hendrick Motors of Charlotte Autohaus, 5201 E Independence Blvd. 
• Harris Teeter Ballantyne, 15007 John J Delaney Dr. 
• Walgreen's 7824 Pineville Matthews Rd. 
• 7-Eleven #35580, 7511 Pineville Matthews Rd. 

 

What were the total fees paid? 

$756,660 by 10 sites 

 

When will the fees be used and what specific water quality improvements will the engineer's 
approach yield? 

Forecasting the receipt of mitigation fees is challenging. Not only does it involve forecasting 
where and when development occurs, but it also depends on the choice of the developer to use 
the mitigation option. In order to minimize lag time between the collection of the fee and 
construction of a water quality enhancement project, fees are often assigned to projects already 
underway as soon as they are collected. This approach accelerates the completion of high benefit 
projects that have already been identified through ranking procedures. 
 
Each water quality enhancement project aims to enhance surface waters by: 

1. Reducing pollutants in runoff, 
2. Holding and slowly releasing runoff so that stream erosion is reduced, and 
3. Providing other ancillary benefits such as flood reduction, habitat benefits, passive 

recreation, or economic gains.  



 
Using an offsite, regional approach achieves these goals with much lower cost than with onsite 
controls, and with the addition of the ancillary benefits listed above. 
 
Offsite regional projects remove metals, bacteria, sediments, excess nutrients, and other harmful 
substances from runoff. They do so equally to onsite controls, but at a significantly lower cost. 
The water quality enhancement projects include practices used nationally by stormwater 
managers and developers to meet regulatory requirements associated with watershed protection 
and watershed restoration.  
 
Each watershed enhancement project funded by mitigation fees is evaluated such that all of the 
pollution that would have been removed with onsite controls is removed with the regional 
approach. Currently, we are achieving about twice the reduction of pollutants with this approach, 
meaning for every acre of redevelopment that pays the fee, we are retrofitting two acres of 
development elsewhere. This is a highly cost- effective and accelerated approach to watershed 
restoration than is achievable by on-site controls alone. Numerous communities across the nation 
have adopted similar programs.  
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“Charlotte will become a global leader in environmental 
sustainability, preserving our natural resources while 
balancing growth with sound fiscal policy.” 

 
The City of Charlotte recognizes that environmental stewardship is fundamentally important 
to quality of life and essential to maintaining a vibrant economy.  Protecting our natural 
resources, promoting conservation, and improving the environment all enhance the City’s 
mission to preserve its citizens’ quality of life. 
 
Charlotte will become a global leader in environmental sustainability by: 

• Promoting and participating in the development of an environmentally sustainable 
community; 

• Leading by example by practicing environmental stewardship in City operations and 
facilities; 

• Seeking and supporting collaborative and regional solutions to environmental 
problems; 

• Facilitating the growth of the clean energy industry, including the alternative energy 
sector.  

 
Specific initiatives in the Economic Development and Transportation Focus Area Plans (FAP) 
relate directly to Charlotte’s environmental goals. The Economic Development FAP includes 
an initiative to grow and retain businesses in several industry sectors, including the 
energy/environmental sector. The Transportation FAP includes an initiative for enhancing 
multi-modal mobility, with measures such as reducing vehicle miles travelled and increasing 
access to public transit. 
 

FY2015 Initiatives Key Indicators 

Promote and participate in the 
development of a sustainable 
community 

 Reduced residential waste 

Protected and expanded a healthy tree canopy 
Maintained water quality in lakes and streams as well 
as ensured safe and adequate drinking water supply  
Continued reduction in ozone emissions across the 
City 

Engaged community to cooperatively reduce impacts 
of waste and energy use to air, water, and land quality 

Lead by example by practicing 
environmental stewardship in city 
operations and facilities 

Reduced energy use from City operations, facilities, 
and fleet 
Reduced ozone emissions from City operations, 
facilities, and fleet 

Seek and support collaborative and 
regional solutions to environmental 
problems 

Collaborated and participated in public and private 
sector partnerships to positively impact air quality, 
energy efficiency, water resources and reduction of 
waste 

Facilitate the growth of the clean 
energy industry, including  
alternative energy sector 

Worked with partners to attract and grow the clean 
energy industry sectors in Charlotte 

Environment 
Strategic Focus Area Plan 
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Become globally recognized for 
community sustainability efforts 

Identified global benchmarks with which to measure 
City progress 

Engaged with stakeholders across the region to move 
towards global-level distinction 



Extending Mitigation Options in the 
Post Construction Controls Ordinance

Environment Committee

April 5, 2014



Objective

• Additional information
– Examples of where its needed, and why
– Environmental and cost benefits of offsite mitigation
– Examples of City projects built with fee revenue
– Mitigation trends Nationwide

• Request unanimous approval of staff 
recommendation to extend until December 2018

2



Key Drivers

• Redevelopment sites often face substantial challenges 
accommodating stormwater controls on-site

• Extending the mitigation option adds flexibility for 
developers and may be a catalyst for more redevelopment

• Accelerates watershed recovery by encouraging 
redevelopment over green field development

• The offsite, regional approach recovers watersheds at twice 
the pace.

• Offsite mitigation is an effective strategy in communities 
nationwide to protect environment while considering costs

3



SITE
• Site owner wishes to add a new 

building

• Ordinance requires stormwater 
management facilities on-site

• Site just outside of Arrowood
Transit Station Area; not eligible 
for 2008 mitigation fee option

• Only place on-site to install  
underground stormwater 
management facilities is within 
the truck delivery court, which 
requires critical 24-7 operation

• Paid the mitigation fee

Cato Expansion
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Bank of the Ozarks

• Shallow drainage 
necessitated adjacent 
property owner 
disturbance

• Adjacent property owners 
denied access

• Fee allowed alternative 
means of compliance 

• Impervious reduced

• Paid the mitigation fee

5

SITE



East Morehead Apartments

• 380 residential units on 2.7 acre site 
• Low environmental footprint, no sprawl
• Approved MUDD-O in January 
• Pedestrian Oriented

• Consistent with 
the Small Area 
Plan

• Intends to use fee

7



“101 Tremont”

• Pre-Ordinance Example (2006)
• Calculated cost to comply - $508,280
• Mitigation payment would have been - $172,200
• Wins:

– City controls twice the polluted runoff regionally 
(5.75 acres offsite vs 2.87 onsite)

– Developer saves $336,280

No Controls 
( use fee 
offsite )

Onsite 
Controls8



Onsite vs Regional Offsite:
Effectiveness and Habitat

• Both remove pollutants effectively
• Larger habitat gains with offsite

Onsite:
Removes 
pollutants, but 
without 
habitat gains.

Offsite:
Removes twice 
the pollutants at 
same cost, & with 
habitat gains

9



Onsite vs Regional Offsite:
Scale, Multi-Objective

Regional offsite approaches often 
achieve higher community impact, 
multiple objectives Areas in red

are funded 
by collected 
fees

10



Onsite vs Regional Offsite:
Cost Effectiveness
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James River Virginia Piedmont:
Life Cycle Cost for Pollutant Removal

Center for Watershed Protection (CWP) 2013  Cost-Effectiveness Study 
of Urban Stormwater BMPs in the James River Basin.  Revised June 
2013. Prepared for the James River Association  Center for Watershed 
Protection Ellicott City, MD.

 Mostly Regional   Mostly Onsite  
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Onsite vs Regional Offsite:
Cost Effectiveness

Green Roofs: 
$650k-$871k

(CWP estimate)  

Regional Controls

Onsite 
Controls12



Onsite vs Regional Offsite:
Cost Effectiveness

“As expected, the use of larger, regional SCMs was a more cost-effective 
approach, based on cost per pollutant removal, than a site-specific approach. 
This verifies that economies of scale do exist when retrofitting watersheds with 
SCMs and municipalities should consider this type of approach to reduce 
the number of stakeholders, landowners, parcels and cost.”



Onsite vs Regional:
Summary

Regional

High

Low

Onsite
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City projects funded by the fee:
Birnen Pond

• Non-functioning, failed, few benefits
• Improves runoff from 22 paved acres
• Removes 98,600 pounds of pollutants annually

15



City projects funded by the fee:
Pickway Pond 

• Non-functioning, failed, few benefits
• Improves runoff from 21 paved acres
• Removes 76,300 pounds of pollutants annually
• Construction in 2015

16

The collapsed outlet 
that caused failure & 
benefit loss



City projects funded by the fee:
Mcalpine Restoration/ Heatherwood Wetland

• Improves runoff from 23 paved acres, 
• Removes 38,300 pollutants annually



Who uses Fees-in-Lieu?

“Experience has shown that requiring developers to install individual on-site 
detention and water quality facilities can lead to a regulatory and/or 
maintenance problem for a local government. Alternative regional solutions 
may be more efficient and reliable in controlling runoff volumes and 
pollutant discharges into public stormwater systems and streams.”

EPA’s Guidance Manual for Stormwater Funding

“The adoption of stormwater In Lieu Fees appears to be a policy that is gaining 
steam; 18 of 30 cities responding adopted In Lieu Fee in 2000 or later.” 

Economic Incentives for Stormwater Control 

The Center for Watershed Protection produces a Model Ordinance which 
includes a section on fee-in-lieu as a recommended ordinance 
component

…fee-in-lieu programs can help municipalities direct money “towards projects 
that have wider public benefit beyond just water quality treatment.”

EPA’s Municipal Handbook on funding Green Infrastructure 

18



Summary

• The temporary expansion for redevelopment in all 
areas expires in April

• Expiration will result in mitigation option only being 
available in Transit Corridors or Revitalization 
Geography

• This approach improves surface waters and controls 
redevelopment costs, adding greater benefit - win-win

• The Storm Water Advisory Committee unanimously 
recommended extending the option (November 
meeting)

• Recent State legislation requires unanimous Council 
approval for ordinance changes

• Staff recommends continuing this option for all areas 
of the City through December 31, 2018

19



#

#

##

#

#

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

""

"

"

"

"

"

"

""

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"" "

"

"

""

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"""

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

"

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

_̂

_̂

_̂

!(

!(
!(

!(

_̂

_̂

_̂

_̂

_̂

!( _̂

_̂

!(

!(!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

Birnen Pond

Pickway Pond
McDonald Pond

McAlpine Wetland

Lakewood Sand Filter

Chantilly Wetland and Pond

Collection and Use of Mitigation Fee

Date: 3/25/2014

Transit Station Areas
Business Corridor Revitalization Geography

Approved Plans Since November 2011
!( Mitigation fee paid in districts set up in original ordinance (28)

_̂ Mitigation fee paid with temporary option (10)

" Projects not Paying Mitigation Fee (121)

# City Projects Funded by Mitigation Fees (6)

10 sites have used the option in just over 2 years
$756,660 collected from those sites
Average site of 1.25 acres



LED Street Light Pilot Project Follow up 
Staff Resource:  Phil Reiger, CDOT 704-336-4896 
 
At the February 25th Environment Committee meeting, City staff presented an update on the LED street 
lighting pilot project installed in uptown in the summer of 2012.  During that presentation, committee 
members asked questions about return on investment and the lifecycle of LED street lights.  The 
following is a series of calculations that compares the length of time the savings generated from the 
project will take to pay for the initial investment in the LED fixtures to the estimated useful life of a LED 
fixture. 
 
Pilot Project Facts: 

• Number of LED street lights purchased:  229 
• Cost per street light fixture:  $779.96 
• Total cost:  $178,610.15 

 
Tariff Rate Savings Calculations: 

• Average high pressure sodium vapor tariff rate: $11.50/month/light 
• Pilot LED tariff rate: $7.16/month/light 
• Monthly tariff savings per street light:  $4.34 
• Annual savings for entire pilot (229 lights x $4.34/month x 12 months): $11,926.32 

 
Comparison: 

• Number of years for savings to recover the upfront investment in LED fixtures:  15 years 
• Expected life of an LED street lights: 13 – 15 years 

 
It is apparent that savings generated from the project comes close to paying for the fixtures by the end 
of the fixtures useful life.  In general, we would like to see the initial investment covered in 13 years or 
less.  However, because the pilot project was intended to educate and prepare the City for an emerging 
technology, the project was approved for construction. 
 
It is important to note that the fixture cost and LED tariff rate listed above was negotiated with Duke 
Energy 2 years ago (before Duke adopted a standard tariff rate for LED street lighting.)  Those prices are 
no longer available to the City.  As a result, the comparison above is only applicable to the pilot project.  
However, a methodology similar to the one above would be part of the decision making process for 
considering future LED street light replacement projects. 
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