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Charlotte City Council 
Housing and Neighborhood Development  


Committee 
Summary Minutes 
March 3, 2010 


 
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
1. Comprehensive Review of the City’s Housing Policies – Part V 
2. Housing & Neighborhood Development 2011 Focus Area Plan 
3. Committee Meeting Schedule 


 
COMMITTEE INFORMATION 


 
Council Members Present:     James Mitchell, Patrick D. Cannon and Warren Cooksey 
 
Council Members Absent:  Michael Barnes and Warren Turner 
 
Staff Resource:  Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office 
  Patrick T. Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services 
  Stan Wilson, Neighborhood & Business Services 
  Charles Woodyard, Charlotte‐Housing Authority 
  Pat Garrett, Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Housing Partnership 
 
Others:  See Sign‐in Sheet 
 
Meeting Duration:  12:15 PM – 1:30 PM 
 
 


ATTACHMENTS 


 
1.    Agenda Packet – March 3, 2010 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 
Chairman Mitchell welcomed everyone to the meeting and turned it over to Julie Burch for a review of 
the agenda.  Ms. Burch commented that today will conclude the review of the City’s Comprehensive 
Housing Policies and Programs with an overview from two of the City’s Housing Partners – The 
Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Housing Partnership and the Charlotte‐Housing Authority.  Ms. Burch reminded 
the Committee that this review began last fall and has included an overview of each of the City’s 
Housing Policies and Programs. 
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Ms. Burch also commented that the second item on the agenda is a review of the FY2011 Housing and 
Neighborhood Development Focus Area Plan.  She reminded the Committee that each of the draft focus 
area plans were included in Council’s retreat material.  She further commented that Council will be 
asked to approve these plans at one of its April business meetings.  She also reminded the Committee of 
the need to revisit their schedule for the next few months.  There’s an extensive workload so there’s 
probably a need to have two meetings during the month of April and possibly two meetings during the 
month of May. 
 
Ms. Burch then turned the meeting over to Mr. Wilson to introduce Mr. Charles Woodyard from the 
Charlotte Housing Authority and Ms. Pat Garrett from the Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Housing Partnership. 
 
1. Comprehensive Review of the City’s Housing Policies – Part V 
Mr. Wilson explained  that  the Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Housing Partnership  (CMHP) and  the Charlotte 
Housing Authority (CHA) are two of the City’s  largest housing partners and that they are here today to 
provide  information about  their organizations.   He also  reminded  the Committee members  that  they 
received  a packet of  information  about many of  the City’s other housing partners.   Mr. Wilson  then 
turned  the meeting over  to Mr. Charles Woodyard, Chief  Executive Officer  of  the Charlotte Housing 
Authority. 
 
Mr. Woodyard  informed  the  Committee  that  their  packet  of  information  includes  an  organizational 
chart, a balanced scorecard and a hard copy of today’s presentation. 
 
Mr. Woodyard shared a brief video  that explained  their Moving Forward Program.   He explained  that 
the video is a part of a multi‐media presentation used throughout the City to advance the message and 
compel potential partners to become involved with CHA. 
 
After sharing the video, Mr. Woodyard began his presentation.   He explained that CHA’s mission  is to 
lead, develop and execute community‐wide strategies that meet the broad range of housing needs for 
families who  cannot otherwise attain  conventional housing.   Mr. Woodyard explained  that  there are 
approximately 19,286 CHA  residents,  including 9,472 children.   He  further explained  that  the average 
income for these residents is $8,137 and that the average income for a Section 8 participant is $10,414, 
while the average income of a resident at a HOPE VI site is $12,597.  He commented that CHA has a full‐
time staff of 210 employees and an annual budget of $88,991,786.   Mr. Woodyard also explained that 
CHA has approximately 7,500 subsidized housing units in its portfolio. 
 
CHA is strongly committed to moving individuals from homelessness to permanent housing, and the gap 
between homelessness and permanent housing is most likely supportive or transitional housing. 
 
Questions/Comment/Answers: 
Cannon:  I’m  concerned about  individuals with an  income between $12,500  ‐ $13,000.   How  is 


CHA assisting these families? 
 
Woodyard:  Recent data indicate that the success of these families is around 40% within a five‐year 


timeframe.  However, it takes more time for some families.  If families are not successful 
within  the  five‐year Moving  Forward  Program  timeframe,  they  are  not  kicked  out  of 
public housing, but they may be moved into Section 8 housing. 
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Cannon:  The  video  made  reference  to  the  FSS  Program.    Could  you  please  explain  the  FSS 
program? 


 
Woodyard:  FSS  is an acronym  for the Family Self‐Sufficiency Program.   This  is a  five‐to‐seven year 


program with a  lot of supportive services aimed at helping a  family move up  in public 
housing. 


 
Mitchell:  On  your  Redevelopment  Tools  slide,  there’s  an  acronym  LIHTC.    Could  you  please 


explain what that acronym means? 
 
Woodyard:  Yes, that stands for Low‐Income Housing Tax Credits. 
 
Mitchell:  Could  you  also  talk  more  about  the  Section  8  Program  and  how  vouchers  are 


distributed. 
 
Woodyard:  The Section 8 program has experienced a  lot of growth over the years.    In 1993, there 


were  about  2,000  Section  8  vouchers  in  Charlotte.   We  currently  have  about  4,700 
vouchers, so the number of vouchers has more than doubled. 


 
The  distribution  of  Section  8  vouchers  is  based  on  two  things.    The  first  is  Federal 
Government Guidelines around  the amount of  the voucher, which  is generally capped 
by the Fair Market Rent (FMR).  If you are in a very wealthy area in Charlotte, the rent is 
going  to be much higher  than  the FMR,  so  the voucher will not be able  to  cover  the 
difference of what the family can pay and what the fair market rent is. 
 
Secondly,  distribution  is  based  on  the market.    Section  8  is  a  voluntary  program  for 
landlords, even  those  landlords  in  an  affordable  area.    If  they decide  that  they don’t 
want to accept Section 8 vouchers, they are not in violation of the Fair Housing Act as it 
stands now.  So it’s a voluntary program but there are Federal rules around how much a 
voucher can be. 


 
CHA  is  involved  in several supportive housing projects.   Some of these  include McCreesh Place, Moore 
Place YWCA Families Together and Hampton Creste.  We’re putting $1.2 million into Moore Place.  We 
recently purchased Hampton Creste, which will enable us to move sixty very low‐income families from a 
shelter to more permanent housing.   We will partner with the Salvation Army to provide some of the 
supportive services at this site.  Additionally, an organization like Mercy Housing will also be joining that 
effort to provide supportive services. 
 
We currently have 521 units in the pipeline.  We also have an additional 378 units that are waiting board 
approval, so we’re building and producing a lot of units.  You saw in the video and you’ve heard me say 
that our  goal  is  to move  families  toward  self‐reliance.   Currently,  I  think  that our  rent  structure  is  a 
disincentive  for people  to work, so over a  three‐year period we are  imposing a work  requirement on 
families who are not elderly or disabled. 
 
Questions/Comment/Answers: 
Cooksey:  On the work requirement, how long are you giving the resident to gain employment? 
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Woodyard:  Right now we are giving them three years, but we really want families to move to self‐
reliance  at  a much higher pace  and  in order  to do  that we need  to  collaborate with 
other service providers. 


 
Cannon:  Thank  you  Charles  to  you  and  the  Charlotte  Housing  Authority  and what  you  do  to 


create  a  product  that  enables  low‐income  individuals  to  live  in  a  safe,  decent  and 
affordable home.  It’s really important when people come to our City and see what you 
all have produced.  Secondly, I would hope that in some of these future developments, 
there will be places  for youth  to have an outlet where  they  can be engaged  in  some 
other activity besides mischief. 


 
I may be conflicted on this  largely because  I am proud to say that at one time,  I was a 
Charlotte  Housing  Authority  resident  which  I  hope  serves  as  a  reminder  that  an 
individual’s place of residence does not limit them from becoming a productive member 
of society. 


 
Woodyard:  Thank you Mr. Cannon and to your point, if you look at what was Piedmont Courts, you 


will see that soccer and baseball fields are being constructed. 
 
Cooksey:  Is the video available from you website? 
 
Woodyard:  Yes, I think so, along with a couple of others. 
 
Mitchell:  Charles, most of the people on the Council are going to Washington, D.C., March 13 – 17 


to lobby with our Congressional Representatives.  Do you have any items you would like 
for the City to be sensitive to as we speak to our representatives? 


 
Woodyard:  The City has been  effective  and  addressed most of  the  issues we have had with  the 


federal government.  The issues that affect us are local issues.  I don’t think the federal 
legislators are involved with it. 


 
Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Housing Partnership 
Pat Garrett, Executive Director of the Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Housing Partnership, introduced the CMHP 
Board members.  She also distributed a booklet containing information on their services. 
 
Ms. Garrett explained  that  the mission of CMHP  is  to expand affordable and well‐maintained housing 
and promote stable neighborhoods for low and moderate income families with a continuing interest in 
the ability of occupants to more fully enter the economic mainstream.  She also explained that the vision 
of CMHP is that everyone in Mecklenburg County lives in a decent, affordable home. 
 
Ms. Garrett explained that CMHP has three main focus areas: 
 


1. Revitalization ‐ giving new life to targeted neighborhoods 
2. Education – educating homebuyers, homeowners and the community; and 
3. Development – providing affordable for‐sale and rental homes. 
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Revitalization 
CMHP’s  revitalization areas  include Double Oaks, Druid Hills, Genesis Park, Greenville,  Lakewood,  the 
Park at Oaklawn and Seversville.   She further explained that CMHP’s revitalization approach  is to work 
with neighborhood leaders, develop a plan, target high crime areas for development, make a long‐term 
commitment in these areas, develop an exit strategy and implement sustainable investments. 
 
Education 
CMHP’s  education  services  include  pre‐purchase  counseling;  which  includes  budgeting  and  credit 
analysis.    It  also  includes  delinquency/foreclosure  prevention,  post‐homeownership  classes,  financial 
literacy  classes  and  community  outreach  seminars.    She  commented  that  some  of  their  2009 
accomplishments around education  include  counseling  to 746 participants and of  those 746, 131 are 
new  homeowners.    Additionally,  CMHP  had  342  graduates  from  its  homebuyer  education  classes.  
Ninety‐one individuals participated in financial literacy classes and 885 individuals attended Community 
Outreach Seminars. 
 
Cannon:  How do  you handle  instances where  a perspective homebuyer’s  credit  report  reveals 


something that is not favorable?   
 
Garrett:  We  teach  that  individual  how  to  repair  the  credit  report  and  our  staff  takes  them 


through  a  budgeting  class,  usually within  24‐months  of  purchasing  a  home.    This  is 
important  because  the  current market  conditions  are  demanding  better  credit  and  a 
larger down payment. 


 
Development 
CMHP’s  development  principles  include mixed‐income,  quality management  and maintenance,  great 
locations, financial literacy and homeownership support, creating stable rental home communities. 
 
Ms. Garrett also explained  that CMHP has a very diverse group of  residents.   Their  residents  include 
workforce  families  (bank  tellers, LPNs,  school bus drivers, etc.),  seniors, and persons with disabilities.  
Income statistics: 


• 68% of seniors are at 30% or below AMI 
• 32% of families are at 30% or below AMI, and 
• Average household income is $21,910. 


 
Ms. Garrett concluded the presentation by acknowledging some of CMHP’s partners, including the City 
of  Charlotte,  Mecklenburg  County,  Bank  of  America,  Charlotte  Housing  Authority  and  Habitat  for 
Humanity. 
 
Questions/Comment/Answers: 
 
Mitchell:  Pat, I’ll ask you the same question I asked Charles in reference to our upcoming trip to 


Washington, DC.  Do you have any items you would like for the City to be sensitive to as 
we speak to our representatives? 


 
Garrett:  There’s a need  for more housing units  for  the elderly, and  I would  like  to know more 


about the new Sustainable Efforts Community initiative within HUD.  I would personally 
like to have one of these communities in Charlotte. 
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Burch:  As  pointed  out  at  the  beginning  of  our meeting,  this  concludes  the  Comprehensive 
Overview of  the City’s Housing Policies and Programs.   We are seeking direction  from 
you on how you would like for us to proceed. 


 
Mitchell:  Council  Member  Mitchell  requested  that  staff  proceed  with  a  review  of  the  City’s 


Housing Locational Policy.   Council Member Mitchell also asked that as we go through 
the  review of  the Housing  Loacational Policy, we bring back  some  information on  tax 
credits.    Mr.  Mitchell  asked  that  staff  provide  an  update  on  the  Neighborhood 
Symposium at the April 7th meeting. 


 
2. FY2001 Housing & Neighborhood Development Focus Area Plan 
Mr. Mumford reminded the Committee that FY2011  is the second year of a two‐year focus area plan.  
Therefore, there are no major changes to the plan.  He commented that the FY2012 Focus Area Plan will 
suggest many changes to reflect where we are going as a community in the current economy.  
 
Questions/Comment/Answers: 
Mitchell:  I suggest that we make a motion that we refer this plan to Council for adoption. 
 
Burch:  That’s a good  idea  if  the Committee  is comfortable with doing  that because all of  the 


plans will be on Council’s April 12th agenda for adoption. 
 
Cooksey:  Before we do that I have concerns about the TBD targets for FY11 for initiative # 2. 
 
Mumford:  The challenge on this initiative is that it was developed prior to the merger of Economic 


Development and Neighborhood Development.   So now  that we are  together we are 
working to address that.  I am not sure today what that number will be. 


 
Cooksey:  I understand and I am comfortable moving forward as long as we know that number is 


prior  to  requesting  Council’s  adoption.    I make  a motion  that we  approve  the  plan 
contingent to identifying FY2011 targets [for initiative #2] prior to Council’s request for 
approval. 


 
3. Committee Meeting Schedule 
Chairman Mitchell reminded the Committee of its pending workload and suggested that the Committee 
consider meeting  twice during  the months of April and May.   The Committee agreed  to an additional 
meeting on April 19th and asked staff to poll them for a second meeting in May, if necessary. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:30 p.m. 
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Comprehensive Review of the City’s Affordable Housing Policies 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


March 3, 2010 
 


Committee Action: 
• Conclude the comprehensive review of the City’s Affordable Housing Policies with presentations 


from two of the City’s Housing Partners ‐ Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Housing Partnership and the 
Charlotte Housing Authority.  Staff will also provide information on other City Housing Partners, and 
 


• Seek direction on next steps, if any, to pursue regarding possible changes to the City’s Housing 
Policies. 
 


Policy: 
• The City’s Housing Policy focuses on preserving the existing housing stock, expanding the supply of 


low and moderate‐income housing and supporting family self‐sufficiency initiatives.  The City’s 
Affordable Housing Policies were approved by City Council on November 26, 2001 and September 
24, 2003. 


 
Explanation: 
• One of the FY2010 Housing and Neighborhood Development Focus Area initiatives is to undertake a 


Comprehensive Review of the City’s Housing Policies. 
 


• Neighborhood & Business Services staff will provide information to the Housing and Neighborhood 
Development Committee on the City’s housing policies, programs, partnerships, as well as 
community plans and initiatives. 


 
• On September 9, 2009, staff reviewed the City’s Affordable Housing Policies: 


o Housing Trust Fund 
o Assisted Multi‐Family Housing at Transit Station Areas 
o Assisted Housing Locational Policy 
o City‐County Cooperation 
o Increase Homeownership 
o Information Clearing House 
o Mixed Housing Development 
o Section 8 Rental Incentives 
 


• On October 14, 2009, the Committee received an overview of the Charlotte Housing Authority’s 
Section 8 Program. 
 


• On January 6, 2010, staff  provided a review of the City’s Housing Plans: 
- U.S. Department of HUD Consolidated Plan (5‐Year Plan) 
- More Than Shelter ‐ Ten‐Year Plan to End and Prevent Homelessness 
- Housing Charlotte 2007 Proceedings Report & Implementation Solutions 


 
• On February 2, 2010 staff provided a review of the City’s Housing Programs. 
 







City of Charlotte Housing Programs 
Housing Programs 
- Housing Trust Fund 
- Housing Rehabilitation 
- Lead‐Based Paint Hazard Reduction 
- HouseCharlotte Down Payment Assistance 
- Housing Support Services 
- Emergency Shelter Grants 
- Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS/HIV (HOPWA) 
- Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
- Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Regional Consortium 
- Continuum of Care Model 
- Stimulus Funding: 


• Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re‐Housing Program 
• Community Development Block Grant  
• Lead Hazard Reduction Program 


 
• On March 3, 2010, the review will conclude with presentations from the Charlotte‐Mecklenburg 


Housing Partnership and the Charlotte Housing Authority.  Staff will also provide information on 
other City of Charlotte Housing Partners. 







Attachment A 


City of Charlotte Housing Partners 
 


Agency Name:     Charlotte Housing Authority (CHA)  
  
Contact Person:   Charles Woodyard, Chief Executive Officer 
  
Telephone/Email:   704.336.5221/cwoodyard@cha‐nc.org 
  
Mission:  To lead, develop, and execute community‐wide strategies that meet the broad 


range of housing needs for families who cannot otherwise attain conventional 
housing.  


 
Background:   Established in 1939, the Housing Authority began developing assisted (low‐


income) housing units immediately upon its incorporation. The Authority's 
ultimate goal is to be a financially viable real estate company offering affordable 
housing that is competitive with or exceeds housing offered by other affordable 
housing providers. CHA continues to focus on its core mission of housing, 
partners with quality service providers for supportive services, and it continues 
to evolve as a collaborative leader who helps frame solutions to affordable 
housing issues. 


  
Real Estate Development: The real estate development group is responsible for 
developing or acquiring mixed income communities that include assisted (low‐
income) housing units. The group is also charged with expanding the pool of 
developers and funding sources available to CHA for future projects. The 
department has a strong record in mixed finance and leveraged development 
that has resulted in the success of four major redevelopments of former public 
housing complexes.  
 
Moving Forward: The Authority is one of 30 housing authorities nationally that 
participate in the federal government’s “Moving to Work” Demonstration 
Program.  MTW, as it is called nationally, and “Moving Forward” as it is called 
locally, allows the Authority regulatory flexibility to experiment with innovative 
housing solutions outside of existing federal guidelines.  This flexibility has 
resulted in a more nimble real estate acquisition and development process, 
creative practices that incent families to become self‐reliant, and internal 
process at enhance cost effectiveness.  
 
Role: Housing Manager, Developer, Service Partner: The Authority is the 
largest multi‐family owner and manager of affordable multi‐family housing in 
the region.  It also manages a large Housing Choice Voucher Program (Section 8) 
and contracts with service providers who deliver educational and life skill 
counseling services. 
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Agency Name:    Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Housing Partnership (The Housing Partnership) 
  
Contact Person:   Pat Garrett, President 
  
Telephone/Email:   704.342.0933/pgarrett@cmhp.org 
  
Mission:   To expand affordable and well‐maintained housing and promote stable 


neighborhoods for low and moderate‐income families with a continuing interest 
in the ability of occupants to more fully enter the economic mainstream.  


    
Background:   The Housing Partnership, incorporated in 1988, is a broad‐based, private, 


nonprofit housing development and finance corporation. The organization 
provides a comprehensive range of affordable housing services focused on 
revitalization, education, and development.   
  
Revitalization: The Housing Partnership has led the revitalization of several 
inner‐city neighborhoods: Greenville, Genesis Park, Park at Oaklawn, Druid Hills 
and Seversville. These redevelopments involved 320+ new and renovated 
homes, 273 new and renovated multi‐family units and 146 new senior rental 
homes. The organization is currently implementing the Greater Statesville 
Avenue Corridor Plan, co‐developed with the City of Charlotte and approved by 
the Charlotte City Council in 2001. Double Oaks is the largest effort currently in 
progress, which is a 60‐acre tract located only a mile and a half from Charlotte’s 
Center City.   
  
Education: The Housing Partnership is a designated NeighborWorks® 
HomeOwnership Center by NeighborWorks® America. The Homeownership 
Center provides HUD‐certified homebuyer education as well as foreclosure 
intervention counseling for homeowners struggling to make mortgage 
payments. HCC has created 1,418 homeowners and counseled 12,936 
households. HCC also provides foreclosure/default prevention counseling to 
400+ households annually.   
  
Development: The Housing Partnership has developed one new, single‐family 
subdivision of 71 new houses and has renovated and sold 100+ additional 
homes in neighborhoods throughout Mecklenburg County.   
Under several subsidiaries, The Housing Partnership owns and/or manages 
1,155 affordable multi‐family and senior rental units and has also invested in 
862 rental units developed by other nonprofit and for‐profit providers. The 
Housing Partnership has added a total of 2,018 apartments to Charlotte’s 
inventory to date.  
   
Role: Housing Partner: Potential recipient or borrower of Program‐Related 
Investments/Senior Debt for acquisition of multi‐family units to maintain or 
create affordability.  
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Agency Name:     Habitat for Humanity of Charlotte 
 
Contact Person:   Bert Green, Executive Director 
 
Telephone/Email:   704.716.7068/ bgreen@habitatcharlotte.org  
  
Mission:   Habitat for Humanity of Charlotte transforms lives by partnering with families 


and our communities to create and preserve affordable homeownership 
solutions.  


  
Background:   Since 1983, Habitat Charlotte has been empowering working‐class families to 


help themselves become homeowners. To date, over 900 families have been 
able to realize their dream of homeownership. Habitat Charlotte is currently 
ranked in the top ten in the nation in terms of house production and continues 
to stand at the forefront of national efforts to fight substandard housing.  


  
• Habitat Charlotte was named the 2008 Large Affiliate and 2008 ReStore 


of the Year by Habitat for Humanity International.   
 


• For the last four years, Habitat Charlotte has been given a coveted 4‐
Star rating by Charity Navigator for the organization's corporate and 
fiscal responsibility and management.  


 
• For fiscal year 2008‐2009, 93% of every dollar received went to fund 


programs.  
 


• Homes built by Habitat Charlotte have generated cumulative property 
taxes totaling over $7 million.  


 
• In 2009 Habitat Charlotte had over 12,000 days of volunteer 


construction effort donating more than 70,000 hours.   
 


Role: Housing Partner: Utilize loan funding to acquire or build multi‐family or 
single family units and then utilize volunteer force to build, refurbish or rehab as 
affordable housing.  
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Agency Name:     Crisis Assistance Ministry 
  
Contact Person:   Carol Hardison, Executive Director 
 
Telephone/Email:   704.371.3000, ext. 113/ chardison@crisisassistance.org 
  
Mission:   To provide assistance and advocacy for people in financial crisis, helping them 


move toward self‐sufficiency. 
  
Background:   Established in 1974 by the faith community, Crisis Assistance Ministry was 


created to pool resources to more effectively meet the needs of low‐income 
families in financial crisis in Mecklenburg County.  In 1985 Mecklenburg County 
Commissioners named them the “Lead Agency” to coordinate all public and 
private financial assistance for housing and utilities. 


 
Emergency Financial Assistance Program: This program serves individuals and 
families in financial distress by preventing eviction and utility loss with 
payments made directly to utility companies and landlords. 
 
Crisis Assistance Ministry Free Store: Crisis Assistance makes clothing, 
housewares, furniture and appliances available at no charge, which allows 
families to use their limited resources on other necessities, such as housing and 
utility payments. 
 
In 2008‐2009, 51,513 people received emergency financial assistance from Crisis 
Assistance Ministry. Over $9.5 million was distributed for emergency assistance 
at $343 per family crisis.  A total of 671,149 items of clothing and household 
goods were distributed through the Free Store. 


  
Role:  Emergency Assistance/Resource Partner: Strategic partner for ensuring 
emergency financial assistance and goods are available, which enables residents 
to stay in their homes and target their income to other basic necessities.  Key 
agency in initiating public‐private collaborations that prevent homelessness as 
well as programs that help people leave shelters and find permanent affordable 
housing. 
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Agency Name:     Workforce Initiative for Supportive Housing (W.I.S.H.)  
  
Contact Person:   Darren Ash, Executive Director 
  
Telephone/Email:   704.371.3001 ext. 176/ dash@crisisassistance.org  
  
Mission:   A permanent supportive housing solution for homeless working families with 


children in Mecklenburg County. 
  
Background:   The W.I.S.H. Program is a collaborative solution designed to eliminate 


homelessness by rapidly re‐housing homeless working families in decent vacant 
apartments and empowering them with extensive “relationship‐oriented” 
supportive services to become self‐sufficient. This goal is accomplished through 
a phased, incentive‐based program to provide a second chance to those families 
committed to living independent, responsible and productive lives.   


  
Core services include: 
• Housing placement and rental subsidy 
• Family support social work 
• Step / reward system and Getting Ahead workshops  
• HOPE Team volunteers / Bridges Out Of Poverty training  
  
The strength and innovation of W.I.S.H. lies in collaboration. No new agencies 
have been created. Instead, skills of existing agencies are combined with 
funding from public/private partnerships and relationships with local landlords 
who have vacant apartments to offer. The result is a web of sustained support 
wrapped around each W.I.S.H. family to empower them to achieve long‐term 
self‐sufficiency. 
 
Role: Wrap Around Support Services Coordinator: Coordinate long‐term 
relationship oriented support services, including highly trained HOPE Team 
volunteers.  
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Agency Name:     Consumer Credit Counseling Services of United Family Services  
  


Contact Person:   Mark Pierman, President/CEO 
  
Telephone/Email:   704.367.2701/mpierman@ufsclt.org 
  
Mission:   To provide hope and solutions for people in crisis. 


 
Our Vision at United Family Services (UFS) is that those families and individuals 
who are victims of violence or are touched by an emotional or financial crisis 
receive support and encouragement to create a better future. 


 
Background:  United Family Services has offered some form of counseling and education since 


our founding in 1909. Today, individuals and families benefit from individual, 
marital, family and economic counseling. 


 
UFS works in diverse ways and in partnership with others to restore all 
individuals and families to basic levels of security, self‐sufficiency and belonging, 
through quality services to ensure children have mentors, women are safe, 
victims are not left in the cold, no one is overwhelmed by debt, counseling is 
accessible.  UFS pledges to be responsive to evolving needs and opportunities as 
we move into our future.  
 
Housing Services: Consumer Credit Counseling & Housing Services (a division of 
United Family Services) is a Housing and Urban Development (HUD) approved 
housing counseling program. UFS also offers assistance to renters, homeowners 
and future homeowners through the following programs: 
 
Mortgage Default and Rental Delinquency: The focus of this program is to 
identify possible options for clients who are facing mortgage default or rental 
delinquency in an effort to prevent foreclosures or evictions.  
 
Reverse Mortgages: This program is for individuals at least 62 years old who 
may need to allow the equity in their home work for them. 
 


Pre‐ and Post‐Purchase Counseling: This program offers seminars and individual 
sessions designed to inform and educate prospective homebuyers. CCC takes 
individuals through the entire process by providing information and assistance 
in developing a budget, selecting the right home, finding the most affordable 
and favorable home loan and closing the transaction. 
 
Pre‐ and Post‐Rental Counseling: This program educates clients on the 
responsibilities of a tenant as well as the landlord. Workshop training includes 
landlord/tenant mediation and learning about the eviction process.  


   







Agency Name:     Community Link 


 
Contact Person:   Floyd Davis, President/CEO 
  
Telephone/Email:   704‐943‐9491/Floyd@communitylink‐nc.org 
  
Mission:   To utilize community resources efficiently to provide effective individualized 


long‐term services to break the cycle of poverty among individuals and families. 
 
Background:  Community Link began in Charlotte in 1929 as a chapter of the National 


Travelers Aid Society.  The all‐volunteer agency was made up of a group of 
women who staffed booths at train and bus stations to help transient, lost, 
abandoned or ill strangers. Though the agency now resides in downtown 
Charlotte, it is still a chapter of the National Travelers Aid Society.  


 
In 1995, the name was changed to Community Link, Programs of Travelers Aid 
Society of Central Carolinas, Inc., to better reflect its expanding role in helping 
the working poor. Today the agency's purpose is to break the cycle of poverty by 
enabling working poor individuals and families to obtain and sustain safe, 
decent and affordable housing. 
 
Pre‐Homeownership Counseling: Pre‐homeownership services include 
improving knowledge of budgeting, credit repair, mortgage loan approval; 
assisting in locating a home; and assisting in negotiating mortgage loan terms, 
purchase price and mortgage loan closing process.  Community Link provides 
these services annually through a contract with the City of Charlotte, 
Neighborhood & Business Services. 
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Agency Name:     Builders of Hope, Inc.  
  
Contact Person:   Dennis L. Boothe, Jr., General Counsel  
  
Telephone/Email:   919‐816‐5866/dennis@buildersofhope.org   
  
Mission:   To provide affordable housing to under‐privileged families through rescuing and 


transforming blighted homes into premium, affordable green housing.  
 
Background:  Builders of Hope rebuilds homes and lives by incorporating economic, 


environmental and social solutions to target neighborhoods.  Our model 
involves moving houses to planned neighborhoods for rehabilitation or 
rebuilding on‐site through green building techniques.  By saving homes that 
would otherwise be demolished, we save millions of pounds of debris from 
entering the landfills.  Our homes are built to recognized energy efficient and 
sustainable standards such as Advanced Energy Systemvision, LEED and Healthy 
Homes.  In addition, we have been able to guarantee low‐cost energy bills and 
provide low‐cost wireless internet bills for our tenants and homebuyers. 


 
      Another important part of our mission is our work‐mentor program.     


Builders of Hope gives the chronically unemployed, the homeless and at‐risk 
youth the opportunity to learn green construction skills over a six‐ month period 
(with the possibility of long‐term employment) and other life skills.  Participants 
are placed side by side on the job site with mentors and construction personnel.  
They learn the value of time management, punctuality, respect, courtesy, 
teamwork and commitment. 


 
Charlotte Housing Development:  Builders of Hope acquired a foreclosed 
apartment complex, comprised of 23 units on Rowan Street, in January 2010.  
These units had signs of significant deterioration, including missing insulation, 
faulty units and defective HVAC units.  Builders of Hope will utilize its patented 
Extreme Green Rehabilitation process to renovate the units, replacing systems 
and including energy efficient and sustainable elements, resulting in lower 
energy bills for tenants and a healthier environment for families.  Builders of 
Hope expect to complete rehabilitation of all units and to be fully leased up by 
the end of 2010.  The organization is actively seeking to involve local churches 
and community groups in this project and recently hosted a volunteer day with 
30+ students from the University of North Carolina – Charlotte for 
deconstruction of units. 
 
In February 2010 five work‐release inmates were hired through a partnership 
with the NC Department of Corrections.  These five individuals have been paired 
with a site supervisor who regularly evaluates their performance and reviews 
with the Department of Corrections.   
 
Builders of Hope has acquired three single family homes in the Lincoln Heights 
neighborhood and has begun rehabilitation and will include green elements and 
amenities in each home, primarily targeting homeownership.  Builders of Hope 
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plans to purchase between 8‐10 homes in this neighborhood and plan on 
marketing these properties to workforce families (typically police officers, 
nurses, hairdressers, etc.).   
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Agency Name:     The Regional HIV/AIDS Consortium 
  
Contact Person:   Terry W. Ellington, Executive Director 
  
Telephone/Email:   704.531.2467 x 13/terrye@regionalconsortium.org 
  
Mission:   The  Regional  Consortium's  mission  is  to  foster  and  to  ensure  a  regional 


approach to prevent the spread of HIV and AIDS and to meet with compassion 
and dignity the needs of those affected by the disease. 


 
Background:  The Regional Consortium serves as the Project Sponsor for the City of 


Charlotte’s Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) program. The 
HOPWA Program emphasizes the creation and perpetuation of a broad 
continuum of housing options aimed at meeting the needs of people living with 
HIV and AIDS and their families in a six‐county region. This includes short‐term 
housing assistance, providing supportive services necessary to keep people in 
their homes, enhanced access to additional housing units, supportive services, 
tenant‐based rental assistance, facility‐based housing assistance, residential 
substance abuse treatment, end‐of‐life care, resource identification and short‐
term rent, mortgage and utility payments.   


 
Tenant‐Based Rental Voucher Program: The goal of the tenant‐based rental 
voucher program is to address the HIV/AIDS housing gap by providing 
transitional subsidized housing for eligible persons to move into permanent 
housing. The program provides decent, safe and affordable housing, supportive 
services and permanent housing placement. To further enhance access to 
supportive services, all prospective program participants must be referred by an 
HIV case manager. 
 
Short‐Term Housing Assistance: The HOPWA program provides short‐term 
housing assistance for rent, utility and mortgage payments to prevent the 
homelessness of a tenant or mortgagee of a dwelling. 
 
Housing Information Services: Housing Information Services provided include, 
but are not limited to, counseling, information and referral to assist people 
living with HIV and AIDS to locate, acquire, finance and maintain housing. 
 
The Regional Consortium also provides HIV/STD counseling and testing, several 
HIV prevention programs, an in‐home mental health treatment program, and 
training programs for service providers. For additional information, visit 
www.regionalconsortium.org 
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Agency Name:     Belmont Community Development Corporation 
  
Contact person:   Reginald Jones, Executive Director 
 
Telephone /Email:    704.335.0450/rjones_belmont@bellsouth.net 
 
Mission:   To preserve the historic integrity of Belmont and surrounding areas, utilizing 


traditional and non‐traditional methods of community economic development.   
 


Background:  In 1990, the Belmont Community Development Corporation evolved from the 
neighborhood association’s (Belmont Neighborhood Strategy Force) efforts to 
seek solutions to the many complex issues residents of the neighborhood faced 
each day.  One of the many problems they found among the community 
included families needing adequate, decent, affordable housing.  They also felt a 
need to bring back a sense of community by creating a mechanism that would 
allow the resident to shop within the community for some of their everyday 
necessities.  Thus, the Belmont CDC was established as a mechanism for the 
investment of financial resources.  These investments are in the development of 
quality affordable housing and decent neighborhood‐controlled businesses. 


 
Real Estate Development: Belmont CDC was successful in securing  a low 
interest Construction line of credit through First Citizens Bank in the amount of 
$500,000 to finance the Belmont Homeownership, a HOPE VI project in 
partnership with the Charlotte Housing Authority (CHA) and the Community 
Group (TCG). Belmont CDC was able to acquire develop, build and sale four of 
ten single‐family homes and provided professional Housing Counseling. Belmont 
CDC was also successful in securing an additional low interest construction line 
of credit through First Citizens Bank in the amount of $360,000 to finance 
Bungalow Homeownership project. Through partnerships, CDC has created over 
60 new and rehabilitated properties in the Belmont and surrounding areas. 
 
The CDC is looking to expand its development activities to Belmont and 
surrounding areas through the creation of mix use developments, low income 
affordable housing and/or commercial development.  It is also looking to 
acquire vacant abandoned buildings and foreclosed property for rehabilitated 
and sale.   The Belmont CDC is the primary developer of all its newly constructed 
single family affordable housing projects.  The CDC provides construction 
management efforts to projects. The CDC has created programs such as our 
Back to School Drive program and partners with Toys for Tots, the Salvation 
Army, churches and private donors to support our Christmas Giving Program 
which serves over 1,000 families/children.  Please visit www.belmontcdc.org for 
more information about Belmont CDC. 
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Agency Name:     Friendship Community Development Corporation (FCDC) 
  
Contact Person:   Jennifer Coble, Executive Director  
  
Telephone/Email:   704.391.6697/jcoble@friendshipcharlotte.org    
  
Mission:   Friendship Community Development Corporation serves, facilitates and builds 


community through sustained human development.   
 
Background:  Established in 2001, the Friendship Community Development Corporation 


(FCDC) grew from a committee at Friendship Missionary Baptist Church to 
develop over 108 acres acquired by the FMBC along the Beatties Ford Rd 
Corridor.  The goal of the FCDC is to be the “Community Builder,” offering 
affordable housing and to provide and enable economic development. 


 
Real Estate Development:  The Real Estate Development committee is 
responsible for due diligence in acquiring and developing properties that 
produce affordable housing units in Charlotte‐Mecklenburg.  The committee 
researches and investigates potential funding sources available to partner with 
FCDC on projects.  The committee has successfully completed commercial 
projects and residential projects using both public and private financing. 


 
The FCDC has a multi‐focused approach to building community by developing 
housing, including a women’s homeless shelter, to single family homes available 
for rent or homeownership while simultaneously providing education, 
employment opportunities and social services, our “Pathways to Success” 
program.  By addressing barriers to employment and education, we address 
issues regarding maintaining safe, stable affordable housing.  Our program 
develops the housing product and the affordable housing consumer.  This 
approach produces success in achieving sustainability and independence. 


 
The FCDC manages a small number of rental units, including special need units 
for seniors and those affected by HIV/AIDS. Additionally, the FCDC has recently 
completed development on a 26‐bed homeless shelter and is currently 
developing additional rental and for sale units of affordable housing.  The FCDC 
partners with local service providers who deliver educational (GED/ABE) classes 
and life skill counseling services. 
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Agency Name:     Lakewood Community Development Corporation  
 
Contact Person:   Dave Nichols, Executive Officer  
 
Telephone / Email:   704.651.1368/dave@lakewood‐cdc.org  
 
Mission:   Our mission is to generate neighborhood physical improvements – particularly 


affordable housing that enhances community safety – for present and future 
Lakewood residents to connect Lakewood families and individuals with each 
other and to reinforce and strengthen the personal assets and human potential 
of Lakewood residents of all ages.  


 
Background:  Organization was established in 1991 as a mission outreach partnership 


between Faith Memorial Baptist Church and Myers Park Baptist Church.  Nearly 
half of the organization’s directors are residents of Lakewood.  Lakewood CDC is 
a neighborhood‐based 501(c)(3) non‐profit organization focused on the 
comprehensive revitalization of the Lakewood neighborhood and the 
economically challenged Charlotte inner‐city neighborhood.  Our housing 
development activities are indicated below.  The neighborhood has, as a result 
of our advocacy, realized significant utility, storm water and street 
improvements.  The children and families living in Lakewood have significantly 
benefited from the various personal improvement opportunities we have 
offered, including afterschool activities and homeownership counseling. 


 
Real Estate Development:  Through a $250,000 revolving, no‐interest 
affordable housing loan fund established by Myers Park Baptist for projects in 
Lakewood, Lakewood CDC has been able to acquire a number of properties 
appropriate for development, including residential, commercial, and public 
amenities (i.e., park with greenway and mountain biking trails). 


 
As a qualified Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO), 
Lakewood CDC has utilized HUD funds from the HOME program to acquire 
additional properties, to demolish substandard structures, to clear overgrown 
lots and to support other affordable housing activities in Lakewood.  Through 
our partnerships with the Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Housing Partnership and 
Habitat for Humanity, 106 new or rehabilitated housing units have been 
completed or are under construction.   


 
Moving Forward:  Through our new partnership with Self Help CDC, we 
anticipate the construction and sale of five new homes initially and a total of 12 
or more in the near future.  We are seeking opportunities for a co‐development 
partnership for a multi‐family project on land already acquired perhaps to 
include some commercial areas.  


 
Lakewood CDC is: (1) the owner and manager (through management contracts) 
of affordable rental properties (2) the developer (in partnership with other 
qualified developers) and marketer of real estate for affordable housing; and (3) 
the provider (through partnership contracts) of homebuyer education and 
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counseling.  All of our work is performed in and for the benefit of the Lakewood 
neighborhood. 
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Agency Name:      Center for Community Self‐Help (Self‐Help) 


Contact Person:    Evan Covington Chavez, Director of Residential Real Estate 


Telephone/Email:    704‐409‐5913/donnetta.collier@self‐help.org       
         919.956.4476/evan.covington‐chavez@self‐help.org 


Mission:  Creating and protecting ownership and economic opportunity for 
people of color, women, rural residents and low‐wealth families and 
communities. 


Background:  The nonprofit Center for Community Self‐Help and its financing affiliates 
Self‐Help Credit Union, Self‐Help Federal Credit Union, Self‐Help 
Ventures Fund, and Self‐Help Community Development Corporation 
provide financing, technical support and advocacy for those left out of 
the economic mainstream.  Since its founding in 1980, Self‐Help has 
reached out to female, rural and minority borrowers across North 
Carolina, in Washington, DC, California and many other places. 


• Self‐Help assists borrowers nationwide to build wealth through 
ownership of a home or business 


• Self‐Help strengthens underserved communities by financing 
nonprofits, childcare centers, community health facilities, public 
charter schools and residential and commercial real estate projects. 


• Self‐Help operates a home loan secondary market program that 
enables private lenders to make more loans in low‐wealth 
communities. 


• Self‐Help helps revitalize low‐income neighborhoods through 
housing rehabilitation and new construction. 
 


Over time Self‐Help has learned and demonstrated that low‐income 
borrowers pose no greater credit risk than others.  Our borrowers have 
proven their determination to repay their loans, build their businesses, 
improve their communities, and build wealth through home equity. 
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Agency Name:      Self‐Help Community Development Corporation (SHCDC) 


Contact Person:    Evan Covington Chavez –Director         
        Donnetta Collier‐ Real Estate Associate 


Telephone/Email:    704‐409‐5913/donnetta.collier@self‐help.org       
         919.956.4476/evan.covington‐chavez@self‐help.org 


Mission:  Create housing opportunities that promote wealth‐building, ownership 
and stability for low‐income people and neighborhoods. 


Background:  The nonprofit Self‐Help CDC helps revitalize low‐income neighborhoods 
through housing rehabilitation and new construction.  Self‐Help CDC is 
an experienced developer of affordable, single‐family and lease to 
purchase homeownership opportunities. Since 1997 we’ve built and 
sold over 130 homes with a particular expertise in in‐fill development, 
rehabilitation and community revitalization. 


  Charlotte Real Estate Development:  The real estate development 
group in Charlotte is responsible for development through acquiring 
both vacant lots and homes.  We build new or renovate single family 
homes to sell to low‐wealth people.  Our group is charged with working 
closely with residents in neighborhoods that are experiencing low 
homeownership rates, high crime and/or foreclosure.  The goal is to 
increase values and improve the living conditions often associated with 
inner city neighborhoods by selling homes to families earning at or 
below 80% area median income.  Our residential real estate team has a 
strong record in increasing the homeownership rate in neighborhoods 
with less than 50% owner occupants.  Our development projects are 
financed internally through the Self‐Help Ventures Fund.  Self‐Help 
works with several partners to help fill development gaps and provide 
down payment assistance to the buyer.  


Moving Forward: Self‐Help CDC has partnered with another entity to 
leverage resources and build its first mixed income subdivision in Grier 
Heights.   Our Lease Purchase Pilot Program in the Peachtree Hills 
subdivision is now a model for a national neighborhood stabilization 
program.  We have 17 new homeowners and one lease purchase family.  
We continue to acquire new properties in this neighborhood to further 
the stabilization efforts. 
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Role as Developer and Community Partner: Self‐Help CDC is dedicated 
to working with communities not just in communities. We are invited 
into our neighborhoods and work closely with the community residents 
and stakeholders to help fulfill their vision and bring stability.  We 
currently are undertaking a total seven projects, three of which are in 
Charlotte – Grier Heights, Peachtree Hills and Lakewood.  We work 
closely with local homeownership and credit counseling providers and 
nonprofits who deliver educational and the holistic programming 
needed including healthcare, after school and job training programs and 
community police relations. 







   


 


FY2011 Strategic Focus Area Plan 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee 


March 3, 2010 
 
 


Committee Action Requested: 
Continue the discussion of the Draft FY2011 Housing and Neighborhood Development Focus 
Area Plan as a follow up to City Council’s retreat. 
 
Explanation: 
Every two years, the City Council undertakes a major review of its Focus Area Plans – 
Community Safety, Economic Development, Environment, Housing and Neighborhood 
Development, and Transportation.  FY2011 represents the second year of a two year Focus Area 
Plan, therefore the plan reflects very minor changes. 
 
The Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee discussed the plan at the January 6, 
2010 meeting.  The focus area plans were also discussed at the City Council’s annual retreat.  
Based on Council’s retreat discussion, the Committee needs to make its recommendation to 
adopt the plan to City Council.  The attached document represents the latest iteration of the 
focus area plan as presented at the Council’s Retreat and reflects the following revisions. 
 
Page 1: 
The plan has been revised to reflect the vision and mission of the newly formed Neighborhood 
& Business Services Department, resulting from the merger of the City’s old Neighborhood 
Development Department and the Economic Development Division. 
 
Page 2: 
Promote Economic Development ‐ Initiative #2 
The original intent of this initiative was to encourage more collaboration between 
Neighborhood Development and Economic Development.  Due to the merger, this initiative has 
been revised as follows: 
 
Initiative:  Determine the number of adjoining neighborhood residents gaining 


access to jobs, goods and services along the business corridors through 
City funded program. 


Measure:    Number of adjoining neighborhood residents gaining employment 
Targets:    FY2011   TBD 


    FY2010   Establish Baseline 
 
Strengthen Neighborhoods ‐ Initiative #3 
The Committee is currently engaged in a comprehensive review of the City’s Affordable Housing 
Policies; therefore this initiative has been revised as follows: 
 
Initiative:    Develop a Comprehensive Housing Strategy 
Measure:  Update the City’s Affordable Housing Policies including Council action, if 


necessary. 







   


 


Targets:    FY2011   TBD 
FY2010   100% (Complete Comprehensive Review) 


 
Page 4: 
Strengthen Neighborhoods – Initiative #6 
In September of 2009, Council adopted the Non‐Residential Building Code Ordinance; therefore 
the initiative has been revised as follows: 
Initiative:    Address deteriorating and blighted non‐residential structures. 
Measure:    Number of commercial structures inspected and brought into compliance 
Targets:  FY2011   TBD (The number of inspections and compliance will be 


determined after the program is operational). 
FY2010  100% (Adoption of the Non‐Residential Building Code 


Ordinance) 
 
Attachment: 
Draft FY2011 Strategic Focus Area Plan 







 
  FY2011 Strategic Focus Area Plan - DRAFT 
 
“Creating great neighborhoods in which to 
live, work, and play.” 
 
“Creating healthy and vibrant 
neighborhoods.” 


 
The City of Charlotte’s long-term health, vitality, and distinction as a leading city is 
predicated upon its ability to maintain safe, healthy, vibrant and sustainable 
neighborhoods.  The City will be responsive to the needs of all neighborhoods and 
will develop unique approaches and solutions for the City’s challenged and 
transitioning neighborhoods. 
 
Social changes, crime and disorder, physical deterioration, and economic 
disinvestments create challenges for the City’s residential, commercial and industrial 
neighborhoods areas.  The City’s housing and neighborhood strategy focuses on 
strengthening neighborhoods by developing comprehensive neighborhood 
infrastructure, promoting economic opportunities through collaborative neighborhood 
and business corridor revitalization, improving quality of life measures, expanding 
affordable housing, achieving model neighborhood standards, and addressing the 
growing foreclosure crisis. (Also see Community Safety, Economic Development and 
Transportation Focus Area Plans for more housing and neighborhood development 
initiatives.) 
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Housing and Neighborhood Development 
 
Invest in Infrastructure 
H&ND.1  Focus Area Initiative:  Improve the safety and appearance of 


 neighborhoods by implementing 
 comprehensive infrastructure 
 improvements 


 FY11 Measure:  Number of neighborhood transportation, storm water,  
  area plans and infrastructure projects completed 


   Targets:   FY11 - 36 
       FY10 – 24 


   FY09 Target:  N/A – new measure for FY10 
 
 
Promote Economic Development 
H&ND.2  Focus Area Initiative: Conduct a pilot program to connect 


 neighborhoods to jobs, goods & services an 
 security along a business corridor (to be 
 determined). 


    Determine the number of adjoining 
 neighborhood residents gaining access to 
 jobs, goods and services along the business 
 corridors through City funded programs 


 FY11 Measure:  Number of adjoining neighborhood residents gaining  
  employment 


   Targets:   FY2011 – 15 
       FY2010 - 10 
       FY11 - TBD 
       FY10 - Establish Baseline 
        FY09 Target:    N/A - new measure for FY10 
 


 FY11 Measure:  Increase in access to retail opportunities percentage as  
  measured by the Neighborhood Quality of Life Study 


   Targets:   FY11 - N/A 
       FY10 - 5% 
        FY09 Target:    N/A - new measure for FY10 
 


 FY11 Measure:  Reduction in crime in the corridor and adjoining   
  neighborhoods 


   Targets:   FY11 - 5% 
       FY10 - 5%  


   FY09 Target:  N/A – new measure for FY10 
 
Strengthen Neighborhoods 
H&ND.3    Focus Area Initiative: Undertake Develop a “Comprehensive  


Affordable Housing Policy Strategy 
incorporating all segments of the local 
affordable housing industry.” 


 FY11 Measure:   Update the City’s Affordable Housing Policies including  
  Council action, if necessary 


  Targets:   FY11 -  TBD 
    FY10 - 100% 


   FY09 Target:  N/A – new measure for FY10 
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Housing and Neighborhood Development 
 
H&ND.4  Focus Area Initiative: Improve the quality of life trends in   


    challenged, transitioning and stable   
    Neighborhood Statistical Areas 


 FY11 Measures:   Reduce the number of challenged neighborhood   
  statistical areas as measured by the biennial bi-annual  
  Neighborhood Quality of Life Study (QoL). 


     QoL Targets 
  Targets:   FY11 - n/a 
    FY10 – 18  - reduction from 20 to 18 
  FY09 Target:   No target established  
   


 FY11 Measure:  Graduate neighborhoods from the City’s revitalization  
  program 


   Targets:   FY11 - 1 
      FY10 - 1 
   FY09 Target:   1 


FY09 Actual:     0 
 


 FY11 Measures:  The number and percent of improvement in declining  
  NSAs based on the bi-annual Neighborhood Quality of  
  Life Study 


      Number  Percent Improving 
   Targets:    FY11 - TBD          TBD 
      FY10 - 9 of 12                 75% 
   FY09 Target:   N/A (survey is conducted bi-annually) 
             
 
H&ND.5  Focus Area Initiative:  Increase the supply of affordable housing  


  units, number of units serving households  
  earning 80%, 60% and 30% or less of the  
  area median income (AMI) and number of  
  homeownership units 


 FY11 Measures:  Number of affordable housing units completed and  
  number of units serving the targeted market 


 
  Total Unit 


Production 
80% to 
61% 
(AMI) 
Units 


60% to 
31% 
(AMI) 
Units 


30% to 
0% (AMI) 


Units 


Targets: FY11 -  1,000 400 430 170 
 FY10 -  1,000 400 440 160 
 
FY09 Target: 


  
1,000 


 
400 


 
450 


 
150 


FY09 Actual:  1,085    
    


  Homeowner 
Production 


Targets: FY11 - 450 
 FY10 - 450 
FY09 Actual:  492 
   
   







    
 
Housing and Neighborhood Development 
 
H&ND.6  Focus Area Initiative:  Address deteriorating and blighted non- 


    residential structures  City Council’s adoption  
    of the non-residential enforcement ordinance. 


 FY11 Measure:  Number of commercial structures inspected and brought 
  into compliance 


  The number of inspections and compliances  
  can be more accurately determined after the  
  program is operational. 


      #. Inspected  # of Compliances # of Units 
             Completed 


   Targets:   FY11 - TBD   TBD 
      FY10 - 100% 
       FY09 Target:   N/A – new measure for FY11 
    
 
H&ND.7  Focus Area Initiative:  Address foreclosures in targeted   


    revitalization areas. 
 FY11 Measure:  Implementation of the Neighborhood Stabilization  


  Program and number of units completed 
 


  Program Implementation Number of Units  
    Acquired and or  
    Rehabilitated 


   Targets:  FY11 -  TBD     8 
     FY10 -  100%    25 
         FY09 Target: N/A – new measure for FY10  
 


4 
 







Attachment B 


February 2, 2010 
Housing & Neighborhood Development Committee 


Follow‐up Report 
 


The following responses are provided to address questions from Council Members Barnes and Cannon 
which were asked during the February 2, 2010 Committee meeting: 


 
1. Question: 


Provide a perspective from the home ownership counseling providers about how the counseling 
is going?  Three agencies were surveyed and the information provided is based on the number 
of people served and the challenges they are currently facing. 
 
Response: 


   Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Housing Partnership 
• In 2009 the agency served 746 persons through pre‐purchase counseling and 68 persons 


thus far in 2010. 
• In 2009 the agency served 462 persons through foreclosure counseling and 42 persons 


thus far in 2010. 
 
Community Link 


• In 2009 the agency served 811 persons through pre‐purchase counseling and 588 
persons thus far in 2010. 


 
Consumer Credit Counseling Service 


• In 2009 the agency served 863 persons through foreclosure counseling and 126 persons 
thus far in 2010. 
 


The agencies identified the following challenges within the housing counseling industry: 


• Lenders are taking an extended amount of time completing modification or loan 
workout plans due to the mortgage melt down and the high unemployment rate. 


 
• Customers are not able to purchase in a desired timeframe due to tightened lender 


guidelines. Customers must wait for improved credit scores prior to purchase as well as 
allow sufficient time to save for one to two month reserves. Most customers who enter 
the program have no savings. 


 


• The response time from lenders for foreclosure workouts is a minimum of eight weeks. 
The customer continues to remain delinquent on their mortgage during this timeframe. 
This causes the counselor’s caseload to continuously increase because of the amount of 
time it takes to resolve one file. 


 
2. Question: 


Should staff consider developing homeownership standards for partners?  The City should 
approve the training and the training should be consistent among providers. 
 
 
 







Response: 
The City relies on the approved U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
standards.  The Housing Counseling agencies are approved and certified by.  The HUD 
certification process is shown below: 
 
HUD sponsors housing counseling agencies throughout the country to provide free or  low cost 
advice.  In  order  to  be  an  approved HUD  housing  counseling  agency,  the  agency must meet 
certain criteria. Below are a few of the more important criteria: 
 


• Nonprofit  Status.  The  applicant  must  function  as  private  or  public  nonprofit 
organization. The agency must submit evidence of nonprofit status as demonstrated by 
Section 501 (c) of the Internal Revenue Code. 


 


• Experience.  The  applicant must  have  successfully  administered  a  housing  counseling 
program for at least one year. 


 


• Community  Base.  The  applicant must  have  functioned  for  at  least  one  year  in  the 
geographical area that the applicant proposes to serve. 


 


• Counseling Resources. The  applicant must have  sufficient  resources  to  implement  its 
proposed counseling plan no later than the date of HUD approval. 


 
After reviewing the qualifying criteria and  if approved, HUD will  list the agency as an approved 
agency.   HUD  approval  is  good  for  two  years  and  periodic  audits  are  performed  by HUD  to 
determine  if the agency  is still compliant. Continued approval  is based on remaining compliant 
with  the HUD  requirements.   HUD also has  standards  for  the delivery of  counseling  services, 
individual counseling plans and file documentation.  
 
HUD certified housing counseling agencies (Charlotte) 
 


Alliance Credit Counseling  Gore CDC 
CCCS of United Family Services  Latin American Coalition 
Charlotte Mecklenburg Housing Partnership  Neighborhood Assistance Corporation of America  
Clearpoint Financial Solutions   
Community Link   


 
3. Question: 


Do we have data on children who have elevated blood levels for lead? 
 


Response: 
The following data is provided by Mecklenburg County.  
 
 


 
2005 


 
2006 


 
2007 


 
2008 


Percent of children (12‐36 months) 
screened for elevated blood lead levels 


 
25.6% 


 
28.4% 


 
29.3% 


 
30.9% 


Percent of children (12‐36 months) 
with elevated blood lead levels. 


 
0.6% 


 
0.4% 


 
0.3% 


 
0.2% 


Data Sources:  National KIDS COUNT Program or Action for Children North Carolina 
North Carolina Childhood Blood Lead Surveillance Data 
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Staff Resources: Jeff Reid, E&PM, 704-614-2122, jlreid@charlottenc.gov 
Barry Shearin, CMU, 704-564-4058, bshearin@charlottenc.gov 
 
There are four condemnations for the 2009 Annexation-Hood Road North Sanitary Sewer 
Improvements Project on the April 12 Council Agenda.  The four property owners for Parcels 
#70, #71, #72 and #73 (Items F-I) are scheduled to speak, indicating issues with compensation 
amount, loss of trees and alteration of the neighborhood’s character. On Item H, the property 
owner also has an issue with sewer hookup expenses necessitated by the construction. 
 
City agents have attempted negotiated settlements for each of these transactions, either prior to 
or after real estate appraisals were performed, but have been unable to reach agreements.  
 
The real estate acquisition process strives to ensure property owners are treated fairly. To begin, 
a City agent meets with the owner to show project plans, discuss the impact on the property and 
address any owner concerns. Compensation negotiations begin based on the property’s tax value 
and/or comparable sales in the area. If agreement is reached, the acquisition is placed on the 
Council Agenda.  
 
If agreement is not reached, the agent makes the City’s final pre-appraisal offer and tells the 
owner the next step is an independent third-party appraisal that will limit the City’s ability to 
negotiate. The property owner is informed the appraisal may come in higher or lower than the 
City’s current offering. Once the appraisal is complete, any settlement offer exceeding 10% of 
appraised value must be legally justifiable. 
 
If the City and property owner cannot reach a settlement, a condemnation action appears on the  
Council Agenda. Negotiations within the legal limits continue after Council approval. Finally, 
the owner has the right to an impartial condemnation hearing where the judge or jury determines 
equitable compensation. More than 90% of all transactions are successfully settled prior to trial.   
 
INFORMATION: 
 
April 11 – CharMeck 311 Service Interruption 
Staff Resources: Kimberly Laney, CharMeck 311, 704-432-4001, kwlaney@ci.charlotte.nc.us  
Doug Symonds, BSS, 704-432-8401, dsymonds@ci.charlotte.nc.us 
 
Business Support Services/Information Technology Division (BSS/IT) has scheduled an upgrade 
for telephony tools that support CharMeck 311 and other business units. This upgrade will 
require an interruption of service. BSS/IT and CharMeck 311 have scheduled the event during 
the lowest volume call period.  The upgrade will take approximately 1 ½ hours and is scheduled 
for Sunday morning, April 11, 2010 between the hours of 3:00 and 4:30 am.  During this time,  
 
INFORMATION (continued): 
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callers to CharMeck 311 will receive a busy signal.  AT&T is unable to place any recording 
advising callers differently during this time. 
 
CharMeck 311 projected 20 calls during this period, primarily associated with towing and other 
non-emergency public safety issues (noise, filing a report).  CharMeck 311 and BSS/IT have 
notified all partnering business units of this interruption to service.  Returning a busy signal to 
callers is consistent with the one previously scheduled outage managed during the last several 
years.   
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: (packaged as a part of this memo, and 
follow the order below) 
 
March 3 Housing & Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting Summary 
March 18 Community Safety Committee Meeting Summary 
 








 


Charlotte City Council 
Community Safety Committee 


Meeting Summary for March 18, 2010


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


 


 
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject:  Towing Ordinance 


Action:   Requested staff to start preliminary rough draft ordinance  
 


II.  Subject: Tethering of Canines 
 Action:  Requested staff to bring back options to amend the current ordinance 
 
III.       Subject: FY2011 Focus Area Plan 
 Action: None 
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present:  Patsy Kinsey, Susan Burgess, Andy Dulin, Edwin Peacock 
Time:  12:08 pm – 1:30 pm 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
  
 


1. Agenda Package 
2. Tethering Presentation 


 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 


Acting Chairwoman Patsy Kinsey called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the 
room to introduce themselves.  She recognized the guests affiliated with the Coalition of 
Unchained Dogs and thanked them for attending the meeting.  She reminded everyone that 
this meeting is not a public hearing and she would not recognize anyone in the audience 
unless a Committee member has a specific question to ask them.  She then turned it over to 
Assistant City Manager Eric Campbell to introduce the first item on the agenda. 
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I. Towing Ordinance 
  
Mr. Campbell stated that this is a continuation from the January Committee meeting.  Police 
Attorney Mark Newbold and Major Eddie Levins will review some questions from the last 
meeting and talk about the types of complaints, the signs, potential solutions and best 
practices in other cities.  He then turned it over to Major Levins.   
 
Major Levins began reviewing the “Towing Ordinance – Private Trespass Tows” 
presentation (copy attached). 
 
[“Questions from Previous Meeting” slide] 
 
How many complaints from citizens have been made? 
Major Levins said that is difficult information to pull because of the way the calls come in, as 
service calls, to CMPD.  We have been able to query the CMPD reporting system and have 
found over 100 calls over several years.    
 
Do 311 and 911 personnel know the towing ordinance? 
Major Levins said they have a script, but the problem is the complexity of the issues.  He 
said they have gone over the ordinance again with the 911 operators.   
 
Are towing issues being resolved in court? 
Major Levins said they don’t believe they are.  Most seem to be resolved in a civil manner.  
We don’t see where the courts are taking care of this. 
 
Dulin:  Does it make any difference if it’s resolved in the court?  That’s a step or two beyond 
us.   
 
Levins:  I think our main issue is being out there for the initial tow to make sure there is 
compliance with the ordinance.  We don’t have control of what goes to the courts.   
 
Burgess:  The last complaint I had, the owner of the car believes the tow company damaged 
his car.  CMPD advised him to go to Small Claims Court.  I think we need to be aware of 
that.  If there are tow companies that are damaging cars for some reason, we need to know 
about it.  I’m just not sure what we can do about it.   
 
Newbold:  There are limits to what we can regulate on towing.  There is a section of State 
law that has a phrase that seems to exempt the wrecker company and the lot, for certain types 
of damages, unless you can show that it was recklessly inflicted.  We cannot change the State 
law, but there should be some way to ensure that type of damage doesn’t occur in the first 
place.  Every amendment or option you decide to look at, we have to look and see if State 
law has preempted in that area, and if it has not, then Federal law allows us to regulate in that 
area if it is something related to a safety concern. 
   
Burgess: Is that a complaint you have heard before? 
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Levins:  We do hear that, but not as much as you would think.  Most companies are able to 
pull the cars without ever having to get into them.  I think the one you are referring to, they 
had to actually break into the car for some reason to unlock something. 
 
Burgess:  Can we regulate breaking into cars for towing?  That doesn’t seem right to me. 
 
Newbold:  The manner in which a vehicle is traditionally towed is not by breaking the 
window.  If someone parks a car on private property and leaves it there, there is the issue of 
why is that car there?  If it is a commercial lot and the vehicle has taken a space that is 
normally for rent, then that car is a trespass vehicle.  The State statute doesn’t specifically 
address breaking and entering, it does discuss damages.  What some other cities have done is 
have the tow company do a check off list on the damages already on the car, before they tow 
a car.   
 
(Council member Edwin Peacock entered the meeting) 
 
How many towing companies are in Charlotte? 
Major Levins found 76 companies in the phone book.  There could be others and we think 
there are probably around 100.  A lot of them are pickup trucks with winches on the back. 
 
Can we raise the towing fee? 
Major Levins stated that there is a way in the ordinance for the fees to be raised.  Currently, 
it allows the Chief of Police to make that determination. 
 
Can a vehicle be booted and towed in the same instance? 
Major Levins stated that the way the ordinance is written now, it is possible.  People can 
have their cars booted and over a period of time can have it towed off and both charges could 
be applied. 
 
Kinsey:  If it’s booted, do they do that and leave it for a while? 
 
Levins:  Some do and some don’t.  The predatory complaints we have gotten have to do with 
wreckers coming up and booting a whole line of cars and then start towing them off as 
quickly as they can. 
 
Complaints by semi-tractor owners/$1,800 fee? 
Major Levins said this question is in regards to high fees applied to a tractor trailer that was 
towed away.  We were able to find a couple of instances where that occurred.  In one 
instance, he was initially booted and was driven around to raise the money to get the boot off 
and then his vehicle was towed.  Through some mediation with CMPD, we were able to talk 
them out of the fee.  They just charged him the boot fee.   
 
Are current signage requirements adequate? 
Major Levins said this is a big piece of contention with a lot of people.  Some say there is too 
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much on the signs, not big enough, not readable and not conspicuous.   
 
What can be done about abuses by tow companies? 
Major Levins stated that they encourage people to make a police report to allow them to 
investigate it. When people call in, CMPD is making reports and that allows them to have 
better information in their system.   
 
[“Types of Complaints” slide] 
 
Major Levins said that they polled a lot of the officers and asked them what they were seeing 
and the problems they were encountering.  He stated the biggest complaint was the 
patrolling/predatory towing companies.  These companies are sitting there waiting and 
immediately snag the car as soon as the vehicle owner walks away.  They don’t engage them 
at all.  Another big one was the charging of drop fees.  There is nothing in the law that allows 
that.  That kind of goes with the definition of what a tow is.  Is it when the wrecker blocks 
the car in, when it’s hooked to the wrecker, when it’s pulling out of the lot or when it’s on 
the public street?  At what point does it become a tow? 
 
Kinsey:  They’re not supposed to charge a drop fee. 
 
Levins:  That’s right. 
 
Burgess:  Is there any penalty for a company charging a drop fee? 
 
Levins:  Yes, that is a criminal misdemeanor. In most cases when we respond, we mediate it 
and resolve the issue without it getting to that point. 
 
Major Levins went on to discuss the signage issues and stated that the signs have to be 
visible.  He also talked about issues with parking lots trying to recover their costs.  They 
contract out to the companies to tow the vehicles, but they aren’t recovering any of their fees. 
Another big issue is the release hours after 7:00 p.m.  Most vehicles are towed after 7:00 
p.m. and if you can’t get your car back until the next morning then it becomes problematic.  
Some cities have said “if you tow 24 hours you have to release 24 hours.” The 9,000 lb rule 
fee is also troublesome because it’s kind of difficult to determine what a car over 9,000 lbs 
looks like.  Is it what the VIN says or the registration? Major Levins said that in regards to 
reporting a tow to police, they still have trouble with that. Other cities have set regulations 
stating they have to call it in before they tow it.  Another issue is booting and towing 
together.  Should that be allowed?  Can the ordinance be changed to say you can do one or 
the other and not both?  That is something that is open for discussion. 
 
Kinsey:  Is there some way we can fix the confusion on the 9,000 lb rule? 
 
Levins:  I think through definition.  We can describe it as what the DMV says.  The wrecker 
companies use the VIN. 
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[“Towing Signs” slide] 
 
Major Levins stated that the sign on the left almost meets the size requirements, but there is 
too much information on it and it’s not very clear.  The one on the right is green.  There is 
not a regulation about the color of the signs.  Most people would not  pay attention to a green 
sign that is not very close to the parking lot, but that is what some companies were using. 
 
Burgess:  Did you find any cities that had standardized signs? 
 
Newbold:  Yes, there are some that have better requirements than we currently have in our 
ordinance.  They also have some requirements that beef up the signs.  Some say you have to 
have someone on call and they have to call back the owner of the vehicle within 15 minutes 
and then be at the lot within 45 minutes to 1 hour, to turn the vehicle over. 
 
Burgess: What about size and shapes of the signs? 
 
Newbold:  The size is regulated by State law. We can add to it, but could not change it.   
 
Kinsey: The pictures on the slide are two different sizes.  Which is the correct size? 
 
Levins:  The one on the left is closest.  The signs should be 24 inches x 24 inches.  
 
Dulin:  Well that’s clearly a rectangle and not a square.  Some of this is education and raising 
people’s awareness.   
 
[“Potential Solutions to Complaints” slide] 
 
Mr. Newbold said that he thinks there are some things that we could look at, as opposed to 
changing the law.  Are we doing the best job on failure to drop complaints? Are we doing the 
best job when there are accusations that the fees are too much?  The same thing applies to not 
following the 7-7 rule and inadequate signage.  He said it then becomes about the setting of 
priorities for enforcement.  Do we set up a group of officers to go around and look at signs?  
There are some enforcement practices that we could step up a little bit to help on some of the 
problems.  He stated that he felt that training for 911 and 311 could improve to make them 
better aware of the contents of the ordinance.   
 
[“Best Practices/Other Cities” slide] 
 
Mr. Newbold said they took a look at some other cities and pointed out that each State is 
different and each State has different laws.  In Fort Worth, Texas, their State legislature has 
decided to regulate heavy for the industry of predatory/patrol towing.   
They have a registration requirement for any wrecker that tows from a private property and 
they must be registered.  They also establish rates for vehicles in excess of the standard 
weight for automobiles.  There is a cap on the amount you can charge.  The release 
requirements are interesting in that if you are going to tow a vehicle 24 hours per day, then 
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you have to have a lot open 24 hours a day.  It’s a safety issue because if someone comes out 
of a club at 2:00 a.m. from out of town, and there is no vehicle, then they are left standing 
there.  If a person comes out of a club with a disability issue and their car is gone, then they 
don’t have a way to get their car back quickly.  Mr. Newbold stated that they also have an 
internal complaint procedure that their department has adopted.  If there is a complaint 
against a storage facility (lot), then there is an internal administrative hearing process to see 
whether or not the lot or wrecker company is at fault or the owner of the vehicle is at fault. 
 
Mr. Newbold said that in Louisville, Kentucky they have the wreckers, prior to towing, 
contact the City and provide information about the vehicle to Police.  That is because 
sometimes people that have been involved in a robbery or have stolen the vehicle, dump the 
vehicle in a lot.  One of the problems we’ve had in the past, is evidence is picked up and 
towed because it’s considered to be a trespass tow.  It’s not until the call comes in afterwards 
that we realize that vehicle has been a part of a crime.  Another regulation they have is if it’s 
an apartment complex or a private lot, they require the owner or manager of the lot to sign a 
specific written authorization to remove the vehicle and why.  There is no “just because the 
wrecker drives by and sees the vehicle, they can hook it up,” it requires the agent to be there 
to sign the authorization to remove the vehicle.   
 
Mr. Newbold stated that he took a look at Asheville, North Carolina and they have specific 
requirements added to their signage requirements.  For example, the sign has to be placed 
within 5 feet of the street right-of-way and has to be posted every 50 feet along the line of the 
lot.  They also require that the signs be placed at a certain level above ground and be no more 
than 8 feet in the air. They have an interesting thing with drop requirements.  They say that if 
a wrecker has pulled up to the vehicle and is getting ready to hook it up and the vehicle 
owner comes out, then they can pay half of the normal towing cap fee and the wrecker must 
return the vehicle.  They also have a section that says the owner can do one thing, and that is 
ask for their car to be dropped.  They can’t get into the vehicle, they can’t block the wrecker 
and they can’t climb on top of their car because that is in violation of their ordinance.  That is 
a problem that frequently occurs as the wrecker company is pulling the car up.  The vehicle 
owner would get hit with a fine. 
 
Mr. Newbold stated that Raleigh, North Carolina’s ordinance is similar to ours, but they have 
a 24/7 requirement. 
 
Mr. Newbold said that in Denver, Colorado it is illegal to tow from private property, unless 
the government is doing it; however, they did put in some exceptions.  There is an exception 
for apartment complexes and it says, there has to be a written request signed by the property 
owner to be towed from their property.  A commercial parking lot cannot allow a 
nonconsensual tow or boot.  It appears what they wanted to do was to make the issue of not 
paying for a parking space an issue between the owner of the vehicle and the parking lot.   
 
[“Potential Solutions” slide] 
 
Mr. Newbold reviewed and discussed the potential solutions and amendments.  He said they 
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have the ability to regulate the fee to tow.  There are also other regulations that could be 
made based on safety and calls indicating there was a disturbance. Major Levins stated one 
more thing that may need to get looked at is the distance a towing company is allowed to tow 
a truck.  There was an instance where someone was towed from Charlotte to somewhere past 
Kings Mountain.  Chairwoman Kinsey asked the Committee to give staff some direction. 
 
Burgess:  I heard some ideas from best practices in other cities that I think could be potential 
amendments to our ordinance.  First, change the time of notifying the CMPD about the tow 
from 30 minutes after the tow to before the tow.  Second, requiring registration of the towing 
companies so we know who they are would help. I don’t think a fee should be associated 
with that.  Third, I like the 24/7 rule.  Maybe we ought to codify a process about the storage 
facility.  Fourth, I think it’s imperative to allow the owner of the car to get personal items out 
of there.  Last, I hope we don’t compromise on the drop.  If you arrive before the tow then 
they should drop it.   
 
Newbold:  I believe the 24/7 causes the most concern.  It’s a true safety concern to leave 
someone stranded at 2:00 a.m.  That would be an area to take a look at.  The regulation of 
calling the police first makes sense and would be good to look at also.   
 
Dulin:  I like the 24/7 rule.  I like our drop rule better than the other one you mentioned.  You 
mentioned the registration of the tow companies, but these tow companies have to pay a 
business privileged license which in a de-facto way, has them registered.  I don’t have any 
problem with having them registered, but there was push back on the Rental Property stuff. 
   
Peacock:  Does Code Enforcement touch any of this? 
 
Levins:  They cover the zone wrecker contracts.  
 
Kinsey:  I think we need to regulate signs.  If they are supposed to be 24 in. x 24 in., then 
they need to be that.  We should look at having them a certain color also.  We would need to 
allow the towing companies to replace all their signs.  I think we should also look at how far 
the companies can tow. 
 
Burgess:  Starbucks has inadequate parking and tow trucks are there all the time. Does the 
building owner benefit at all from the tow companies? 
 
Levins:  I don’t know if that is occurring or not.  The fee is set, so if that is occurring it 
would have to be out of that fee. 
 
Kinsey: That’s not something the City can do anything about, is it? 
   
Newbold:  It’s legal for the parking lot and property owner to have an arrangement with 
towing companies as long as they don’t exceed the current $120. 
 
Burgess:  I think we should also look into having the towing companies take other forms of 
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payment besides just cash.   
 
Newbold:  Some cities have required that the wrecker have the ability to take not only cash, 
but any type of electronic tender. 
 
Burgess:  What kind of burden does that place on the towing company? 
 
Newbold:  I don’t know that. 
 
Kinsey: We should add that to the things to look at.   
 
Campbell:  Would you like staff to go back and work on a rough draft ordinance including all 
these issues we looked at today?   
 
Kinsey:  Yes. 
 
Campbell: We will do that.  Also, because we have the Noise Ordinance still in Committee, 
we are alternating the months between the Towing and Noise Ordinance. 


 
II. Tethering (Chaining/Tying) of Canines  


 
Chairwoman Kinsey stated that the next item to review is tethering and turned it over to 
Mark Balestra.  Mr. Balestra said that today he would provide an overview of tethering.  He 
began reviewing the “Tethering” presentation (copy attached). 
 
Mr. Balestra read the definition of tethering.  He stated that our ordinance does not mention 
tethering or provide any restrictions to tethering or chaining.  It does make reference to 
restraining your animal on your property.   
 
Anti- tethering campaigns are becoming quite popular within the United States.  Mr. Balestra 
said they found 19 different states with some form of legislation containing variations of the 
word and restrictions on tethering.  Recently, in North Carolina there have been two Counties 
and one City that have passed total anti-tethering ordinances.  In 2009, two bills were 
introduced by Douglas Young in the House and Senator Garu in the Senate, referencing 
varying forms of tethering restrictions.  Both of the bills were pulled before they were 
brought to Committee for recommendations.  They didn’t feel time was sufficient enough to 
educate people on the benefits and they thought the bills would not pass.     
 
Mr. Balestra discussed the different tethering law variations. Some cities control the weight 
of the tether and the length of the tether.  Some cities look at entanglement hazards.  Time 
restrictions of tethering are done in some places, but it’s very complicated and becomes an 
enforcement nightmare. Some places say you can’t tether a dog 4 months of age or younger. 
 
Mr. Balestra went on to discuss the advantages and challenges of anti-tethering.  As for 
advantages, he noted that not tethering decreases neck injuries and incidents of hanging. The 
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dogs are less likely to become victims of attack from loose animals and cruelty from humans. 
Dogs are vulnerable on chains.  The Center for Disease Control indicates that dogs that are 
not tethered are less likely to bite or have territorial aggression.  He also said that when they 
are not tethered they have a stronger attachment to people and are happier.  It also decreases 
their boredom and improves their quality of life. 
 
Mr. Balestra stated some of the challenges with tethering restrictions are affordability.  It can 
get expensive to build fences and kennels. There are also rental property restrictions and 
Homeowner Association restrictions.  A lot of times those govern what type of fence can be 
installed.  A challenge for Animal Care & Control is if they put some kind of restriction in 
effect that may encourage people to say they can no longer support their dog because they 
can’t afford it or are restricted to build a fence, and so then they will surrender them to the 
shelter.  Mr. Balestra said they surveyed some cities and did not find an increase of intake 
number of domestic dogs.  Another challenge is if the fence or kennel built is not done well, 
then the dog may be able to dig under or jump over the fence.  Another possible challenge is 
a potential for increased call volume. That may occur in the beginning if this is implemented. 
The different places that have implemented anti-tethering has allowed a 12 to 15 month grace 
period to allow their citizens to be well informed, by launching media and educational 
campaigns that allows people to prepare in advance and find assistance if needed.   
 
Mr. Balestra went on to discuss the different cities they surveyed.  Out of the 13 cities 
surveyed, Forth Worth, Texas was the only one that had inclusive anti-tethering all together.  
Out of the 13 cities, 11 cities had some form of prohibition against tethering.  Only 2 cities, 
Boston, Massachusetts and Albuquerque, New Mexico, had no tethering ordinance. 
 
Mr. Balestra stated that anti-tethering has become pretty popular with some of our national 
welfare organizations.  The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) and the American 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) have taken a formal position on 
anti-tethering.  Also, the US Department of Agriculture and the American Veterinary 
Medical Association are publishing studies and articles regarding anti-tethering. 
 
Mr. Balestra asked for direction of the potential next steps. 
 
Dulin:  I’m a little bit confused because of the 400 neighborhoods I represent in South 
Charlotte, we have some dog problems. Sometimes those dogs are jumping fences and 
getting into neighbors yards.  In one case, we removed the animal because it was a bad dog.  
Some of these dogs I wouldn’t want unchained if I were their neighbor. This is a learning 
process for me.   
 
Burgess:  The only complaints I’ve had about neighbor’s dogs are pit bulls. To me, chaining 
a dog is like being in prison and it’s cruel.  There has to be other ways to constrain dogs. We 
deliberately allow it, so we can start there and quit encouraging it. I think it would be helpful 
to look at these cities and bring us options of how we might amend our ordinance to make it 
more humane.  Has the American Veterinary Medical Association taken a formal position on 
tethering? 
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Balestra:  They have not taken a formal position.  Mostly, what they do is publish what other 
people are saying about it.  I haven’t found a formal position from the American Humane 
Society either.   
 
Kinsey:  I think we should review our current ordinance and provide recommendations that 
include new tethering restrictions. It’s one thing to see them on a run for a short amount of 
time, but I can’t stand to see them chained.  I think we have to be careful about being able to 
enforce whatever we do.   
  
Balestra:  I was thinking about that the other day.  If we created some variation that said you 
cannot keep them on the end of a chain and we didn’t go into creating some other minimum 
standards, then that would allow a person to put up a 10x10 kennel for $199, which is 100 sq. 
feet, and they could put 3 large dogs in that space.  It also allows, if we don’t address the 
issue in advance, someone putting their dog in an airline crate and sticking them out in their 
garage all day long.    
 
Dulin:  Is the run okay? 
 
Balestra:  It’s a matter of opinion.  A run could be a cable that stretches 100 feet in length 
and each side of the T-run you have 10 feet.  That’s a lot more space and bigger than a 
kennel.  The only thing is the animals are still chained to something, which still makes them 
vulnerable to attacks where they can’t flee. 
 
Dulin:  I’d be more than willing to stiffen up the heavy chain regulations. I can see why that 
is an awful thing to do for a dog.  I’d like to help the animals and I’m more than willing to 
learn.  Starmount neighborhood has had some trouble with dogs going over the fence, what 
would the solution be for that?  Make a taller fence? 
 
Balestra:  There are options. You can purchase radio fencing for $150.  The cable is buried 
under the ground and you can set how far away from the property line you want them.  That 
gives the dog full mobility within the area of the yard and keeps it confined. 
   
Kinsey:   I think it’s great the Coalition that is here today helps people who can’t afford 
getting fences.   
 
Balestra:  It’s refreshing to see our citizens participate in things that meet our mission.  Part 
of our mission is to engage in partnership and we do that.  We support that organization not 
just in theory, but when that group goes out there and identifies a location they are going to 
build a fence for, they require that owner to also spay and neuter their pet.  If they can’t 
afford it, then they participate in our free clinics.  If they need shelter for the dogs, then Boy 
Scout groups build them and donate them to us.   
 
Kinsey:  Okay, we have one more item on the agenda so we need to move on.  Thank you 
everyone for coming to the meeting.  When will this be back on the agenda? 







 


Community Safety Committee 
Meeting Summary for March 18, 2010 
Page 11 of 11  
 
 


 
Campbell:  I’m not sure yet.  We will need to talk with Legal because they have to look at the 
ordinance and see what areas may conflict.   
 
  
III.   FY2011 Focus Area Plan  
 
Chairwoman Kinsey said the next item on the agenda is the Focus Area Plan.  The only 
difference is the gang language on page 3.  Mr. Campbell stated that the new language is in 
blue and was added since the last meeting. 
 
Council member Peacock said he would like to submit his edits on the front page.  The first 
page gets overlooked a lot and he thought we should eliminate some of the unnecessary 
words.  He said that he’s not taking anything from the merit of what we are saying, just 
trying to say it a little better with a few less words.  Chairwoman Kinsey questioned the time 
constraints.  Mr. Campbell said that we can email everyone the edited version before the 
April meeting.  Our goal is to have this voted out in the month of April and go to Council in 
May.   
 
Chairwoman Kinsey stated that she will not be at the April 15 meeting as of now.  She then 
adjourned the meeting at 1:30 pm.   
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I. Towing Ordinance 
Staff Resource:  Mark Newbold 
The Committee will continue its review of the City’s towing ordinance and 
CMPD’s towing enforcement strategies.  City staff will respond to questions 
asked during the previous Committee meeting.  No decisions or recommendations 
are requested at this meeting. 
Attachment:  1. Towing Ordinance – Private Trespass Tows.ppt 
 
 


II. Tethering (Chaining/Tying) of Canines 
Staff Resource:  Mark Balestra 
At the February 15 City Council meeting a referral was approved for the 
Committee to review the City’s Animal Control Ordinance related to tethering 
(chaining/tying) canines within the City of Charlotte.  No decision or 
recommendations are requested at this meeting.  
 
 


III. FY2011 Focus Area Plan 
Staff Resource:  Eric Campbell 
The Committee will review and discuss the draft Community Safety Focus Area 
Plan, which was discussed at the Council Retreat.  The Committee is requested to 
forward the Focus Area Plan to the full City Council. 
Attachment:  2. FY11 Draft FAP.doc 


  
 
 


 
 
  Next Scheduled Meeting:  April 15, 2010 at Noon in Room 280 
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Towing Ordinance –
Private Trespass Tows


Community Safety Committee
03/18/2010


Questions from Previous Meeting


• How many complaints from citizens have been 
made?


• Do 311 and 911 personnel know the towing 
ordinance?


• Are towing issues being resolved in court?
• How many towing companies in Charlotte?
• Can we raise the towing fee?


C   hi l  b  b t d d t d?• Can a vehicle be booted and towed?
• Complaints by semi-tractor owners/$1,800.00 


fee?
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Questions from Previous Meeting


• Is current signage requirement adequate?
• What can be done about abuses by tow a a b do abou abu by o


companies?
• What are the best practices in other cities?


Types of Complaints


• Patrolling/Predatory Towing Companiesa o g/ da o y o g o pa
• Charges for “Drop Fees”
• Signs
• Charging for Parking Tickets or Admin Fees
• Release Hours After 7 p.m.
• “9000 Pound Rule” Fees
• Tow Companies Not Reporting Tow to Police
• Vehicle Damages During Tow/Booting
• Booting and Towing together
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Towing Signs


Potential Solutions to Complaints


– Better Enforcement of Current Provisions
• Citation/Arrest/Follow-up Investigations


– Failure to Drop
– Excessive Fees
– Not Following 7-7 Rule
– Inadequate Signage


– Training for 911, 311, and Police 
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Best Practices / Other Cities


• Fort Worth, Texas
• San Antonio, Texas
• Louisville, Kentucky
• Asheville, North Carolina
• Raleigh, North Carolina


Potential Solutions


• Increased Enforcement
• Amend Current Ordinanced u O d a


– Legal Restrictions
• State and federal


• Potential Amendments
• Definition of tow/hook up
• Clarification of drop requirement
• Presence of property owner before towp p y
• Increase hours of operation for lot or availability of 


attendant 24/7
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Potential Solutions


• Potential Amendments
– Specific guidance on drop – no pay 
– Regulate fee on larger vehicles
– Boot or tow, but not both







                                                   


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


FY2011 Strategic Focus Area Plan - DRAFT 


“Charlotte will be the Safest 
Largest City in America.” 


 
The City of Charlotte will be the safest large city in America, a community in which citizens 
feel safe in the areas where they live, work, and spend their leisure time.  Citizens in a safe 
community have confidence in their public safety agencies to proactively identify and 
address issues related to crime, disorder and personal safety.  The Police and Fire 
Departments have the most direct impact on public safety.  Other city departments, such as 
Neighborhood & Business Services, Engineering, Transportation, and Planning also have 
a role in creating safe and strong neighborhoods. 
  
The City Council supports the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department’s policing strategy 
which focuses on crime and disorder at the neighborhood level.  Police staffing plans 
promote high visibility throughout all of the Department’s 39 response areas, each of which 
is served by a Response Area Team.  Response Area Teams, led by a Sergeant, are 
responsible for crime reduction in their assigned areas and the engagement of the 
community as partners in keeping their neighborhoods safe.  Each team develops 
enforcement strategies specific to their areas that target both crime and chronic offenders.  
They work closely with specialized police units to address criminal issues such as gangs, 
assaults, drugs, and firearms. 
  
One of the ways that police build trust and confidence is through a diverse workforce. CMPD 
is committed to recruiting strategies that result in a more diverse workforce that is 
proactive in community engagement and quality customer service. 
  
Collaboration is critical to making Charlotte the safest large city in America.  Police partner 
with a variety of public and private agencies in a holistic approach to crime and disorder 
issues.  One key partnership is between Police & and Neighborhood & Business 
Services.  Police work closely with Code Enforcement and Neighborhood Specialists to 
address conditions that increase criminal activity and implement strategies that ultimately 
strengthen and empower neighborhoods.  CMPD also partners with other city and county 
agencies as well as other members of the Criminal Justice System in a proactive effort to 
prevent crime before it happens.  
  
Making Charlotte a safe community also requires strategies to reduce loss of life and 
property damage.  The Fire Department plays a major role in that process both through 
proactive inspections and education programs to prevent fires and injuries and by rapid 
response to those fires and medical emergencies that do occur. The Fire Department also 
takes the lead in homeland security preparedness and works with partners around the 
Charlotte region to ensure that emergency personnel have the training, equipment and 
strategies to respond effectively to natural or man-made disasters. 
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Community Safety 
Reduce Crime 
CS.1 Focus Area Initiative:  Decrease crime throughout Charlotte-  
     Mecklenburg through enforcement and  
     problem solving strategies that target  
     criminal activity and chronic offenders at  
     the neighborhood level 


 FY11 Measure:   Crime rate per 100,000 population for FBI Uniform  
   Crime Report Part One offense categories (Homicide,  
   Rape, Robbery, Aggravated Assault, Burglary, Auto  
   Theft, Larceny, and Arson)  


FY11 Target:   5% reduction in crime rate per 100,000 population  
                7% reduction in crime rate per 100,000 population in  
     FY10  


FY09 Target:  5% reduction in FBI Uniform crime rate per 100,000  
    population  
FY09 Actual:  22.5% reduction 


  
 
CS.2:   Focus Area Initiative: Enhance citizen safety through increased police  


     visibility and engagement of citizens as active  
     partners in crime reduction 
 FY11 Measure:    Survey ratings on citizen satisfaction with police service  


    and safety in their neighborhoods in November 2009  
    and November 2010  
FY11 Target:   Ratings of 7 or above on a 10 point scale on questions  


     related to police services and citizen perception of safety 
  FY09 Target:   Ratings of 7 or above on a 10 point scale    
     on questions related to police services and citizen  
     perception of safety 
 FY09 Actual:  73% on overall impression of police; 79%    
     on courtesy; 80% on professionalism; 73% on feeling  
     safe in their neighborhoods 


 FY11 Measure:  Adopt a Police Facilities Strategic Plan which  
    establishes a building schedule for new police  
    division offices that increase police visibility and  
    accessibility and facilitate the delivery of police  
    services at the neighborhood level 


      FY11 Target: TBD - new measure for FY11 
 
  
CS.3 Focus Area Initiative:  Develop recruitment strategies that attract a more 
     diverse applicant base to the Police Department  


 FY11 Measure:   Number of women and minorities included in applicant  
    pool  
FY11 Target:    5% increase in each of next two years  
FY09 Target:   N/A – new measure in FY10 
FY09 Actual:  Baseline – 349 women and minorities in applicant pool  
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Community Safety 
 
CS.4 Focus Area Initiative:  Partner with other city and county agencies as  
     well as other members of the criminal justice  
     system in enforcement and prevention efforts that  
     reduce crime and enhance the quality of life in our  
     community 


 FY11 Measure:   Crime reduction on major city corridors through  
    collaboration with other city agencies  
FY11 Target:   5% reduction in Uniform Crime Report Part One Crimes  


     (Homicide, Rape, Robbery, Aggravated Assault,   
     Burglary, Auto Theft, Larceny and Arson)  


FY09 Target:   N/A - new measure in FY10 
 FY11 Measure:   Reduction in national and international gangs operating  


    in Charlotte-Mecklenburg  
FY11 Target:   In conjunction with other state and federal law  


     enforcement agencies, identify and dismantle one 
     gang per year  


    Work with other state and federal law  
                                     enforcement agencies to make significant  
                                     progress toward dismantling one gang per  


               year 
 FY09 Target:   N/A - new measure in FY10 


 FY11 Measure:  Work with the District Attorney’s Office on an  
    information technology plan that includes a case  
    management system with an interface to CMPD’s  
    Electronic Case Papering System 


     FY11 Target: TBD - new measure for FY11 
 
 
 


 
 CS.5 Focus Area Initiative:  Reduce loss of life and property damage  
     from fires through proactive fire code   
     enforcement and rapid response to working  
     fires  


 FY11 Measure:   Percent of fire code inspections with an annual  
    state-mandated frequency conducted each year  
FY11 Target:   85%  


 FY09 Target:    85% 
 FY09 Actual:    90%   


 FY11 Measure:   Percent of alarms first-due responder companies  
    on scene within 6 minutes of call receipt  


 FY11 Target:   80%  
 FY09 Target:    80%      
 FY09 Actual:    81.06%  


 FY11 Measure:   Percent of fire education programs delivered to  
    CMS third grade classrooms that are within city  
    limits  
FY11 Target:   80%  
FY09 Target:   N/A - new measure in FY10 
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 FY11 Measure:   Consolidate Fire Administration, Fire  
Information Technology, Emergency 
Management, Fire Prevention, and Fire 
Investigation into one location.    


FY11 Target:   Begin construction first quarter of 2011.   
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“Tethering”


Community Safety Committee
March 18, 2010


Tethering Defined


Chaining or tethering refers to the practice of
securing a dog to a stationary object as a means of
k i  th  i l fi d  Thi  d  t f  tkeeping the animal confined. This does not refer to
periods when animals are being walked on a leash.


Current Ordinance


Charlotte Ordinance 3-71


(a) Physical restraint. It shall be unlawful for any person 
owning or having possession, charge, custody or control of 
any animal, excluding cats, to keep such animal on his own 
premises or off the premises, unless such animal is under premises or off the premises, unless such animal is under 
sufficient physical restraint, such as a leash, cage, bridle or 
similar effective device which restrains and controls the 
animal, or within a vehicle or adequately contained by a fence 
on the premises or other secure enclosure. If the physical 
restraint used is a leash, bridle, or other device requiring a 
person to control the animal, the person using such restraint 
must be of sufficient age and physical size or ability to 
reasonably restrain the animal.


Anti-Tethering Info


Anti-Tethering campaigns are becoming a popular trend in the 
nation. Currently, 19 states have some type of statewide legislation 
regarding tethering. 


California Connecticut Delaware


District of Col. Michigan Virginia


Indiana Tennessee Maine


Vermont W. Virginia Maryland


Missouri Pennsylvania Texas


Nevada Hawaii Florida


Arizona
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North Carolina


In North Carolina, New Hanover, Durham and Roanoke Rapids 
have adopted Anti-Tethering ordinances prohibiting tethering 
all together where other cities have adopted modified versions 
of tethering.


North Carolina HB 626 and SB 695 were introduced in 2009 
but were pulled prior to the scheduled hearings. 


* Ordinances implementing tethering restrictions provided 
compliance grace periods up to 15 months.


Tethering Law Variations


Tethering law variations may include:


Weight of tether
Length of tether
Entanglement hazards
Time restrictions
Location of adjacent properties
Vicinity of public institutions (Businesses/Schools)


Characteristics of dog (age, breed, etc)


Advantages and Challenges


Advantages


Noted advantages to tethering restrictions:


• Decreased  neck injuries / incidents of hanging
• Dogs less likely to become victims of attack from 


loose animals and cruelty from humans
• Less likely to bite1 or territorial aggression 
• Stronger attachment to people, friendlier, happier
• Increased quality of life 
• Decreased  boredom


1 Center for Disease Control 1994
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Challenges


Noted challenges to tethering restrictions:


• Affordability (fences, kennels)
• Rental property restrictions
• HOA Restrictions
• Enforcement of variations (time, length, etc)
• Increased dog surrenders
• Breach of other types of confinement (fences, 


kennels) 
• Creating exemptions


• Potential for increased call volume


Comparable City Survey


Charlotte Comparable City Survey


Survey Summary


13 cities were surveyed regarding tethering: 


St Louis, MO
Washington D.C.
Fort Worth, TX
Louisville, KY
Denver  CODenver, CO
Tempe, AZ
Indianapolis, IN
Memphis, TN
Boston, MA
Albuquerque, NM
Richmond, VA
Seattle, WA
San Antonio, TX


Survey Summary


13 cities were surveyed regarding tethering:


St Louis, MO
Washington D.C.
Fort Worth, TX
Louisville, KY
Denver  CO


Fort Worth prohibits all forms 
of tethering.Denver, CO


Tempe, AZ
Indianapolis, IN
Memphis, TN
Boston, MA
Albuquerque, NM
Richmond, VA
Seattle, WA
San Antonio, TX


of tethering.
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Survey Summary


13 cities were surveyed regarding tethering:


St Louis, MO
Washington D.C.
Fort Worth, TX
Louisville, KY
Denver  CO


The 11 comparable cities 
highlighted prohibit some Denver, CO


Tempe, AZ
Indianapolis, IN
Memphis, TN
Boston, MA
Albuquerque, NM
Richmond, VA
Seattle, WA
San Antonio, TX


highlighted prohibit some 
forms of tethering.


Survey Summary


13 cities were surveyed regarding tethering:


St Louis, MO
Washington D.C.
Fort Worth, TX
Louisville, KY
Denver  CO


Boston and Albuquerque have 
no tethering ordinance.Denver, CO


Tempe, AZ
Indianapolis, IN
Memphis, TN
Boston, MA
Albuquerque, NM
Richmond, VA
Seattle, WA
San Antonio, TX


no tethering ordinance.


Tethering Positions


National Animal Welfare Organizations promoting
anti-tethering


• Humane Society of the United States
• American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals


Tethering Positions


Other national organizations publishing studies and 
articles regarding anti-tethering.  


• US Department of Agriculture
• American Veterinary Medical Association
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Potential Next Steps


• Make no adjustment to our current ordinance


• Review our current ordinance and provide 
d ti  th t i l d   t th i  recommendations that include new tethering 


restrictions 


• Review our current ordinance and provide 
recommendations that include a tethering ban


• Suggestions
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