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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 
 


 


I. Subject:  Youth Employment Program 
Action: Make a recommendation to City Council on changes to expand the Youth 


Employment Program.  
 


II.        Subject: ED Focus Area Plan 2011/2012 
            Action: This is follow-up work that was discussed at the Council Retreat, February 3-5.  


The Committee will need to sign off on its recommended Focus Area Plan no 
later than March 25, 2010. 


 
III.      Subject: Historic Properties 
            Action: Report from Historic Landmarks Commission on administrative changes to 


address concerns on notification of County Commissioners on pending historic 
property tax exemptions.  Committee discussion of any next steps or 
recommendation to City Council. 


 
IV.      Subject:  Next meeting March 25th at 3:30pm in Room 280. 
    


COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 


Present: Susan Burgess, Nancy Carter and Patsy Kinsey 
Absent:  James Mitchell and Andy Dulin  


Time: 3:30 – 5:00pm.  


ATTACHMENTS 
 


1. PowerPoint Presentation: Youth Employment Program 
2. Attachment: FY2011 Strategic Focus Area Plan - DRAFT 


      3.     Handouts:  Prospective Designation of the John Doe House Memo and Potential Historic 
              Landmarks in Charlotte and in Charlotte’s ETJ. 


 


 DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 
 


I. Subject:  Youth Employment Program 


Susan Burgess, Chairman:   
 Our Vice Chairman James Mitchell will not be able to join us today.  We have had a 


discussion on the agenda items today and he is fine with approving our Focus Area 
Plan.  Our first agenda item is an update by Brad Richardson on the Youth 
Employment Program.   
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Richardson: Thank you, Ms. Burgess. We were here just about one month ago talking to you about 


how to expand the Youth Employment Program that the City is involved in.  If you 
recall, that was referred by City Council back in November. At the last meeting, we 
talked about several options and we had several good discussions about what we can 
do with both the City’s contract with Goodwill Youth Jobs Connection that serves entry 
level jobs training as well as some job placement assistance.  We also talked about the 
Mayor’s Youth Employment Program an internship based program that relies on the 
private sector to fund employment for lower income youth from targeted areas. We 
source these young people from communities, schools, Goodwill, Right Moves for 
Youth and others. So what you did last meeting was to talk about what you liked and 
answer some questions for us.  You took a couple options off the table leaving us with 
just a couple; so let’s talk about those real quick.  One is on the Youth Employment 
side, just how to, ways to increase and what would you get with increasing the City’s 
contract with Goodwill. We will also talk about expansion of the Mayor’s Youth 
Employment Program this summer through the redirection of some City funds that we 
currently have budgeted.  The issues are pretty simple, we have options to how much 
to increase the entry with Goodwill.  One is by completing our $200,000 contract they 
will be providing their services through the end of June, before they kick off the next 
contract year.  We do have an option to increase the existing year contract by using 
the Council Contingency Fund.  The other way is to increase the contract with Goodwill 
for next year.  Our fiscal year splits in the summer so by increasing their contract this 
fiscal year you could affect their work toward the end of the summer.  You have about 
$55,000, so should you want to use $50,000 of that to do an immediate action to 
amend the contract allowing Goodwill to start early for this summer. Their 
recommendation is to focus that into job development activity. They have about one 
quarter of time spent on job development, one quarter of time spent on FTE, you 
recall the focus there is training. They do some career fairs and job development with 
that quarter time FTE, they could increase that time to half time FTE. We would see a 
bump-up not so much in youth that receive the intensive career counseling, which is 
300 by contract, but we would expect a small increase in job development activities of 
about 17% or so from the 150 that they are contracted to do.   


Burgess: Brad does that add a half or bring it back to a half? 
Richardson: It brings it up to a half and there would be some overhead associated with that.  There 


would be associated benefits, associated staff cost and there is some overhead that we 
would be responsible for.  Susan Furtney with Goodwill is here, Susan did I answer 
that correctly? 


Burgess: That seems like a lot for a quarter. 
Richardson: Would you like for Susan to explain more fully? 
Burgess: Yes.  What is the base salary? 
Furtney: With benefits it is about $55,000.   
Burgess: Just going back to the calculation, if employees are getting $55,000 and benefits and 


we are adding $50,000 and only getting a quarter, that’s a lot of overhead. Are those 
job fairs additional to what you are doing now? 


Furtney: Yes, they are.  We engage with Bi-Lo to give some pre-screen job fairs.  We have First 
Ward in January and we are trying to increase the numbers of those job fairs. We 
found that these pre-screen job fairs have a greater percentage of those that actually 
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get jobs.  We go through the process of pre-screening on one to three different levels. 
So we get a smaller number of folks coming in to the first job fair, about half of them 
were eligible to go on to the next stage. We think that out of those 30 to 35 that about 
20 actually got job offers.  For one reason or another we ended up with about 10 or 15 
that actually started a job. The percentage of people that actually get jobs out of that 
type of job fair is greater even though the volume is smaller that level has a greater 
level of intensity.  


Burgess: You do a great job and we do appreciate our partnership.  The reason that I am asking 
these questions is that we only have $55,000 and we have to be able to make a case 
to the rest of the Council that is justified.  


Kinsey: I agree, we go into July with $5,000, I am not comfortable with that. 
Burgess: I think if we ask for less in services, I think we are going to get more questions. I 


don’t know if you have had conversations with Goodwill that if it were a less amount if 
we get any benefit.  


Richardson: I have not necessarily and this is for purposes of example, but it sounds like I have 
may have over simplified what that amount buys the City. The intent of this was that 
they spend the money on job development and associated activities.  That was the 
point of my example is that they would not use is for employer subsidies as we are 
going to talk about with the Mayor’s Youth Employment Program.  That’s not a model 
they will adopt, running a job connection for various reasons.  They will devote it 
toward increasing job development; they would not use it for one on one job 
counseling or job training.  That is the intent for working with Goodwill to see how 
much we could benefit.  I will take your direction on what you want us to do and come 
back; if we use less of the contingency what that might reflect in new jobs for young 
people.  Is that your wish and is that a fair assumption? 


Burgess: Yes, I think so but I want to be fair to Goodwill. But on the other hand, we have got to 
get something that the Council will approve, at this time of the year.  I just don’t think 
even with this small amount of money, unless it’s an urgency.  


Carter: It’s this time of year using such a large part of the contigency and seeing a short time 
span to see results.  Is this the contingency from this year?   


Kimble: At the end of the meeting today, we are going to suggest that you not have the March 
25th meeting.   At the next meeting of this Committee, I would ask Brad and Goodwill, 
pending the Committee doesn’t take up the issue of $25,000 until April 8th meeting, 
does that still need a time deadline of how to use that money quickly to do job 
development.  


Burgess: No, we need a little more time to figure the effect of it from what Susan has described.  
No one knows if the Council is going to approve it, but I think $25,000 would be the 
maximum. 


Richardson: It sounds like that would not be up for Council vote until the end of April or early May.  
And that may be question; that given with a new contract starting July 1st, is that 
worth an amendment and is that considered to be worth less than 25 new jobs.  It’s a 
question I think that needs to be asked. 


Burgess: There is no way you could tell us that now, if we took $25,000 that we are proposing 
as a recommendation could you do anything meaningful with that? 


Furtney: Yes, you really can and that is what Brad and I talked about.  There is a tremendous 
value for us to have someone out there dedicated working with employers as soon as 
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we can.  Goodwill is committed that if the Council is agreeable that time wise it’s the 
difference between getting someone and having someone as we do now ready to hit 
the ground running. So in having someone ready, we are not going to be losing time 
in the process, so right now is a great time to start.  


Burgess: Would the Committee be comfortable today making a recommendation to Council for 
$25,000 contingency to get this person started? 


Carter: The problem would be the timing.  I don’t feel comfortable without two of those 
clauses.  But at this point to get it going, if there is actually a benefit, then yes. 


Kinsey: That’s still a lot of money, I am just wondering how many other firms are out there 
wanting money.   


Carter: What are the other options is the other question?  Is option II in competition with this 
one? 


Richardson: We are going to talk about the Mayor’s Youth Employment Program which is funded in 
FY2010 and the proposal.  I will walk you through that and the other is to redirect 
some of the existing budget funds in a different direction.  I have a slide toward the 
end of what you might recommend to Council, so with your permission I will continue. 


Burgess: So, we will not make a decision until you have given us everything? 
Richardson: In your budget negotiations this spring we were to increase this contract by $100,000 


which they request in our talks with Goodwill.  You would affect the back half of the 
summer somewhat; in job acquisition from 150 to 200 next year and a small increase 
in training in next year’s contract. Again, that is action not for today, but it is context 
for next year’s budget.  As for employer outreach they would offer to go out into the 
community and do some off site training.  They are currently in a study with UNC- 
Charlotte with the focus on assessment of youth needs in the community; that will be 
finished up sometime in the summer. They will then be able to apply some of that 
information with the contract. We can get more information on that next spring.  The 
Mayor’s Youth Employment Program, this is a general funded.  When we last met with 
you, you did not want to stop funding the Mayor’s Youth Program you wanted to keep 
it and you saw value there. We have about $55,000 in funds that we have saved from 
last summer, given that the economy was down and job development was down.  We 
proposed to do some training and eliminate a closing event in lieu of spending all that 
money depending on negotiations with employers to provide incentives to hire young 
people.  Dawn Hill had some trouble finding young people from our partners who 
qualified for our program that were low income from our targeted neighborhoods.  The 
difficulty has been and will be in the coming years finding employers as we learned 
from the youth stimulus program that came through our community in the last 12 to 
18 months.  There is some value providing some matching grants or partial subsidies, 
we had not done that before in the Mayor’s Youth Program. Given the economy that 
would be our recommendation. Dawn would be asked to do 100 youth jobs this 
summer.  In this tough economy we think she could do that with the matching funds. 
This is the discussion; here are some possible Committee recommendations for today.  
The first one I just spoke about is the Mayor’s Youth Employment Program and 
redirecting those funds. Even though the money is budgeted it is a significant 
redirection of funds, we would like Council to look over the intention before we did it.  
If you desire amend the City’s existing contract by an amount that you would 
determine.  The last one is really not an action, but a reminder that you have an 
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opportunity to in the upcoming budget process to add more impetus to youth 
employment contract with Goodwill.  That concludes my presentation.  


Burgess: Those are the two items that we could take action on? We could recommend that the 
Committee ask the Council to take $25,000 to jumpstart the summer program with 
Goodwill.  We could still have a discussion at the full Council level and I am sure that 
will be one, so that every member on Council can weigh in on that.  Is there any 
discussion about that? 


Carter: There are competing items that we don’t know and goals for other Committees.  I 
think this is a priority for our Committee if the other five come forward then that is a 
legitimate debate for Council. The other option is to fold that $25,000 into next year’s 
budget, go back into the General Fund. I would like to know, because that is a 
contingent, what the $65,000 pulling is from.  


Burgess: Let’s just stay on the Goodwill piece for now.  
Carter: It makes a difference.  I think they are dependent on one another they both enhance 


each other.  To me it’s a legitimate thing to address. 
Burgess: Different line item, different choice of funding. 
Carter: We don’t know where the deficit will be if we take that $65,000. 
Richardson: We arrived at the $65,000 because that is the number that has been approved. The 


Mayor’s Youth Program has carried a balance in the temp salary.  The model used to 
provide some temp salaries, payment over the summer for school teachers to come in 
and provide youth training. For the last few years we have saved money by doing 
internal training using Goodwill as a contract partner. So we have reduced our need 
for that temp salary, it’s still sitting there and can be used to provide internships for 
Mayor’s Youth Employment Program participants within the City of Charlotte 
government.  We think that there is a public sector internship piece of this that is good 
for the summer.  The rest of this comes from those three sources; less money spent 
the back half of the summer, proposed reducing some of the training, and then some 
of the celebratory aspects of the summer closing of the program.  We would sacrifice 
that in favor of finding youth employment opportunities.  


Burgess: What is the Committee’s pleasure in recommending to the Council? That we take 
$25,000 from the contingency fund to improve and increase the summer implements. 
Is there a motion? 


Carter: I would like to move that the Committee recommend to the City Council that they 
transfer $25,000 from the contingency fund. 


Burgess: O.k. I will second that.  All in favor say aye. 
 


Motion: A:  Using  $65,000  in  existing  MYEP  funds  for  partial  wage  subsidies  as  employer 
incentives. 


Vote: Burgess – Yes 
 Carter   -  Yes 
 Kinsey  -  Yes 
 Dulin    -  Absent 
 Mitchell  - Absent 
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Motion: B:  If  desired,  amend  the  City’s  FY10  contract with Goodwill  by  $25,000  using  Council 


contingency funds. 
Vote: Burgess – Yes 
 Carter   -  Yes 
 Kinsey  -  No 
 Dulin    -  Absent 
 Mitchell  - Absent 
 
II. Subject:  ED Focus Area Plan 2011/2012 


Burgess: Our next item is the ED Focus Area Plan and as I mentioned we do not have Andy 
Dulin, it would be nice to have a full quorum. We have discussed the Plan and I am 
comfortable with it, if you would like to go over it again we certainly can do that.  Do 
you have any questions about the green and orange colors? 


Kinsey: That would be the only question what are the green and orange? 
Kimble: The green was the input that you gave us in January we than brought that back and 


put it into a green format, that’s what went to the Retreat. Based on the feedback at 
the Council Retreat we have added the orange formatting, most of it focused on the 
small business efforts and the updates on the Economic Development Strategic Plan. 


Carter: I suggested that we place emphasis on film production and the film industry and I am 
not finding that in the orange areas. 


Kimble: If you wanted to do that you could add it to the E.D. Initiative I, it would be in number 
two in the narrative portion of that, where it says “addressing the needs of Charlotte’s 
largest employers and developing strategies and growing employment in: renewable 
energy, green industry, health care, hospitality and tourism, emerging industries and 
high growth/high tech companies” at that point you could add film industry. 


Burgess: I think also Ms. Carter suggested that renewable energy. 
Carter: Yes, and add to that environment.  
Kimble: Would you like to say renewable/environment? 
Burgess: Renewable energy I don’t know if environment goes with the renewable? 
Carter: I would strike renewable and just say energy and environment. 
Kimble: If you would like to make that part of the motion and include it the recommendation. 
Burgess: Are there any further discussions? All in favor say aye. It’s unanimous.  
 


Motion:      Recommend the ED Focus Area Plan 2011/2012 to City Council for approval with the following 


                      changes to the ED 1. Focus Area Initiative:  Promote a healthy business climate by 1) 
       Implementing a strong business expansion and retention effort, exploring with the Chamber 
       the effectiveness and metrics of BusinessFirst Charlotte, 2) addressing the needs of Charlotte’s 
      largest employers, and developing strategies and growing employment in: energy and           


environment, green industry, health care, hospitality and tourism, film, emerging industries  
and high growth/high tech companies (including updating and beginning implementation of the  
City’s Economic Development Strategic Plan and a strategy for use of available industrial land)  
and 3) working with internal and external partners to grown Charlotte’s hospitality industry,  
including quarterly tracking of hospitality revenue streams and exploring partnerships to  
expand amateur sports. 
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Vote: Burgess – Yes 
 Carter   -  Yes 
 Kinsey  -  Yes 
 Dulin    -  Absent 
 Mitchell  - Absent 
 
III. Subject:  Historic Properties 


Burgess: Our last item is Historic Properties, this is a continuation of our discussion at our last 
meeting.  We are happy to have Dr. Morrill with us today. 


Morrill: I can be here today because it’s spring break at the University today, I am usually in 
the classroom.  


Burgess: Good then you can teach us today.  We have some concerns about making sure that 
the County Commission is aware of the change to property taxes when the City of 
Charlotte designates historic properties. Mr. Kimble, can you bring us up to date from 
our last conversations? 


Kimble: From our conversation last time, Ms. Kinsey had some questions.  One of the 
questions was how can we be assured that the County Commissioners themselves not 
informing County staff, but informing the County Commissioners that coming up on an 
agenda is the recognition of an historic property and the impact that the property can 
have because of the tax deferral on those properties.  Dr. Morrill drafted a letter that 
the Committee can use as a template for informing the County Commissioners and use 
this as an illustration so that you can actually see the wording in the document.  We 
will assure you that this document will be completed and that the County 
Commissioners will receive the letters.  


Burgess: Commission Vice-Chair Cogdell has initiated and now chairs a committee on Economic 
Development.  So if there is any discussion at the Commission level it would be 
through that committee.  


Carter: Do the Commissioners have a Budget Committee? 
Kinsey: They have a number of committees, I am just not sure if they have a Budget 


Committee. 
Kimble: They have a Citizens Capital Budget Committee. 
Burgess: This certainly needs to go to the County Commissioners and to the City Manager.   
Kinsey: The main thing they need to know is what we are doing to them. They need to know in 


time to get it back to us if they have questions or concerns. 
Morrill: If there are any questions about this template just let us know.  I do have here a 


document that lists the properties that are currently in the qu. That is we could bring 
to City Council and are basically waiting for when that will be permitted for us to do.   


Burgess: Before we get to that part, let’s talk about our concerns. 
Kinsey: Yes, I have other concerns.  I want to get them in line and get them to Mr. Kimble so 


he can get them to Dan Morrill, then we can discuss it.  We probably should have 
taken this up earlier.  


Burgess: O.k. if you can do that soon we can get this moving.  Let’s see right now what those 
properties would be. 


Morrill: Let me go through these; the S.B. Alexander house which the Public Hearing has 
already incurred, but there has been no vote taken.  The house in Eastover was at the 
request of the owner a report was done on that property.  The Commission was 
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convinced and the State was convinced that the property had special significance.  You 
can see the potential deferred taxes shown list there both for the City of Charlotte and 
Mecklenburg County. Also the Queens Terrace Apartments, which is a result of a 
Commission survey, that property has been declared eligible for the National Registry 
of Historic Places. The Board of the Homeowners Association is requesting Historic 
Landmark designation although I anticipate at the Public Hearing there might well be 
some residents that may be opposed to it; I don’t think it will be unanimous.  But you 
see the amount of potential tax deferral.  


Burgess: Can you show us why this building may be eligible? 
Morrill: Mid-twentieth century modernism.  Interestingly enough even though Lewis Asbury 


was the Architect of Record, of the building it was actually designed by Jack Boyd.  
This is someone that Patsy Kinsey and I both knew and it is very distinctive example 
of a multi-floor condominium of the 1960’s.  There are only two condominiums of that 
era which can be declared eligible for National Registry.   


Kinsey: Who requested the designation? 
Morrill: The Homeowners Association.  The Thrift Northern Railroad Depot has been declared 


eligible for the National Registry.  It’s the only surviving Piedmont Northern station 
that is left, it’s highly endangered. 


Burgess: Who owns it? 
Morrill: CSX Railroad. 
Burgess: And they are buying that? 
Morrill: I think they will oppose it. This was Commission initiated. 
Burgess: What is the adaptive use of this facility? 
Morrill: It’s currently vacant. 
Burgess: I know. 
Morrill: What would it be potentially? Well there have been several suggestions, although I 


don’t think there has ever been an official feasibility study done. There is a parcel of 
land associated with the station; the North Carolina Department of Transportation is 
seriously considering acquiring and reestablishing service on that whole line. So it 
might well be put back to railroad use, we hope that will happen in the future. There 
have been several things like a self-storage facility where this would be used as a 
office type arrangement. The thing that really got the attention of the Commission was 
that this was an extremely important interurban railroad initiated by James P. Duke 
and it’s the only artifact left.  There was one in uptown Charlotte, it’s been torn down; 
there are two in Gaston County but this is the only one left in Mecklenburg County.  


Kinsey: So there is nothing that can be done with it unless they are going to sell? 
Morrill: The Landmark Designation would give it protection. 
Kinsey: So as long as they own it even if we designate it, nothing can be done with it. 
Morrill: You are absolutely right. Stewart, you might have to clarify, Tuckaseegee Foard, the 


Planning Commission actually requested that we process the portion of the trail left as 
part of their area planning, is that correct? 


Gray: That’s correct.  They contacted us two years ago while Whitewater was being built. 
They said they would like us to consider Landmark Designation for the trail and foard. 


Morrill: There is only a small portion of it left.  This was the I-85 of 18th century.  You can see 
the trail it’s actually there, this is County owned property. The County has no objection 
to this it pays no property tax.   
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Kinsey: Would it be restored? 
Morrill: There is no proactive action that results from Landmark Designation, it’s just a 


protection.  It’s next to the Whitewater facility, Landmark Designation does not require 
the owner to do anything to restore or bring back to original condition. Although the 
Whitewater people are interested in trying to do signage or interpretation, but to be 
right up front I don’t think Landmark Designation is necessary to make that happen.  I 
think what the Landmark Designation would do for future generations would just give 
a level of protection.  


Burgess: I would hope so, because when we first began discussing this, no one knew it existed 
or had ever heard of it.  I think Warren knew that there was a place around here, now 
that it has been identified, we need to appreciate it.   


Carter: There was some concern that it was part of the Carolina Thread Trail, section two 
down to the water.  Some concern that this involved with that development.   


Kimble: We have followed up on this and we don’t think this is connected to the Re-Venture or 
the Carolina Thread Trail property. 


Morrill: This is the last one; Jerry Orr has requested Historic Landmark Designation for the 
Douglas Hanger. What is interesting is when something is designated as a local 
historic landmark it gives greater flexibility from the building code.  The plan is to 
relocate the hanger; it’s going to be relocated very close by.  I think this is actually 
required by Federal regulations regarding separating it from the runway and so forth.  
But because it will be easier to move the building, because of the County building 
code, he is requesting Landmark Designation. There is no question that it is the 
original hanger of Ben Douglas’s WPA project airport, so obviously there is no property 
tax. So those are the ones that are presently in the qu. 


Burgess: Very interesting, thank you.  Are there any questions?  Thank you, Dr. Morrill. 
Kimble: We have the Small Business Strategic Plan discussion for our next meeting. 
Burgess: Thank you all, we are adjourned. 
 
Adjourned: 4:40pm 
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Options for Goodwill Contract


Options


1. Complete $200,000 contract with Goodwill for 
FY10, unless Council desires to increase it by 
using Council contingency fund


and/or


2. Increase FY11 contract by up to $100,000 


Options


Example: If Council desires to increase the 
Goodwill contract by $50,000 by using 


Use of $50,000:
• Adds 0.5 FTE for job development 


Expected Outcomes:


y $ , y g
Council contingency funds: 


• 300 youth served 1:1
• 175 get a job (17% increase from 


current contract of 150)
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Options


Action: 
• Increase FY11 contract by $100,000 


(total contract of $300 000)


Use of funds:
• Adds 0.75 FTE for job development
• Adds 0.50 FTE for program support


Expected Outcomes:


(total contract of $300,000)


• 300 youth served 1:1
• 200 get a job (33% increase from 2009-


10 contract)
• 800 youth trained (7% increase from 


2009-10 contract)


• Expanded Employer Outreach
• Host recurring onsite job fairs for pre-screened youth


Expanded Services


• Host recurring onsite job fairs for pre-screened youth
• Recruiter of choice for employers to fill summer, part-


time and seasonal employment needs


• Expanded Community Outreach
• Off-site trainings to targeted at-risk populations
• More referrals to volunteer opportunities and More referrals to volunteer opportunities and 


internships


• Address Gaps in Youth Service Needs
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Recommendations


Redirect existing MYEP funds to 
provide partial wage subsidiesp p g


Use of funds:
• Use $65,000 in program funds for wage 


subsidies as employer incentives
• Savings from summer 2009
• Reduce training and printing budget
• Eliminate closing celebration• Eliminate closing celebration


Expected Outcomes:
• 100 youth jobs (100% increase from 


FY10 goal of 50).


Possible Committee recommendations to Council:


$ f d f


Committee Action Requested


A: Using $65,000 in existing MYEP funds for 
partial wage subsidies as employer 
incentives.


B: If desired, amend the City’s FY10 contract 
with Goodwill by $50,000 using Council 
contingency funds.


• Consider increasing contract with Goodwill by 
$100,000 during FY11 budget process
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Appointment of Energy and Sustainability Manager 
Staff Resource:  Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office, 704-336-3187, jburch@ci.charlotte.nc.us 
 
The City Manager is pleased to announce the appointment of Rob Phocas as the City’s new 
Energy and Sustainability Manager, effective immediately. 
    
The Energy and Sustainability Manager’s primary responsibility will be to oversee the 
implementation of the City’s Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) 
Program.   The creation of the manager position for this purpose was part of the City’s Energy 
Strategy approved by City Council in November 2009.  The Strategy, approved last week by the 
Department of Energy (DOE) in the award of $ 6.5 million to the City, contains seventeen 
projects to be implemented no later than August 2012.  The projects involve several community 
partners and Key Businesses and are designed to reduce emissions, reduce energy consumption, 
create new jobs and increase the use of renewable technologies.  
   
Council took action on Monday evening to accept the EECBG grant, appropriate the funding and 
add the position to the City’s budget. The Energy and Sustainability Manager will be located in 
the City Manager’s Office and report to Julie Burch, Assistant City Manager.  
  
In anticipation of the grant award, the Manager’s Office conducted a competitive internal 
recruitment and selection process and selected Rob Phocas to fill the position.  Over the past four 
years, Rob has been a key member of the staff team supporting the City’s work under the 
Council Environment Focus Area.  Over the past year, he has been a leader in developing the 
City’s Energy Strategy and grant application to the DOE.  Rob joined the City in 2006 as an 
Assistant City Attorney for Environmental Law and Policy.  His background, experience and the 
relationships he has developed with the City’s Energy Partners and others in the community will 
be highly valuable in the successful implementation of the City’s block grant projects. 
 
Attached below this memo is the press release about the appointment that will be distributed 
later today.  
61 
Water Meter Equipment Audit Update 
Staff Resource: Barry Gullet, CMU, 704-391-5098, bgullet@ci.charlotte.nc.us 
 
Proposals were received Monday, April 26 from four national vendors that are bidding to 
perform an independent audit of water meter-reading equipment set to begin in mid-May and 
wrap up this summer. 
  
The audit is one of nine elements of the City Manager-directed Utilities Customer Service 
Evaluation project. The Evaluation has been in process since February and the meter equipment  
INFORMATION (continued): 
 
audit was added in direct response to recent customer concerns regarding water billing accuracy, 
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service practices, and policy/rate issues.  
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The independent meter-reading equipment audit is designed to determine if there are problems 
with the metering equipment. The Utilities Customer Service Evaluation team has designed a  
comprehensive communications plan to educate citizens about the audit and plans to address any 
identified issues.  The audit complements established Utilities billing quality control measures – 
including pre-billing review of metered water use readings, and post-billing field and account 
inspections. The audit may provide additional information which will be used to address any 
billing or equipment issues identified. Additionally, this audit experience will serve as the 
foundation for implementing an ongoing audit process and equipment replacement program.  
Staff anticipates instituting this best practice will also serve to regain customer trust. 
 
Information about the Customer Service Evaluation is posted online at www.charmeck.org and 
www.cmutilities.com. Council will receive an update announcing the audit vendor selection, and 
details on the audit scope and communication plan are scheduled for the May 3 Council 
Workshop. 
 
Beatties Ford/West Trade Study 
Staff Resource:  Tom Flynn, Neighborhood & Business Services, 704-432-1396, 
tflynn@charlottenc.gov 
 
At the request of Johnson C. Smith University (JCSU), the City of Charlotte will co-sponsor a 
Urban Land Institute (ULI) Technical Advisory Panel on redevelopment of the Beatties 
Ford/West Trade corridor from Gateway Station to Brookshire Freeway. The City’s $10,000 
contribution is from the Economic Development Business Corridor fund.  This will allow the 
City and other sponsors to take advantage of a $25,000 grant by the Urban Land Institute toward 
the $60,000 cost of the panel.  Additional co-sponsors and funders include: JCSU ($5,000); 
Johnson & Wales University ($5,000); Bank of America ($10,000); and Charlotte Center City 
Partners ($5,000). 
 
This Technical Advisory Panel (TAP) will assist the JCSU plan and implement major new 
investments along the West Trade/Beatties Ford Road corridor. Key issues to be addressed by 
the panel include: 


• Location of new JCSU facilities along the corridor to maximize the positive economic 
impact of these facilities. 


• Development of two detailed schematic concepts for the sites recommended for these 
new facilities. 


• Bridging the development gap and I-77 interstate highway separating JCSU and Johnson 
& Wales. 


• Best practices for protecting the surrounding communities from the impact of this growth 
and possible gentrification of the neighborhoods. 


 
INFORMATION (continued): 
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The panel is scheduled for June 7-10, 2010.   City staff will be working with JCSU to hold a one-
day charette prior to the panel to gather neighborhood input for the panel’s discussion and 
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recommendations.  The recommendations of the panel will be incorporated into the Charlotte 
Center City 2020 Plan and the Johnson C. Smith University Master Plan. 
 
Assistance for Displaced Eastland Mall Tenants 
Staff Resource: Tom Warshauer, Neighborhood & Business Services, 704-336-4522,  
twarshauer@charlottenc.gov 
 
Neighborhood & Business Services will partner with Renovatus Church to inform existing 
Eastland Mall tenants about technical resources that could help them relocate within the City’s 
revitalization geography.  A meeting has been scheduled for April 28.  Chris Hemans, Business 
Corridor Recruiter, will attend the meeting and share information regarding relevant City 
services and programs. 
 
If tenants choose to relocate within the revitalization geography, they may be eligible for the 
following incentives: Facade and Security Grants; Small Business Enterprise Loan Funds; Small 
Business Equity Loan Funds; and Commercial Building Energy Retrofit Program Funds.   
 
Additionally, staff will share information about several Small Business support providers, such 
as SCORE, SBA Micro Loan, and the Small Business Technology Development Center.  Staff 
also plans to contact commercial real estate brokers who are actively listing properties within the 
Eastland Mall area and broader revitalization geography to inform them of the City’s programs. 
 
Street Light Installation Program Suspension 
Staff Resource:  Phil Reiger, CDOT, 704-336-4896, preiger@charlottenc.org 
 
As of March 24, 2010, CDOT placed all City initiated street lighting installation activities on 
hold in an effort to actualize the cost savings measures proposed by the City Manager for FY 
2011.  In a typical year, the City adds on average 1,500 street lights a year to its electricity bill.   
Every light the City adds to the existing system costs $95 to $210 per year.  At the current 
installation rate, the Charlotte Department of Transportation (CDOT) projected future 
installations would add approximately $235,000 per year to an $8.5 million budget. 
 
CDOT has suspended the street light installation program in advance of the new fiscal year to 
avoid adding additional cost to the FY 2011 budget and to prevent neighborhoods from 
expending energy requesting services the City may suspend.  The City Manager’s budget 
proposal recommends suspending the program for three years.  The activities affected by the 
suspension include: 
 


• Citizen requests (by petition) to install new neighborhood street lighting, including those 
projects currently in the queue for construction.  


 
INFORMATION (continued): 
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• CDOT CIP project-related installations or upgrades (both thoroughfare and non-
thoroughfare), including all CIP transportation projects.  
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• Other KBU CIP project-related installations or upgrades including Neighborhood 
Improvement, Business Corridor, and Area Plan Implementation projects. 


• Standalone thoroughfare installation projects that typically require NCDOT approvals. 
• Acceptance of power bills originating from developer initiated street lights.  (HOAs or 


property management companies will have to pay the power bills.) 
 
Projects in late construction phases may require reimbursement of Duke Energy expenses, if 
construction does not move forward. As a result, the City will advance some projects if the 
benefits outweigh the costs.  
 
If approved by City Council, the City will assume the power bill from existing street lights 
identified in the 2011 annexation areas.  These lights will require funding through the annexation 
budget process. Neighborhoods in annexation areas without street lights will be subject to the 
same street lighting suspension applied to the rest of the city.  
 
Notification of the program suspension has been posted on the City’s website and information 
has been provided to all CharMeck 311 customer service representatives.  CDOT will notify (by 
letter) all neighborhoods that have previously requested street lights of their status once City 
Council adopts the FY 2011 budget. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS BELOW: 
 
March 31 Governmental Affairs Committee Meeting Summary 
 
March 31 Economic Development Committee Meeting Summary 
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City Selects Energy and Sustainability Manager 


  (Charlotte, NC) Robert J. Phocas has been selected as the city of Charlotte’s Energy and 
Sustainability Manager. He is currently an Assistant City Attorney for Environmental Law and Policy.  
  The Energy and Sustainability Manager is a new position created with funding secured under the 
Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant, created as part of the 2009 federal stimulus package. 
The manager will oversee and implement the city’s Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant 
program, which includes 17 projects designed to reduce fossil fuel emissions, reduce energy 
consumption, create new green jobs, and increase the use of renewable technologies. 
  In addition to managing grant activities, Phocas will serve as a lead staff resource and advocate 
for environmental initiatives and policies within the Environment Focus Area Plan, one of City Council’s 
five focus areas. He will promote best environmental practices throughout the city to maximize 
investment of block grants and city funds. 
  Phocas has served in the City Attorney’s office since 2006, where he addressed environmental 
law and policy questions for the city’s key business units, including Aviation, CATS, and Engineering and 
Property Management. He is also counsel to the city council’s environment committee on the 
development and implementation of the City’s environmental policies and ordinances. 
  Prior to joining the City of Charlotte, Phocas practiced environmental law for two years as an 
associate attorney for Womble Carlyle Sandridge& Rice, PLLC. He also served as Enforcement Counsel 
for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region One, where he was responsible for the 
enforcement of federal environmental regulatory laws throughout New England. His past professional 
experience also includes work as an associate attorney in law firms in both Boston and Washington D.C. 
  Phocas is a graduate of Duke University School of Law, and the Nicholas School of the 
Environment at Duke University where he also received a master’s degree in Environmental Economics 
and Policy. He attended Vassar College, earning a B.A. in history. 
  In addition to his work for the city, Phocas is a member of the Environmental Sustainability 
Working Group for the Town of Davidson, and an advisory board member of the Sustainability Program 
at Central Piedmont Community College. He is also a coach for the North Mecklenburg Youth Soccer 
Association.   
 


######## 
The City of Charlotte is pursuing Federal Stimulus Program funding for 21 programs in five categories: Public 


Safety, Community Development and Job Training, Environment, Energy and Transportation. The City has received 
$61 million in recovery funds. Detailed information and guidelines for each program is available at 


http://newsroom.charmeck.org 
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Meeting Summary for March 31, 2010


 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 


 


COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS   
 
I. Subject: Discuss and Recommend to City Council the 2010 State Legislative 


Package 
 
 Action: Recommend approval of section one (legislative advocacy and 


preservation of authority) to the full Council.  Motion passes unanimously 
–Carter, Burgess, Dulin. 


 
III. Subject: Next Meeting 
 
 Action: Monday, May 3 at 3:00 p.m. in Room 280 (time change due to 4:00 p.m. 


budget presentation) 
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION  
 
Present:  Nancy Carter, Susan Burgess and Andy Dulin 
Absent:  Warren Turner and Patrick Cannon 
Time:   8:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
 
1.  Agenda Package 
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DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS    
 
Committee Discussion: 
 
Council member Carter welcomed everyone to the meeting with thanks for the early start 
and asked those in attendance to introduce themselves. 
 
I. Discuss and Recommend to City Council the 2010 State Legislative 


Package 


Ron Kimble advised the Committee the purpose of today’s meeting was to review the 
State Legislative Agenda with hopes of a recommendation to full Council.  If there is a 
recommendation, next steps would be an April 12 dinner briefing, April 26 adoption and 
the Short Session opens on Wednesday, May 12.  There will be a Delegation breakfast 
scheduled prior to the start of the Short Session.  The Committee is looking at this well 
ahead of the April 12 Council meeting due to some scheduling issues. 


The package is laid out differently than what you have seen in the past.  The top section 
is really what we see as the agenda.  We also have a watch list and a new category of 
opportunities.  The opportunities all require funding.  Following the outline is the 
background information for each of these items.  We can walk through these and you can 
make revisions. 


Carter:  Have we gotten any feedback from our legislators regarding funding for 
transportation? 


Kimble: Not yet.  We don’t have a sense that they will take this up at this time.  
They will just study possible changes and bring this up in the Long 
Session. 


Mr. Kimble reminded the Committee the Short Session is primarily focused on the 
budget.  The legislators want to get in and out and not put much else on their plates.  The 
shortfall in the budget this year is dire, so they will need to focus on balancing the 
budget.  


Dulin:  If the Short Session starts on May 12 and they are tackling the budget, 
when do you expect they will finish? 


Kimble: They always say they will be done by July 4. 


Dulin:  So, they are out in July, and then the Long Session starts in January of 
2011? 


Kimble: Yes. 


Dulin:  So, basically things are tabled for seven months. 
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Kimble: In the Short Session, they will look at local acts or major needs that have 


unanimous support.  So, it is vital we discuss our needs with our 
Delegation so they can find a way to work them through. 


Dulin:  As we walk through these items, can you rate them? 


Kimble: Most of these items require a good defense. 


Carter:  That’s where the work of this Committee is important by monitoring 
particularly items like annexation. 


Kimble: On April 8, the Task Force will be addressing the annexation debate.  The 
question is what happens to this in the Short Session.  It will likely be held 
over because it is not a budgetary issue. 


Carter:  The primary status of these items relate to the budget except annexation. 


Kimble: Plus the Firefighters Retirement System and Emergency Fund for Law 
Enforcement Officers.  Those are local bills, but they are not ours.  The 
Firefighters and Law Enforcement Officers in Mecklenburg County are 
requesting your support because these require legislative changes. 


Carter:  As we review these, I know the Business Privilege Tax is extremely 
important.  We can argue the impact on our budget and subsequent 
challenges. 


Dulin:  Wasn’t it $17 million? 


Gaskins: Yes. 


Dulin:  I know we lose and gain business, so what is the number now? 


Gaskins: We might expect growth, so it is normal. 


Dulin:  So, it is not down 18%? 


Greer:  There is a moderating factor because we have a cap of $6 million, so if we 
lost 10% of businesses, we are still double the cap. 


Dulin:  I think it is important to understand this.  I know realtors pay $50 a year 
and we need to be able to describe this tax. 


Carter:  I know the fees are different for us and the County, but this is a consistent 
income for us. 


Kimble: The opposition comes from corporations that do business in all or most of 
the cities and towns in North Carolina.  They say this is cumbersome and 
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an archaic tax.  It was established in the 1800s at a time when there was 
effort by government to tax businesses for services provided. 


Carter:  What about the difficulty with internet businesses? 


Kimble: We are the outlier with the tax at $17 million.  The next largest is Raleigh 
and they are only at $7 million. 


Gaskins: But, we are bigger than twice as big. 


Kimble: The fixes would have made everyone else whole except Charlotte.  The 
solution to make us not lose money reached deadlocks.  We are still the 
only city to lose money. 


Gaskins: This is a misunderstood tax.  This tax was designed to help urban areas in 
the 1860s.  There were enough people with needs for additional services 
for this tax to support.  Most of the urban areas in North Carolina find it 
beneficial to track businesses using this tax.  Police departments have used 
it to track illegal activities due to the information available.  There are 
benefits to tracking businesses.  It is one of two taxes we can impose.  The 
problem has been the ongoing issue of people with lobbying power going 
to the State to get reforms and reductions.  


  A prior Council tried to make it more uniform and did put in a cap to keep 
a consistent rate.  But, the General Assembly law couldn’t make it 
uniform for everyone, so a patchwork quilt was created.  This is the reason 
for the write-up for tax reform.  They could make it uniform.  It is a great 
tax that provides stability for urban services combined with general fund 
revenues. But, the differences that have been created over time have made 
it not clean. This is something we need to monitor and play defense.  We 
have no replacement for this tax. 


[Burgess arrives] 


Carter:  The argument is then really against the patchwork quilt.  It is important we 
have the information about how to fund this tax so we can show there is a 
good balance and what the effect is of this tax.  Citizens receive more 
value in services because property tax doesn’t fund public safety. 


Dulin:  I think the objection is some think others might receive more. 


Carter:  It is something we should also discuss with the Chamber.  Mayor Pro 
Tem, we discussed the Annexation item prior to this and are now going to 
Retention of the State’s Minimum 50%. 
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Kimble: Again, this is another defensive item.  There is enough money in the pool, 


but we need to make sure the State is funding their 25%, which helps us 
retain the 50% share. 


Carter:  Is that mandated? 


Kimble: It is codified. 


Pereira: HB 1005 and HB 148 have created new opportunities for funding requests 
but there has not been a funding source identified.  If the matching funds 
program is changed there could be a detrimental impact on funding transit 
projects in the future. 


Burgess: Is the legislation for “local share”?  This is confusing. 


Kimble: It was originally listed as 25%, but the real way to say it is 50% of the 
local share. 


Burgess: Local or State? 


Kimble: It is the way to conform to the Federal legislative language. 


Dulin:  We don’t want to underestimate this; it is confusing.  Can anyone then 
touch this that doesn’t have access to local share?  Does that mean it won’t 
be there for us? 


Kimble: Local share is anything that is not Federal. 


Pereira: Non-federal match is how it is often referenced; that opens up the 
definition. 


Kimble: We can change the wording to “non-federal match” in the title. 


Carter:  Would this include the streetcar? 


Pereira: Yes. 


Dulin:  How is that again? 


Carter:  This is funding in local terms, perhaps the streetcar receives federal 
grants. 


Burgess: The $24.9 million? 


Carter:  $6.6 million was for planning/design. 


Pereira: $237,000 was received in 2008 and $500,000 in 2010. 
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Carter:  What about the $6 million? 


Kimble: That’s in the total cost of $37 million.  $24.9 was from the Feds and the 
rest was local. 


Carter:  The remainder that was local is then eligible for State match. 


Burgess: Local government needs to be kept informed of the conversations so we 
can step up or at least make sure it is not forgotten. 


Carter:  It is a sensitive button. 


Kimble: Senator Graham said you could ask the question, but he didn’t know the 
outcome. 


Burgess: Is this all on page six? 


Kimble: Yes, we will change the title and change the language in the write-up. 


  The next two items are part of the MTC agenda and you are just 
supporting their already adopted positions. 


Burgess: So, the MTC has ranked the priority as Northeast Corridor number one 
and North Corridor number two? 


Kimble: I don’t know that they have voted on that. 


Pereira: The 2006 plan had them running on parallel tracks. 


Kimble: I don’t know that vote has been cast yet. 


Burgess: That is important to me.  I think it is premature to endorse this position. 


Kimble: This is their legislative lobbying position.  We can get clarification as to 
whether this has been voted on or not. 


Burgess: Are you looking for a vote today? 


Kimble: Yes.  This would go to Council on April 12 at dinner and then on April 26 
for a vote. 


Carter:  Will this be discussed at the next MTC meeting? 


Pereira: It is not on the agenda. 


Kimble: There is a lot going on with this issue and there are different opinions that 
are being worked through. 
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Dulin:  I’d like to report that I went to Huntersville for Mayor Swain’s dinner and 


there were State Senators and State Representatives there along with the 
other Mayors and they were pushing hard for the North line.  They are 
concerned that is lost in the big city and being shuffled out. 


Burgess: They’ve gone to Washington. 


Dulin:  They continue to see themselves and present themselves as shovel-ready. 


Carter:  This will continue to be defined and expanded to include planning and 
design. 


Dulin:  They see the time we are spending on things like the Streetcar and they are 
concerned about that.  They are concerned the Streetcar will go over 
things higher on the list. 


Carter:  I think there is a new wind blowing with a unified plan. 


Kimble: The recommendation in the package doesn’t set the priority.  This is the 
lobbying position the MTC has adopted that fights for funds and that 
includes the North, Northeast and Streetcar.  It doesn’t set priorities.  This 
is just a lobbying strategy for funding. 


Carter:  When was this adopted? 


Kimble: Last October. 


Carter:  So we would be supporting bills we know. 


Burgess: Where is the Northeast Corridor in this package? 


Kimble: We don’t have a page on anyone one of these items. 


Burgess: What about the commuter rail line? 


Kimble: There are monies for support when projects don’t meet federal guidelines. 
But, this is the MTC’s agenda. 


Carter:  Can we include something about the Northeast corridor? 


Kimble: We can make that reference. 


Burgess: I am just sure I remember a letter from the northern mayors agreeing that 
Northeast is the number one priority and commuter rail is number two. 


Carter:  That might not hold. 
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Kimble: I don’t believe that was voted on, it is just their position.  We will check 


on that.  I know there has been a lot of discussion. 


Carter:  If it is true, will we delete that as priority number two and present to 
Council that this is a volatile issue.  This is in the second paragraph of 
page six. 


Burgess: Is it possible at the next MTC meeting these priorities will be discussed on 
the agenda? 


Kimble: There is so much dialogue I don’t think they are ready. 


Pereira: The MTC has asked for next month’s meeting for us to bring an update on 
the 2030 plan, so we are working on that. 


Carter:  Please let us know the decision points. 


Kimble: We can scratch that listed as priority number two. 


Burgess: No, that’s not what I want. 


Carter:  That implies the listing has not happened. 


Burgess: I think these two are in legislative priority. 


Kimble: You want that in the legislative agenda? 


Burgess: Yes, number one. 


Kimble: The Northeast? 


Burgess: Yes. 


Carter:  If we’re listing it formally, make sure it is established.  If not, delete it. 


Kimble: Greg Gaskins is going to speak to the Charlotte Firefighters Retirement 
System revision. 


Gaskins: This fund was established in 1947 and was actually chartered by the 
General Assembly.  This means technical changes have to be approved by 
Council to get a bill created.  This is a very technical change. 


Dulin:  I just attended the funeral for Carl McCall.  Would he have received this 
death benefit? 


Avard:  No.  Many older firefighters didn’t choose the joint option.  Mr. McCall 
retired in 1987 and at that time salaries were much lower, so this was a big 
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issue because it reduces the benefit.  But, as a side note he worked after 
retirement and was a saver, so his family will be okay. 


  To reiterate, this is a technical change that really brings this into 
conformity by returning the contributions for retirees who choose a joint 
survivor benefit as to those who choose the basic benefit.  Currently, it 
only applies to those who chose the basic benefit.  In the unfortunate 
situation that a Firefight and their spouse were to die at the same time, the 
contribution would return to the State. 


Kimble: Regarding the Emergency Fund, this is a local fund that was established in 
the 1930s that provides a $10,000 benefit to families of law enforcement 
officers killed in the line of duty.  It was revised in the early 2000s.  The 
current revision request is to raise the cap to $25,000 as well as provide 
$100 to offspring of deceased officers on their birthday.  Sheriff Bailey is 
on board.   


Dulin:  In perpetuity? 


Newbold: Yes. 


Carter:  But, there is no source of funding.  Could the community contribute? 


Monroe: This is a government fund.  There are other organizations out there that 
look to support law enforcement officer’s families.  This fund is self-
sufficient and we don’t want a lot of regulations on it.  For instance, there 
were other funding sources established for the Clark/Shelton families.  
This fund has existed for years and is currently holding at $2 million.  It 
provides for the families of CMPD, Sherriff’s Office, and Medic to 
provide immediate relief prior to other benefits kicking in. 


Carter:  But, there is no source to re-fund this so we would just use it until it is 
exhausted?  I assume it is invested? 


Monroe: Yes, it is invested and growing at a good rate.  It will carry us well into the 
future because it is only a line of duty benefit. 


Carter:  I would never want it to be used. 


Burgess: Is it paid out of the proceeds from the interest or do we dip into the $2 
million? 


Kimble: It is not an endowment.  The proceeds used to come from tickets and 
violations written prior to a law change.  This is the remnants and $2 
million is the current level.  It is unlikely that we will exhaust this as there 
is only a small number of people that access it. 
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Dulin:  My question then is $100/child and $25,000 enough? 


Monroe: Yes.  There are several other benefits that will kick-in.  This is meant to 
provide immediate relief.  It might be used for a house payment or car 
payment, something needed within 30 or 45 days. 


Dulin:  Burial expenses could be $10,000. 


Monroe: Right, this could be used for a headstone, etc.  It is for immediate use. 


Dulin:  I wish the money would just sit there forever.  The fund writes the check 
to the family but is there any money out of the fund to help you pay the 
tax? 


Newbold: That would be the goal.  Sometimes there is delay in the other benefits so 
this gives you the ability to have money within hours. 


Monroe: And, it is up to $25,000.  We will talk with the family about their initial 
needs which could be different depending on the circumstances.  Then, we 
want to be able to say on a yearly basis, you have not been forgotten. 


Dulin:  I assume a counselor delivers the check and is trained to say please use 
this right now and please save some money for taxes.  The last thing we 
want is to get someone in trouble. 


Carter:  Is there a tax withholding? 


Dulin:  That gets complicated. 


Monroe: We’ll check on the issue of is it taxable. 


Carter:  Do we want to discuss the entire agenda that was presented? 


Kimble: We just want you to keep these on the radar screen so you can be prepared 
to guard them. 


Legislative Watch List 


Potential Shifts of Responsibility from State to Local for Maintenance of State Roads 
without Adequate Funding 


Carter:  Has the equity committee met? 


Pleasant: Yes.  The Joint Oversight Committee has met and there will be more 
information coming. 
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State Revenue Laws Study Committee 


Gaskins: On April 7 there will be an all day meeting.  We have not seen an agenda, 
but staff will be there to observe and pick up any handouts, for example, 
anything related to sales tax.  If anything is going to be done, it will come 
out of the meeting on April 7. 


Carter:  Can you keep us updated electronically? 


Burgess: I heard they might extend the sales tax. 


Gaskins: The Committee is looking globally to meet the shortfall.  The presentation 
was on how the sales tax is made up.  There was no indication of any 
changes just all history.  The presentation offered no suggestions, just 
information and no discussion. 


Carter:  I think the Powell Bill falls under this. 


Equity Formula Potential Revisions 


No discussion. 


Air Quality Attainment/Conformity Policy Position 


Pleasant: Air quality in the State is monitored by the Department of Natural 
Resources who then determines air quality emissions budgets by county 
versus looking at the entire non-attainment region.  We are in a grace 
period right now.  North Carolina is the only state that sub-allocates by 
county and that has created some unintended consequences.  For instance, 
we can’t amend the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) due to the 
grace period. Just last week there was a delay in amending the TIP to 
create money for I-485 because of not meeting the county level emissions 
budget.  The state is going to revisit looking at this at a regional level 
versus a county level. 


Carter:  Do we have partners with them in the discussion? 


Pleasant: We haven’t done a lot of collaborating, but the new standards will show 
most of North Carolina is in non-attainment. 


Carter:  Please keep us up-to-date.  Has COG been brought in? 


Pleasant: They are aware of the dilemma.   


Carter:  Please direct us how best to help. 
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Avoidance of Unfunded Mandates as a Result of State Budget Shortfall 


Kimble: This was just a general statement with no back-up paper.  We are worried 
about the State budget balancing so we put that in there in case we need to 
pass along information. 


Carter:  I assume that would be very last minute. 


Kimble: The Short Session starts May 12 and they plan to be finished by July 4.  
They will spend the majority of that working on budget balancing. 


Burgess: Is someone calculating the effect this could have on local government? 


Kimble: We do. 


Gaskins: They are supposed to, but don’t always.  The proper interpretation says 
they should look at how it will impact cities and towns in the state.  
Vigilance is required.  In the past they have been willing to pass things to 
us with huge impacts.  In 1985, there was an unnamed bill they got into 
production regarding development costs to cities and counties in North 
Carolina.  It was created and voted on in one day.  There was no 
opportunity to lobby against it until was done.  It makes us very nervous. 


Burgess: Do we have an ally? 


Kimble: There is a $500 million deficit they are going to have a difficult time 
balancing.  We are in a new era, so anything is possible. 


Carter:  The League lobbies for us. 


Gaskins: Charlotte, in some cases, as the largest city is kind of on its own and we 
find ourselves at odds with League.  They represent a lot of the smaller 
cities.  A concern with the Revenue Study Laws is what was asked for last 
time with the entire payment in lieu being considered.  They sometimes 
try and match revenue to needs rather than solve one problem.   


Carter:  The Metro Mayors are vital here. 


Kimble: And, we have been represented. 


Burgess: I have served on the League even as President and I expected some of the 
bias, but I often saw how large cities benefited.  The metro cities and 
small towns were united in annexation.  They fought for us.  I don’t want 
us to assume that this is always large versus small.  There are issues that 
affect all of us like gangs. 


Gaskins: Eight years ago, the Local Government Commission worked with the 
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League on issues and it is often the case that important issues can be 
divided with the vast majority representing small cities.  It is a tough 
position, but it happened with the retirement system.  Our position and the 
League’s position were not the same.  We had to represent ourselves.  So, 
there are still some cases where there are differences.  The State was 
unwilling to reconcile and voted for the increase.  The League position 
was to agree to the increase.  I agree there are a vast majority of issues that 
are identical, but not always. 


Dulin:  We do have allies in Raleigh, our Delegation.  And, we have a senior 
group of legislators in critical positions.  They are supposed to be our 
allies.  When does our new guy start? 


Kimble: Dana Fenton starts on April 12.   


Future Legislative Opportunities 


Kimble: These issues are not new to you. 


Burgess: Regarding Independence Boulevard, we knew nothing about the proposed 
Super Street. 


Carter:  That is not on the table. 


Burgess: Was it just an idea that was floated and squashed? 


Pleasant: We work with a lot of smart people who generate a lot of ideas.  Barry 
Moose started the discussion about stretching this out. That’s all it was 
just a discussion.  No plan, no drawings.  The section has already been 
staged for construction, with 75% of the design drawing.  People forgot 
because we wanted an area plan that we had a design build schedule.  So, 
the idea was floated, but the City needed to say no because we have too 
much invested.  We recognized that the businesses and residents on that 
corridor have suffered already by delays and uncertainty.  We don’t feel 
comfortable investing in a recommendation that has wide ranging 
opinions.  People want us to get something done.  We need to bring the 
energy back.  We brought the Secretary of Transportation and Mayor 
together to refocus the area plan and DOT plan to improve access, street 
connections, widen the bridge span as this will go the managed lanes 
ultimately.  So, there is no other plan out there. 


Carter:  So, the bridges have been extended and there is a cut-out? 


Pleasant: Yes.  We have been working with a professional task force who has done 
a remarkable job.  The plan is to have some public meetings and bring 
folks to see what we are talking about.  On April 15 they will report out 
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and provide an update and on May 6 they report out on the area plan so 
everyone is up to speed. 


Carter:  The citizen’s advisory group’s input was respected and staff made an 
effort to meet all of the needs and priorities. 


Stimulus Funding 


Kimble: Just a status report that we are going after any funds that might be 
available. 


Criminal Justice System Strategy  


Kimble: They will not do anything radical at this point, the strategy will be do 
something in the future and bring this up in the Long Session. 


Carter:  What about the $3 million?  Does the Delegation know and realize the 
lack of action has generated a deduction?  Is there a reaction? 


Monroe: They were slow to move on this especially with technology.  It will take 
some ramping up and put forth effort to push them along especially with 
probation.  The funding in the District Attorney’s office is needed to get 
the other pieces in place. 


Burgess: We set aside $3 million for technology, did they understand the 
alignment?  How long will it take the State to move? 


Monroe: Probably two to three years. 


Burgess: We should invest that in something else. 


Kimble: You discussed that at the last budget retreat. 


Dulin:  There are lots of opportunities to fund some low hanging fruit. 


Kimble: It is just one-time money. 


Dulin:  Yes, but for one time anything is possible, for instance pot holes. 


Burgess: We had good intentions when we set the money aside. 


Dulin:  The Manager’s recommendation was to take some of it. 


Kimble: We will make sure what we are presenting to the Delegation is just the 
list; we won’t put the additional items in. 


Dulin:  One page is much simpler. 
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Kimble: So, we would ask that you consider recommending section one as your 


legislative agenda, and we will just be watching sections two and three.   


Dulin:  I make a motion that we approve section one (legislative advocacy and 
preservation of authority) and recommend this to the full Council and go 
to the April 12 dinner meeting for perusal and then approval on April 26. 


Burgess: I will second for purposes of discussion. 


Burgess: Will we be attaching the agenda that was worked on in October 2009? 


Kimble: We will list the TIGGER grant, but we eliminated things that no longer 
apply and that’s why they were extracted to this list.   


Burgess: I haven’t seen it. 


Kimble: That was included with the last agenda. 


Burgess: What about the priority? 


Kimble: We didn’t think they had voted on the ranking.  The suggestion was to 
remove the reference to #1 and #2. 


Burgess: I’d rather have them and show the North as #2 and Northeast as #1.   


Kimble: We will make it consistent with the title of the item on the agenda. 


Dulin:  I like the idea of keeping it concise.  One page is simple and something we 
can be pleased to deliver.  This short and will not take away from the 
budget. 


Burgess: In DC, we had a very effective one-page summary to work from. 


Carter:  When presenting this to Council we should include the information from 
sections two and three so they can be apprised of our discussion. 


Kimble: We will re-title this “Legislative Agenda” and sections two and three as 
“Additional Issues.” 


Carter:  We can keep it out for the Delegation, but it keeps Council informed. 


Kimble: We will also change local share to “non-federal match.” 


Motion passes unanimously (Carter, Burgess, Dulin – for) 


II. Hot Topics 


 Dulin:  Regarding the Delegation breakfast.  May 12 is a Wednesday.  The 
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NASCAR Hall of Fame is opening Tuesday, May 11.  Should the 
breakfast include a tour of the Hall of Fame?  Could we get a CATS bus to 
transport folks over there or even have the breakfast there? 


 Kimble: We could hold it in the Convention Center or here and bus people there.  It 
might work. 


 Dulin:  I think that would be a good draw to get folks to attend. 


 Kimble: We were looking at May 4 as the date. 


 Carter:  That’s the primaries. 


 Kimble: We will contact the Delegation Chair to see his preference. 


 Burgess: Where is it easier to present the package? 


 Kimble: Here, but it could work at the Convention Center.  We will work on 
logistics. 


 Carter:  The legislators went to the Bechtler when it was new. 


 Kimble: They have received invitations to Hall of Fame events on May 10 and 11.  
But, a behind the scenes tour could be great. 


 Dulin:  We were able to show them the Bechtler was worth the money.  


 Carter:  Thank you all!  These reviews were outstanding. 


III. Next Meeting 
 
Monday, May 3 at 3:00 p.m. in Room 280 (time changed due to 4:00 p.m. budget 
presentation) 
 
Meeting Adjourned. 
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I. Discuss and Recommend to City Council the 2010 State Legislative 
Package [Attachment]   


 
City Council to be briefed on April 12 and Cast Final Vote on April 26. 


 
 


II. Next Meeting: 
 
May 3, 2010 at 3:00 p.m. in Room 280 (time change due to budget 
presentation) 


 
 
 
 
   







 


 
 
 


2010 State Legislative Agenda 
 
 
 


I. LEGISLATIVE ADVOCACY/PRESERVATION OF 
AUTHORITY 


 
• Preservation of Business Privilege License Tax Authority (Fiscal) 
• Annexation Preservation (Local Authority) 
• Retention of State’s Minimum 50% of Local Share on Transit 


(Transit) 
• Metropolitan Transit Commission Legislative Agenda (Transit) 


(Attached) 
• Technical Revision to Charlotte Firefighters’ Retirement System 


on Death Benefits 
• Amendment to the Emergency Fund for Law Enforcement Officers 


in Mecklenburg County 
 
 
II. LEGISLATIVE WATCH LIST 


 
• Potential Shifts of Responsibility from State to Local for 


Maintenance of State Roads Without Adequate Funding 
(Transportation) 


• State Revenue Laws Study Committee (Fiscal) 
• Equity Formula Potential Revisions (Transportation) 
• Air Quality Attainment/Conformity Policy Position 


(Transportation) 
• Avoidance of Unfunded Mandates as a Result of State Budget 


Shortfall (Fiscal) 
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III. FUTURE LEGISLATIVE OPPORTUNITIES 


 
• I-485 and Independence Boulevard Funding Solutions 


(Transportation) 
• Potential New Revenue Sources Long Term for Roads 


(Transportation) 
• Potential New Revenue Sources Long Term for Transit (Transit) 
• Development of Criminal Justice System Strategy Allowing for 


Funding and Efficiencies Tailored to Local Needs (Community 
Safety) 


• Stimulus Funding for State and Local Priorities (Fiscal) 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Advocacy/Preservation of Authority 


 
Category:  Fiscal 
 
Title of Item: Business Privilege License Tax 
 
Statewide or Local Bill: Potential Statewide Bill in Joint Legislative Committee 
 
Purpose: Preserve business privilege license tax 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s): Greg C. Gaskins, Finance, 704.336-5885 
 
 
 
Background and History: Charlotte has had a Business Privilege License Tax since 1863, and 
it is levied on firms for the privilege of doing business within the City. This tax also gives the City 
the ability to track the number of businesses within its boundaries, which is an important tool in 
providing municipal services such as fire, police and roads to these firms and the customers 
they serve. It is one of two taxes the City can impose, but it is the only tax it can impose on non-
property owners when they enter Charlotte to do business. This tax provided nearly $17 million 
to the City last year. This revenue source is a viable alternative to property tax because it 
spreads the tax burden more equitably.  
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors): The Joint Senate and 
House Finance Committee is looking at revenue reform. They are going to consider the BPLT in 
their review. The tax can be reformed without eliminating it. Some cities do not have the upper 
amount capped, and some businesses claim it is hard for them to pay it because they do 
business in more than one location. Charlotte caps all taxes under its control at $10,000 and 
would treat all categories the same if allowed by the State. 
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted: If this tax was to be eliminated, it would be equivalent to a 
property tax increase of 2 ½ cents to replace it. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Advocacy/Preservation of Authority 


 
Category:  Local Authority 
 
Title of Item:  Annexation 
 
Statewide or Local Bill:  Various Statewide bills intended to amend Article 4A Chapter 160A of 
the General Statutes to weaken annexation authority 
 
Purpose:   Retain annexation authority 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s):  Ron Kimble, City Manager’s Office, 704.336.4169 
                                                   Mac McCarley, City Attorney’s Office, 704.336.4112 
                                                  Jonathan Wells, Planning, 704.336.4090 
 
 
Background and History:  The modern era of annexation legislation in North Carolina was 
enacted in 1959, allowing cities and towns across the state to expand their municipal 
boundaries and extend their services as the communities grew and expanded.  In 1959 
Charlotte consisted of 35 square miles, while today it encompasses 300 square miles.  In this 
fashion, urbanized areas receive necessary services while cities can make sound urban growth 
possible, and residents and property owners in the urban area share both the benefits and 
responsibilities of urban life.  Moreover, annexation has enabled Charlotte and other NC cities to 
avoid problems cities elsewhere have experienced and found impossible to resolve.  Examples 
include small urban areas surrounded by vast suburban areas that do not participate financially 
in meeting the urban community’s service needs, and where services are offered in an 
inefficient and inconsistent manner. 
 
Current annexation statutes have rigorous and exacting requirements that must be met by 
municipalities in order to complete annexation.  Charlotte takes these requirements very 
seriously and has for many years dedicated the resources necessary to meet or exceed its 
responsibilities under these statutes. 


 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  There are reportedly a 
limited number of instances across the state where municipalities may not have fulfilled their 
responsibilities under the annexation statutes.  This in turn has created interest in “reforming” 
annexation, although virtually all the legislative proposals made to date would significantly 
reduce or eliminate the ability to annex.  The original 1959 annexation legislation has been 
modified a number of times since its enactment, and today it serves as a model across the 
nation of how annexation should be undertaken.  
 
Charlotte staff has worked with the NC League of Municipalities and with the annexation 
legislative commission to craft potential statutory changes and proposals that will maintain or 
enhance accountability and transparency in the annexation process while sustaining 
municipalities’ ability to annex.   
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Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  If annexation legislation is amended to make it more 
difficult or impossible to annex, urban areas like Charlotte will be in the tenuous position of 
providing municipal services and other urban benefits to residents and property owners of 
unincorporated areas without the ability to tax those recipients for those services.  Furthermore, 
such services such as fire protection, street maintenance and trash collection could be delivered 
in an inefficient and inconsistent manner within Spheres of Influence and particularly in 
unincorporated areas.  Finally, the lack of viable annexation authority could decrease the ability 
to broadly and equitably distribute the cost of these urban services. 


Draft Draft
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Advocacy/Preservation of Authority 


 
Category:  Transit 
 
Title of Item: Retention of State’s Minimum 50% of Local Share on Transit Projects 
 
Statewide or Local Bill: Statewide [136-44.20 (b); HB-148; HB-1005)] 
 
Purpose:  Preserve the State’s minimum 50% share of local transit projects 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s): Carolyn Flowers, CATS, 704.336.3855 
          Dee Pereira, CATS, 704.336.2166 
 
 
Background and History:  State Statute 136-44.20  “Department of Transportation designated 
agency to administer and fund public transportation programs; authority of political sub-
divisions”.  Section (b) of the Statute authorizes the N.C. Department of Transportation 
(NCDOT), upon approval of the NC Board of Transportation to provide the matching share of 
federal public transportation assistance programs.  NCDOT has traditionally provided 50% of 
the local share of projects that receive federal funds.    
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):   In recent years, the City of 
Charlotte has been the recipient of the largest number of matching funds for transit capital 
projects awarded by NCDOT, and the only recipient of New Starts program matching funds. 
 
HB-148 and HB-1005 have opened up opportunities for an increased number of requests from 
transit agencies in North Carolina to compete for matching funds from NCDOT for transit 
projects. However, the State has not identified a new source of revenue to satisfy requests 
under HB-1005; the current annual apportionment from the General Assembly for New Starts 
programs is inadequate for the growing program. 
 
NCDOT’s 2009 project prioritization process scores transportation projects through a data 
driven model.  Rankings from this process are still subject to further screens before they are 
placed on a State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) list and scheduled for funding.  (The 
City of Charlotte /CATS was not invited to participate in this process.)  The City of Charlotte’s 
concern with the process and preliminary rankings is that the Northeast Corridor Blue Line 
Extension’s ranking on the Non-Highway list (even though it is the only New Starts program in 
the State that is approved for entry into Preliminary Engineering).   
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  The two actions, i.e. HB-148 & HB-1005; and NCDOT’s 
Strategic Prioritization Process have the potential for impacting the current distribution/share of 
NCDOT’s limited funding from the General Assembly.  Any change in NCDOT’s matching funds 
program and annual appropriation of funds will have a detrimental impact on funding and build 
out schedules of Charlotte’s transit projects. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Advocacy/Preservation of Authority 


 
 


Category:   Transit 
 
Title of Item:  MTC’s FY2010-11 Legislative Agenda 
 
Statewide or Local Bill:  Statewide (HB-1005—an act to allow the N.C. Department of 
Transportation to participate in fixed rail projects that do not include Federal funds) 
 
Purpose: Maximize State’s share of North Corridor Commuter Rail Red Line Project 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s):  Carolyn Flowers, CATS, 704.336.3855  


    Dee Pereira, CATS, 704.336.2166 
 
 
Background and History:  HB-1005, An Act to allow the Department of Transportation to 
participate in funding fixed rail projects that do not include Federal funds, became effective on 
July 1, 2009. 
 
The North Corridor Commuter Rail Project is one of five rapid transit projects (listed as priority 
#2) in Charlotte Area Transit System’s 2030 Transit Corridor System Plan.  The project in its 
current form and under current rules for the New Starts/Small Starts Federal programs, does not 
qualify for Federal funding.  However, the Red Line is a fixed guideway project that would 
qualify for State funding under HB-1005. 
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  The Red Line does not 
qualify for Federal funding under current Federal Transit Administration criteria.   However, it 
would qualify for funds under HB-1005.  A commitment from NCDOT to a reasonable financial 
partnership could jumpstart the implementation of the Red Line Project. 
 
The State has not identified a new source of revenue for projects that may qualify for funding 
under HB-1005.  NCDOT currently plans to utilize its New Starts annual appropriation to provide 
its share of projects that qualify under HB-1005.  In such case, HB-1005 projects will compete 
for funds from the same “pot” as fixed guideway projects that are eligible for Federal funding, i.e. 
Charlotte’s Northeast Corridor Blue Line Extension. 
 
Two major transit agencies in the State are currently completing Major Investment Studies for 
fixed guideway rail projects and will  become competitors for funds from this program.  In order 
that HB-1005 does not result in the slowing down of fixed guideway projects in the State, 
NCDOT needs to identify a new source of revenue for projects eligible for funding from HB-
1005; develop criteria and State share for participation in such projects and request as well as 
receive adequate annual appropriations from the State’s General Assembly. 
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Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  If the issues stated above are not addressed, there will be 
insufficient matching funds for New Starts and other rail projects, and until criteria for distribution 
of funds under HB-1005 are developed, prioritization for distribution of New Starts and non-New 
Starts rail project funds will be left to the discretion of the NC Board of Transportation and 
NCDOT. Both situations will seriously impact the advancement of the 2030 Plan. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Advocacy/Preservation of Authority 


 
 


Category:  Transit 
 
Title of Item:  MTC’s FY2010-11 Legislative Agenda 
 
Statewide or Local Bill: Statewide (N.C.G.S. Article 2B of Chapter 136) 
 
Purpose: Revise State Maintenance Assistance Program funds allocation criteria to include all 
modes of transportation (including rail) 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s): Carolyn Flowers, CATS, 704.336.3855  


   Dee Pereira, CATS, 704.336.2166 
 
 
Background and History:  In 1994, the State Maintenance Assistance Program (SMAP) was 
established by the General Assembly with the objective of assisting urban, regional and small 
urban areas in funding the non-federal share of net operating costs associated with existing and 
new public transportation services operated by fixed route and regional transit systems.   In 
1996, the NC Board of Transportation approved a formula for allocation of State Maintenance 
Assistance to Urban, Small Urban and Regional Transit Systems.  
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  Currently, CATS does not 
receive any SMAP for rail transportation which accounts for approximately 19% of ridership and 
5% of revenue service hours.  Since rail transportation was implemented in Charlotte in 2007, 
the State must be willing to change the distribution formula, in order to not discriminate in 
reimbursement to transit properties operating rail systems. 
 
The second issue that must be corrected is that annual appropriations for SMAP have not 
increased in proportion to the growth of transit agencies in the State.  In FY2010, the 
appropriation was 2% lower than prior year.  If the State’s goal is to assist transit system with 
meeting the growing mobility needs of the community, the General Assembly must consider 
increasing the annual appropriations for SMAP. 
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted: 
SMAP funding has accounted for almost 12% of CATS annual operating revenue and was 
expected to grow with the implementing and performance factors of rail transportation.   As 
CATS continues to increase service to the community, if SMAP funding is not fairly distributed 
and does not keep pace with the growth, CATS will have to fund a larger portion of service costs 
with sales tax revenue, which will have long-term impacts on the build out of the 2030 Plan. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Advocacy/Preservation of Authority 


 
Category:  Fiscal   
 
Title of Item:  Technical Revision to Charlotte Firefighters’ Retirement System 
(CFRS) Act on Death Benefits 
 
Statewide or Local Bill:   Local Bill 
 
Purpose:  To request a technical change to Section 21(b) of the CFRS Act to provide the same 
death benefit related to a return of contributions for retirees who choose a joint survivor benefit 
option as to those who choose a basic benefit. 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s):   Scott L. Greer, Finance, 704.336.5883 


     Barbara J. Avard, Finance, 704.336.4431) 
 
 
Background and History:  The Charlotte Firefighters’ Retirement System (CFRS) was 
established in 1947 by a Special Act approved by the NC Legislature; therefore, only the 
Legislature can approve revisions to the Act. The current Act that governs the CFRS provides 
for the payment of any remaining contributions made by members of the retirement system, the 
City plus 4% accrued interest to a designated beneficiary upon a member’s death.  
 
After retirement, the statute limits this distribution only to retirees who choose a basic benefit 
where a spouse does not receive additional pension benefits after the retiree’s death. In many 
cases, retirees choose to take lower benefits so that their pension payments will extend beyond 
death to cover spouses. If this option is chosen and the retiree and spouse die before all the 
contributions are paid out, the remaining contributions are not paid back to a designated 
beneficiary. Retiree pension benefits are paid from a combination of sources including 
employee contributions, City contributions and investment earnings.  
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  At its October 22, 2009 
quarterly meeting, the Board of Trustees of the CFRS approved a revision to Section 21 of the 
Special Act to provide the same death benefit related to the return of contributions for retirees 
who choose a joint survivor benefit as to those who choose a basic benefit. 
 
While this situation rarely occurs, the Board felt it was a matter of fairness to endorse the 
proposed change. Based on actuarial analysis, this change will not increase the costs of the 
system to either the City or to members of the retirement system.   
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  A situation of unfair treatment of death benefits for retirees 
who choose different benefit options will exist in the event of the death of retirees.   
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Advocacy/Preservation of Authority 


 
Category:  Community Safety 
 
Title of Item: Amendment of Session Law Chapter 446 of the Public Local Laws of the 
Emergency Fund for Law Enforcement Officers in Mecklenburg County 
 
Statewide or Local Bill: Local 
 
Purpose:  Raise benefit level for death or permanent disability from $10,000 to $25,000.  Raise 
scholarship cap to $25,000.  Add specific language that allows the Pension Board to send $100 
to surviving minors on their birthday.  
 
Responsible Staff Person(s): Chief Rodney Monroe, CMPD, 704.336.2337 
          Mark Newbold, CMPD, 704.336.4977 
 
 
Background and History:  Fund was created by special legislation in 1931 to provide 
emergency funds for law enforcement officers in Mecklenburg County who were killed or 
permanently injured in the line of duty.  The source of the fund was a tax of $1 placed on “Bills 
of Cost” in criminal cases where there was a conviction or guilty plea.  This tax is no longer 
collected as all fines go to the local school board. Currently, there is approximately $2 million in 
the fund due to the sound investment of the funds derived from the original tax.   
 
Current Need/Problem:  When an officer is killed or severely injured his or her family will incur 
instantaneous expenses not immediately covered by traditional death and injury benefits. The 
purpose of this fund is to provide the family (usually within 24 hours) emergency funds so that 
they can pay for items such as rent / mortgage payments, travel expenses, and food and 
lodging for family members and friends. The Board believes it is appropriate to increase the cap 
on benefits from $10,000 to $25,000 due to the overall increase in expenses incurred by a 
family. In addition to increasing the cap on the level of funds, the Board would like specific 
authority to send $100 to surviving children of an officer killed in the line of duty on the 
deceased officer’s birthday.    
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  Raising the cap gives surviving family members greater 
flexibility to meet immediate expenses, until other state, federal and private survival benefits 
become available. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Watch 


 
Category:  Transportation 
 
Title of Item:   Potential Shifts of Responsibility from State to Local for Maintenance of State 
Roads without Adequate Funding 
 
Statewide or Local Bill:  Statewide 
 
Purpose:   Monitor legislation to shift maintenance funding from the state to local municipalities 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s):  Danny Pleasant, CDOT, 704.336.3879 
 
 
Background and History:  In March 2009, Senators Bob Rucho and Daniel Clodfelter 
introduced Senate Bill 758, which would have transferred state-maintained secondary roads to 
the counties. The bill appeared to be an unfunded mandate since there was no clear 
mechanism proposed for funding maintenance of State roads transferred to the counties. It also 
would complicate decision-making about roadways within municipalities since it would add 
another governance layer (counties) to roadway systems currently maintained by the state and 
municipalities. The bill appears to have died in the Appropriation Committee last year. 
 
At about the same time, Representative Nelson Cole and Senator Clark Jenkins introduced 
House Bill 881 and Senate Bill 1001. These bills would have transferred state-maintained 
secondary roads to municipalities and changed Powell Bill language about state fund 
distribution from “shall distribute” to “may distribute.” Fortunately, the House Bill was amended 
and passed as a mechanism authorizing counties to preserve transportation corridors as 
authorized for cities and NCDOT. It also authorized NCDOT to provide materials to cities on a 
cost reimbursement basis (which was occurring anyway.) The language most threatening to 
cities dropped out of the bill before it passed. 


 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  Currently, the City is 
grappling with the lack of adequate funding for maintenance of existing city roads.  The prospect 
of additional maintenance responsibilities further amplifies the funding shortfall.  The City of 
Charlotte’s current shortfall for maintenance of City streets is estimated at $50 million over the 
next five years. 
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  Legislation authorizing a shift in maintenance 
responsibilities from the state to municipalities without providing a funding mechanism would 
hamper our abilities to fund our local maintenance program. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Watch 


 
Category:  Fiscal 
 
Title of Item: Revenue Laws Study Committee 
 
Statewide or Local Bill: Statewide 
 
Purpose: Reform Revenue Laws and get State funding proportional to needs of large urban 
municipalities 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s): Greg C. Gaskins, Finance, 704.336.5885 
 
 
Background and History: The State has a revenue shortfall estimated at $500 million dollars. 
The Revenue Laws Study Committee is looking at Revenue law changes that are to tax the 
“new economy” Sometimes thought of as the service based economy. It is supposed to be 
looking at a broader base and lower rates. Some of the ideas being floated could be harmful to 
local governments by reducing their authority, removing the ability to collect business privilege 
license taxes for example, or adding duties to local governments without adding revenue 
sources.   An example is giving localities the responsibility of maintaining State roads. 
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors): The State is short of 
revenues to meet its’ needs. The current tax structure is over 50 years old and does not match 
current economic realities.  There is also a need to recognize the increased responsibilities that 
fall on very large urban areas like Charlotte. These responsibilities were unknown when the 
current system was developed. 
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted: Charlotte is also finding it difficult to meet its’ needs and 
has a tax structure as old as that of the State. Real revenue reform would include the needs and 
responsibilities of the cities, counties and the State. The goal should be a system that fairly 
distributes the responsibilities and the revenues to all entities.  
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Watch 


 
Category :  Transportation 
 
Title of Item:   Equity Formula Potential Revisions 
 
Statewide or Local Bill:  Statewide 
 
Purpose:   Monitor activities of the Legislature’s Review of the Equity Formula 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s):  Danny Pleasant, CDOT, 704.336.3879 
 
 
Background and History:  Representative Becky Carney introduced House Bill 237, Equity 
Formula Study Commission, in the 2009 legislative session. It was paired with Senate Bill 635. 
The intent was to establish a legislative commission to evaluate and recommend adjustments 
that might be needed to the formula used to distribute various types of highway dollars across 
the state. The bill was referred to committee, where no further action was taken. These issues 
are being addressed through the General Assembly’s Joint Legislative Oversight Committee on 
Transportation.  
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  The Charlotte region, like 
several of the state’s largest regions, is grappling with the lack of adequate funding for both 
existing and future transportation needs.  The Mecklenburg Union MPO (MUMPO) is about to 
adopt its 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).  The LRTP assumes that funding will 
be available for only 31% of the roadway projects nominated for the LRTP, leaving an unfunded 
gap of $6.3 Billion. 
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  Any recommended modifications to the equity formula will 
affect funding that the Charlotte region and other large metropolitan areas in the state could 
receive. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Watch 


 
Category :  Transportation 
 
Title of Item:   Air Quality Attainment/Conformity Policy Position 
 
Statewide or Local Bill:  Statewide 
 
Purpose:   To ensure large municipal areas are not disproportionately penalized under current 
state air conformity standards  
 
Responsible Staff Person(s):  Danny Pleasant, CDOT, 704.336.3879 
 
 
Background and History:  The Charlotte metropolitan area has struggled for several years 
with air quality non-attainment related to ozone. From a transportation planning perspective, our 
non-attainment status threatens the region’s ability to receive and spend federal highway and 
transit capital dollars in non-attainment areas. Metropolitan Planning Organizations are required 
by federal regulation to produce long-range transportation plans at least every four years. An air 
quality conformity analysis must demonstrate that emissions from motor vehicles will not hinder 
metropolitan areas from reaching clean air standards in future years. The test, called 
“conformity,” requires measuring against emissions targets or budgets allocated for each air 
quality non-attainment area.  
 
The North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR) is charged 
with setting emissions budgets in North Carolina, in cooperation with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA).  Rather than NCDENR establishing a region-wide emissions target for 
the entire non-attainment area, they sub-allocate the non-attainment area emissions budget by 
county.  North Carolina is the only state where this is done. This practice caused a problem for 
the Charlotte region in 2008-2009. In preparing the regional “conformity report,” the MPOs in our 
region were not able to demonstrate that they could meet county-level budgets, even though the 
non-attainment area had what can be described as a budget surplus. Because each county was 
evaluated separately, and some counties failed to demonstrate conformity, all the counties in 
the region failed. As a result, the region went into a so called “grace period,” which prevented 
the MPOs from amending their Transportation Improvement Programs to add additional projects 
as funding became available in 2009. 
 
While there currently are no bills pending, we believe the legislature should require NCDENR to 
explain why the agency does not establish emissions budgets for whole non-attainment areas, 
instead of by county.  
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  Sub-allocating budgets by 
county has the unintended consequence of encouraging urban sprawl since counties like 
Mecklenburg County that house the regions’ central cities may be disproportionately penalized 
because they are more populated, contain more jobs, and generate more travel. The EPA has 
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recognized urban sprawl as harmful to the environment, yet NCDENR, as the state’s 
environmental agency, is imposing a practice that rewards pushing development outwardly. 
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  The current practice may have the unintended 
consequence of rewarding and encouraging urban sprawl.  A potential non-conformity status 
could inhibit the Mecklenburg Union Metropolitan Organization from amending its Transportation 
Improvement Program and adding projects as funding becomes available. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Opportunities 


 
Category :  Transportation 
 
Title of Item:   I-485 and Independence Boulevard Funding Solutions 
 
Statewide or Local Bill:  Local 
 
Purpose:   To seek additional funding for planned Independence Boulevard expressway and 
six-mile segment from Conference Drive to I-485.  
 
Responsible Staff Person(s):  Danny Pleasant, CDOT, 704.336.3879 
 
 
Background and History:  For many years, Charlotte and the surrounding region have 
pursued funding for 1-485 and Independence Boulevard, two regionally significant projects. This 
year, the North Carolina Department of Transportation and the Governor’s Office found a way to 
finance construction of the northeast segment of I-485 -- “the missing link.” A public-private 
design-build-finance approach will be used to advance the project to construction in 2012, which 
is 3 to 5 years faster than expected. 
 
On the other hand, the inflow of funding for Independence Boulevard has been slow.  
Construction funding has been secured for the segment between Sharon Amity Road and 
Conference Drive, but no funding has been identified to complete the remaining six miles to I-
485. Planned improvements to Independence Boulevard include converting it into a hybrid 
expressway with interchanges as major cross streets, adding general purpose and managed 
lanes, and accommodating either light rail or bus rapid transit.  
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  The current equity formula 
allocation to the region is insufficient to handle a complex project of this magnitude. Legislative 
intervention will be necessary to find a way to finance the remaining segments.  
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  The funding gap would inhibit NCDOT’s ability to finish the 
project in less than 40 to 50 years. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Opportunities 


 
Category:  Transportation 
 
Title of Item:  Potential New Revenue Sources Long Term for Roads 
 
Statewide or Local Bill:  Statewide 
 
Purpose:   To explore new funding options for long-term road needs 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s):  Danny Pleasant (704) 336.3879 
 
 
Background and History:  Federal and state motor fuel tax revenues are diminishing. Motor 
vehicles are becoming more fuel efficient and the growth trend in vehicle miles traveled per 
person is flattening. Travel actually declined over the past two years in response to the 
weakened economy. Sales of motor fuels will continue to decline as hybrid and electric vehicles 
become a larger percentage of the vehicle fleet. These are positive trends from an 
environmental and congestion viewpoint, but declining fuel sales will hurt the ability to build, 
maintain and operate needed transportation infrastructure. 


 
Alternative funding sources, not necessarily connected to motor fuel sales, will be needed over 
the long term. Options may include a general sales tax for roads, increased vehicle registration 
fees, tolling, and ultimately some sort of vehicle miles traveled fee. All of these options have 
been studied. The legislature will need to grapple with how the state and local governments will 
fund infrastructure both short and long term. Local governments, especially in fast growing 
urban areas, would benefit from more local option funding choices. As a more immediate fix, the 
legislature should consider increasing the motor fuel tax or changing to a sales tax on motor 
fuels to stem the decline in transportation revenues 
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  The Mecklenburg Union 
MPO (MUMPO) is about to adopt its 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).  The LRTP 
assumes that funding will be available for only 31% of the roadway projects nominated for the 
LRTP, leaving an unfunded gap of $6.3 Billion. 
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  The revenue generated by federal and state motor fuel tax 
will continue to diminish, and the gap in funds needed for state and local transportation projects 
will continue to grow. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Opportunities 


 
 


Category:   Transit 
 
Title of Item: Potential New Revenue Source Long Term For Transit 
 
Statewide or Local Bill: Statewide (House Bill 148 An Act to establish a congestion relief and 
Intermodal Transportation 21st Century Fund) 
 
Purpose: Include Mecklenburg County in the authority to levy an additional ½ percent Sales & 
Use Tax for transit 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s): Carolyn Flowers, CATS, 704.336.3855  


   Dee Pereira, CATS, 704.336.2166 
 
 
Background and History:  Article 43 of House Bill 1231 (S.L. 1997-417) authorized a Local 
Government Sales and Use Tax for Public Transportation in Mecklenburg County.  The County 
voters approved the tax in November 1998. 
 
In 2009, Article 43 was amended under House Bill 148, S.L. 2009-527.  The amendment 
included authorization for Local Government Sales & Use Taxes for public transportation for all 
other counties in North Carolina, but did not include an additional ½ percent Sales and Use Tax 
for Mecklenburg County. 
 
In November 2006, the Metropolitan Commission adopted the 2030 Transit Corridor System 
Plan (2030 Plan), which leverages the current ½ percent Sales and Use Tax toward building 
rapid transit in five designated corridors within Mecklenburg County.  The 2030 Plan cost was 
based on estimates following the completion of conceptual engineering and environmental 
analyses in all the corridors.   
 
Since 2006, two of the five corridors, i.e. the Northeast Corridor Blue Line Extension (BLE) and 
the North Corridor Commuter Rail Red Line projects have advanced to various stages of 
Preliminary Engineering and Final Design.  The more detailed studies have further defined the 
scope of the projects and provided more refined cost estimates for these projects.   
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  The economic recession 
has resulted in a projected shortfall in local sales tax revenues of about $350 million over the 
next 10 years.  This reduced local revenue along with other factors like updated project 
definition and costs, changes in Federal funding criteria have made the 2030 Plan unachievable 
under the 2006 schedule and funding. 
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The ½ percent Sales and Use Tax that was authorized for Mecklenburg County by HB-1231, 
S.L. 1997-417 is unable to sustain the current need for advancing the 2030 Plan.  The 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg region needs an additional source of income in order to advance the 
2030 Plan on a reasonable and foreseeable schedule. 
 
The State Senate amendment of the State House version of HB-148 excluded authorization for 
Mecklenburg County to receive an additional ½ percent Sales and Use Tax.  
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  The decline in the sales tax since 2009, has resulted in a 
10 year gap (vs. the 2030 Plan) of about $350 million.  The Blue Line Extension (BLE) has been 
authorized by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to proceed through the Preliminary 
Engineering phase.  With this authority from FTA, the City has been able to obtain Federal 
earmarks of $39.55 million for the project.  The local share of $39.55 million is funded 50/50 by 
NCDOT and the ½ percent Sales and Use Tax.   
 
However, with the regression of sales tax revenues to 2005 levels, the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission will have to update the implementation schedule adopted in 2006 by extending out  
the current schedules for build out of the BLE and the Red Line.  Other corridor projects in the 
2030 System Plan will also be delayed. 
 
Without authority to levy an additional ½ percent Sales and Use Tax, effective 2012, the BLE 
and Red Line projects cannot be completed sooner, inhibiting the ability to build on the success 
of the LYNX Blue Line.  Also without the additional revenue, a new implementation schedule 
cannot be developed for projects in the remaining transit corridors. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Opportunities 


 
Category:  Community Safety 
 
Title of Item:   Development of a Criminal Justice System Strategy for Funding and Efficiencies 
Tailored to Local Needs 
 
Statewide or Local Bill:  Local 
 
Purpose:   Seek additional funding for criminal justice system.  Receive allocations based on 
proportion of state crime problem.  Seek increased discretion on how funds are are used locally.  
 
Responsible Staff Person(s):  Chief Rodney Monroe, CMPD, 704.336.3879 
 
 
Background and History:  State funding for the criminal justice system is administered by the 
Administrative Office of the Courts.  Its funding formula does not account for the unique needs 
of the state’s urban areas.  Consequently, funding has never kept pace with the population or 
the proportion of statewide crime in urban areas.  As crime increased in Charlotte-Mecklenburg, 
both the City of Charlotte and Mecklenburg County began supplementing state funding to add 
personnel and equipment to the District Attorney’s Office and Mecklenburg County Courts.  The 
City currently funds two assistant district attorneys and three legal assistants for the District 
Attorney’s Property Crimes Unit and five office assistants.  In the past, the Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Police Department has used some of its grant funding for additional assistant 
district attorney positions.  The City and County believe that the state should take responsibility 
for adequate funding for the criminal justice system. 
 
Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):  The citizens of Charlotte 
have made it clear that they believe the criminal justice system, as currently funded, does not 
serve their interests.  The District Attorney lacks the resources to prosecute the volume of cases 
that come into the system, and as a result, far too many cases are either dismissed or plea 
bargained to lesser charges. The courts move cases slowly, and there is not adequate 
jail/prison space for those offenders who do get active time.  Probation/Parole Office has 
inadequate resources to handle the volume of offenders under its supervision.  Many offenders 
reoffend with no consequences.   
 
The information systems used by the district attorney and courts are inadequate and make very 
limited used of modern technology.  For example, the case management system developed by 
the state is inadequate for the needs of a jurisdiction with the volume of cases handled by a 
major urban area.  The case management system in Charlotte consists of file folders and paper 
clips. The information systems of the various components of the criminal justice system do not 
interface, making information sharing more difficult.  The community is united in its desire for a 
more effective and efficient criminal justice system. 
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Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  If the local criminal justice system does not receive 
funding commensurate with its share of population and crime, it will fall further behind in 
handling its case volume and bringing offenders to justice.  It will make it much more difficult to 
take chronic offenders off the streets and to sustain the crime reductions that police and the 
community have fought to achieve. 
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2010 State Legislative Agenda 
Legislative Opportunities 


 
Category:  Fiscal 
 
Title of Item:   Stimulus Funding for State and Local Priorities 
 
Statewide or Local Bill:  N/A 
 
Purpose:   Information 
 
Responsible Staff Person(s):  Ron Kimble, City Manager’s Office, 704 336-4169 
 
 
Background and History:  As of March, 2010, the City of Charlotte has received 10 ARRA 
grants from the Federal Government totaling $48.73M and 6 ARRA grants from the State of 
North Carolina totaling $12.51M.   


 


   Program 
Est Amt  


for Charlotte 
Est  
FTEs   Purpose 


Public Safety       


Fed  COPS  $8.5 M(3Yrs)  50  50 officers 


Fed  Byrne JAG Formula  $3.2 M  10.5  Electronic case papering; overtime; youth programs; equip for vehicles  


Fed  Byrne  JAG Discretionary  $483,825  4  4 crime analysts 


St  NC GangNet‐Replication   $335,135  3  Replication of GangNet Program in Western NC ‐ 3 positions 


Community Development & Job Training    
Fed  Com Dev Block Grant   $1.26 M 27 Infrastructure, rehab, property acquisition, business loans/grants


Fed  Lead Base Paint  $3 M  15  Rehabilitation of  250‐300 homes over 3 years 


Fed  Homeless Prevention  $1.9 M  5  Rental assistance; utility payments; moving assistance; housing relocation; etc. 


St  Job Training ‐ adult  $2.5 M     Training at community college and other training providers; 290 adults trained  


St  Youth Emp Tr & Sum Jobs  $1.9 M  96.5  81 youth trained to date; 386  placed in pt summer jobs  


Environment       
St  NC Clean Water    $2.5 M  10  Muddy Cr/Campbell Cr restoration; Revolution Pk water reuse; Wilora Lake restor. 


Energy       


Fed 
Energy Efficiency/ Conserv. 
Block Grant 


$250,000 
Total $6.7 M  97 


Energy audits of city facilities, GHG inventories/ action plans, Implementation of  
Energy Strategy 


Fed  Altern fuel vehicles  TBD  TBD  Purchase of 5 diesel fueled hybrid Aviation buses thru COG 


St 
NC Air Quality                       
Diesel Emiss. Reduct.  $80,000  TBD  Retrofit 5 Aviation vehicles 


St  St. Energy Program‐ Interns    TBD  TBD  To hire 4‐6 energy interns/ fellows  


Transportation       


St  NCDOT Highway Investment   $5.2 M  TBD  Upgrade expand traffic signal system; Shasta Ln sidewalk; pedestrian signals 
Fed  Transit  $20.7 M 581 Renovation of N Davidson St. Bus Garage


Fed  TIGGER Grant   $3 M   3  Purchase up to 6 hybrid buses ‐ to be received in FY2012 
Total   $61.24 M 899


indicates funding announced  


*Jobs created/retained are reported by federal formula outlined by each federal/state agency 
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Current Need/Problem (including potential allies or detractors):   The City will continue to 
explore/seek the opportunities where future ARRA monies could become available.  This could 
happen when additional ARRA funds are made available through new regulations that are 
promulgated, or by redistribution of ARRA funds not spent by other jurisdictions within the 
guidelines/timeframes of the awards. 
 
Impact if Not Addressed/Adopted:  The City of Charlotte would forego the potential use of 
these funds for City priorities if we are not vigilant.   
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