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INFORMATION: 







 
Disposition of Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills 
Staff Resource: Pam Lopez, N&BS, 704-336-3488, pwlopez@charlottenc.gov 
 
The Housing and Neighborhood Development (H&ND) Committee met today (Wednesday) to 
discuss options for the disposition of the Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills.  There was not a 
quorum for the meeting.  Committee Chair Mitchell was present as was Councilmember Barnes. 
Councilmember Kinsey attended the meeting in her capacity as district representative.  Staff 
presented to the Committee four options for disposition of the mills:  
 


1. Upset Bid - Competitive process to maximize the purchase price with no restrictions 
2. Sale of property to the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) –  The HLC would sell 


the property to a developer with conditions to ensure preservation  
3. Private Sale with upset bid-like overlay - Competitive process to maximize the purchase 


price with restrictions based on Council policy objectives 
4. Private Sale RFP – Sale of property to a developer with a project proposal best meeting 


established Council policy objectives 
 
Several entities have communicated interest in the property.  Sari and Company and the 
Bainbridge Companies sent a proposal to the City Manager today, a copy of which is attached 
for Council information.  An additional H&ND Committee meeting will be scheduled in early 
July for the purpose of the Committee developing a recommended disposition process for 
Council consideration at the July 26, 2010 meeting.   (see attachment, left side table of 
contents) 
 
Information on Fourth of July Operations 
Staff Resources: Captain Brian Cunningham, CMPD, 704-336-4098, bcunningham@cmpd.org  
Kim McMillan, Corporate Communications, 704-336-2643, kmcmillan@charlottenc.gov  
 
The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department is taking a number of precautions to ensure 
public safety during the Fourth of July weekend, including a larger than normal deployment of 
officers throughout the county. CMPD will be limiting vacation leave for officers and 
coordinating the use of officers working off-duty assignments. All areas will see an increased 
deployment of officers, including the center city. 


CMPD officers also will be enforcing the Youth Protection Ordinance that requires children 
under the age of 16 (unless accompanied by a parent or guardian) to be home by curfew. Since 
the holiday falls on a Sunday, the curfew is 11:00 p.m. 


To ensure a safe and secure environment for those attending center city celebrations CMPD, in 
partnership with Charlotte Fire Department, MEDIC and the Mecklenburg County Sheriff’s 
Office, has developed a comprehensive operational plan. A sufficient number of emergency 
personnel will be deployed at fixed and mobile locations based on anticipated need. While  
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officers will understand the celebratory atmosphere, any behaviors which threaten the safety of 
others will not be tolerated. Officers will enforce violations, including the ordinance forbidding 
open containers of alcohol, blocking City streets and sidewalks and the possession of illegal 
fireworks. 


A full complement of Civil Emergency Unit officers will be deployed during the evening hours 
of July 4. These officers, trained and equipped to deal with civil disorders of any size, will be 
mobile and deployed so they can respond quickly anywhere in our jurisdiction.   


CharMeck 311 will be available 24 hours daily to manage all citizen requests as usual and will 
include increased staffing to manage call volumes that can occur during the Fourth of July 
holiday celebrations. As usual, leadership members are coordinating staffing based on forecasts 
and experiences from previous years’ events. Communication with CMPD and 911 is occurring 
throughout the special event planning stages. Communication will be continuous during the 
holiday weekend to ensure support is available to off load non-emergency calls from 911 and 
achieve effective response for citizen requests.   
 
CATS will also alter its operations slightly for the holiday weekend. On Sunday, July 4, the 
Charlotte Area Transit System will operate a normal Sunday schedule. The Charlotte 
Transportation Center will close at 12:30 a.m. CATS will also operate a Sunday schedule on 
Monday, July 5 in observance of the Independence Day holiday. No express service will operate 
on that day. Both bus and light rail will operate according to their Sunday schedule. In addition, 
increased numbers of security personnel will be on duty throughout the system. 


Center City:  
The US Airways Family Fun Festival presented by Mecklenburg County Park and Recreation, 
benefiting the Second Harvest Food Bank, will be held at Memorial Stadium on Saturday, July 4 
beginning at 6:00 p.m. It will culminate with Red, White and Boom! 2010. Fireworks are being 
staged from the Central Piedmont Community College campus. Some streets around the campus 
will close at 8:00 p.m. to accommodate the fallout zone. Streets will reopen immediately 
following the show. 


Participants are encouraged to take public transit, park for free adjacent to the stadium, or park in 
surrounding commercial lots to avoid on-street parking traffic issues. 


July 5 – Day Changes and Recycling Improvements Go Live 
Staff Resource:  Victoria Garland, SWS, 704-336-3410, vgarland@ci.charlotte.nc.us 
 
On Monday, July 5, some Charlotte residents will roll the 96-gallon, green recycling cart to the 
curb for the first time – but this isn’t the only change they will experience on that day. In 
addition to the new bi-weekly schedule and the addition of new materials accepted in the 
recycling program, more than 80 percent of Charlotte residents will also place their solid waste 
materials at the curb on a different collection day. These changes are being implemented to 
increase service efficiency.   
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Solid Waste Services has communicated these changes with City residents since February using 
a variety of communication vehicles including: 
 


• Web – Solid Waste Services Public Service Division staff worked with Corporate 
Communications to develop http://recycleit.charlottenc.gov.  This site provides 
information on the improvements to the recycling program. 


 
• Television and Print Media – Stories on the transition as well as articles on the new 


program have appeared on all local news channels as well as in several local print 
publications. 
 


• Advertising – Solid Waste Services placed advertising in the water bill and in local and 
online publications.  These advertisements began in March and will continue through 
November 2010. 


  
• Community Outreach – Solid Waste Services staff has presented information regarding 


the changes at more than 100 community events since launching their communication 
efforts in February.  A targeted effort was made to include the Hispanic and African 
American community.  This outreach included having City staff attend neighborhood 
association and civic organization meetings; sponsorship of Charlotte Checkers’ games; 
Pride Magazine’s Pride Awards, Green Edition; CBS Radio’s Southern Spring Show; and 
For Sister’s Only and Norsan Media’s Carnival Carolina.  Additionally, staff has 
brokered meetings with key influencers in the Hispanic community to share and 
distribute information on the event. 


  
• Direct Communication – Staff communicated directly with residents through Corporate 


Communications’ CMail, electronic newsletter.  Charlotte residents also received a 
mailing in May and June.  These mailings provided residents with their new collection 
day as well as their collection week.  In addition, residents received information on the 
new recycling program when their cart arrived, and received a call from the police 
department’s Geo-Notification system to alert them of delivery of their cart. Information 
was also sent regularly to neighborhood association contacts using the Neighborhood and 
Business Services neighborhood contact list.  Recipients on this list were asked to 
distribute to their members and residents. 


 
Solid Waste Services has also worked closely with internal partners to provide them with 
information on the changes. Staff is currently working with the media to issue the following 
reminders to City residents: 


 
• A green, 96-gallon rollout cart was delivered to residents for the collection of their 


recyclables. Recyclables will be collected every-other-week, on the same day as garbage 
and yard waste collection.  Residents are reminded that the green cart is for recyclables  


INFORMATION (continued): 


Mayor and Council Communication 6/30/10 Page 4 


 



http://recycleit.charlottenc.gov/





Mayor and Council Communication 6/30/10 Page 5 


only and must not be used until the improved program begins the week of July 5. 
Residents who haven’t received a new recycling rollout cart by July 5, should call 311.  


 
• During the transition, some residents will go longer than 7 days without garbage 


collection because of the day changes.  By recycling all eligible materials, residents can 
reduce the amount of garbage generated by their household. 
 


• Residents may keep their red bins to collect recyclables inside their home for transport to 
the larger recycling cart.  For those who don’t want to keep the red bin, it may be placed 
inside the recycling cart so that it can be recycled. Residents may also take it to one of 
Mecklenburg County’s Full Service Recycling Centers – visit 
http://recycleit.charlottenc.gov or call 311 for locations. 
 


• The City will collect recyclables from the recycling cart or up to two bins.  Both types of 
containers will not be collected from one household. 
 


• Recycling collection for the City of Charlotte begins on Monday, July 5.  Collection 
schedules for the other towns in Mecklenburg County may be different.  For more 
information regarding recycling in Mecklenburg County – including the towns of 
Cornelius, Davidson, Huntersville, Matthews, Mint Hill and Pineville, visit 
www.wipeoutwaste.com.  
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Charlotte City Council 
Transportation & Planning Committee


Meeting Summary for June 14, 2010 
 


 
 
 
 
 
  


 


 
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject: Managed Lanes Update 


Action: None 
 


II. Subject:    Urban Street Design Guidelines 
      Action: None 
 


III. Subject: Catawba Area Plan 
Action: Motion was made to forward the Catawba Area Plan to the full Council  
  for adoption (Passed 3 – 1, Cooksey against) 


 
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present:  David Howard, Michael Barnes, Warren Cooksey, Patsy Kinsey 
Time:  3:32 pm – 5:00 pm 


 


ATTACHMENTS 
  
 


1. Agenda Package 
2. Toll Handouts 


 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
Chairman David Howard called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to 
introduce themselves.  He thanked Assistant City Manager Eric Campbell for filling in for 
Assistant City Manager Jim Schumacher.  He stated that they had a full agenda and turned it over 
to Danny Pleasant. 
 
I. Managed Lanes Update 


 
Mr. Pleasant said this is an update on the recommendations coming out of the I-77 work by the 
North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) and the Mecklenburg-Union 
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Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO).  He then turned it over to Norm Steinman who 
said the purpose of this meeting is to review the recommendations of the Regional Fast Lanes 
Study, discuss recommendations from the I-77 North Study, and determine when and what type 
of information will be necessary for decisions in 2010.  He then began reviewing the “Managed 
Lanes Update” presentation (copy attached). 
 
[“Regional Managed Lane Corridors” slide] 
 
Mr. Steinman said this slide shows the different corridors that are the highest priority for possible 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) or High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes, which are shown in 
different colors.  The different colors are of no significance and show no priority, other than I-77 
North, because that is the corridor that was studied.  The obvious point of this slide is that the 
starting point of the system would be in Mecklenburg County.   
 
(Council member Michael Barnes entered the meeting) 
 
[“I-77 North Study Recommendations” slide] 
 
Mr. Steinman read through the recommendations.  The first is to convert the existing HOV lanes 
to HOT lanes and to extend them to Catawba Ave.  The second one is to end the northbound 
HOT lane ½ mile south of Catawba Ave.   The third recommendation is to drop the outside 
general purpose lane at Catawba Ave and lastly, to begin the southbound HOT lane between 
Griffith St. and Catawba Ave. 
 
[“HOT Lane Tolling on I-77” slide] 
 
Mr. Steinman said the toll on I-77 is expected to be a cashless operation.  There will be overhead 
devices that will either take a photo of the plate on the vehicle or read an in-vehicle transponder.  
You’ll get a bill in the mail and you’ll usually have up to 72 hours to pay the initial bill.  If your 
payment is late, they would add on additional charges.   
 
[“Institutional Issues/Actions” slide] 
 
Mr. Steinman said that in 2006 the North Carolina General Assembly granted the NCDOT the 
ability to charge tolls along interstates.  The NCDOT would then need to seek permission from 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHA) to charge the tolls and they would have to specify 
what the toll revenues will be used for.  The other thing to keep in mind is, since this is the 
corridor with the most potential for implementation of HOT lanes, some precedence will 
probably carry over to other corridors.   
 
[“Policy & Institutional Questions” slide] 
 
Mr. Steinman said there are three key questions: 1) which entity will establish objectives for the 
HOT lanes, 2) who will determine the tolls to support the objectives, and 3) who will monitor the 
performance of the HOT lanes and make adjustments if needed? 
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[“Where HOT Lanes are Managed by Partnerships” slide] 
 
Mr. Steinman stated that the list on this slide is a partial list of cities where there are partnerships 
between the state DOT, county transportation authorities and some cities, that are participating in 
the management of existing HOT lane projects in the United States. 
 
Chairman Howard added that he went to a conference in Houston, about a week ago, for the 
FHA and rode on their HOT lanes.  He said he would share the information he learned later.     
 
[“Why HOT Lanes are Managed by Partnerships” slide] 
 
Mr. Steinman said HOT lanes are managed by partnerships to effectively deploy express bus 
routes and to encourage vanpools and carpools.  The state, by itself, cannot do that.  It usually 
requires a transit agency.  The other reasons are to make sure to implement park and ride lots or 
special bus access ramps in the right places and also to allocate toll revenues to HOT lanes 
expansion or transit services and facilities.   
 
[“I-77 North Project - Potential Funding” slide] 
 
Mr. Steinman said the estimated project cost is about $57 million.  Some possible ways the 
funding could be provided are listed on this slide.   
 
Howard:  Are we anticipating TIGER II funds being available by the end of the year? 
 
Steinman: We expect to have a decision on the fund by the end of year and obligated by 
September 30, 2012. 
 
Howard:  The Yadkin River Bridge is off the list because of the state, so that won’t be competing 
with this, but the Red Line would, correct? 
   
Steinman:  The Red Line was submitted for TIGER I grants, as well as the Yadkin River Bridge.  
The NCDOT received $10 million for the Yadkin River Bridge.   
 
Howard:  Do you anticipate the Red Line being resubmitted? 
 
Steinman:  You’ll see what’s being nominated for TIGER II at the June 28 meeting.  TIGER I 
competition is over and 51 projects were selected.  
 
Pleasant:  The TIGER I funding was a much larger funding pocket than the TIGER II.   
 
Howard:  So, the $15 million for TIGER II probably has a lot of competition? 
 
Steinman:  Yes, it’s likely. 
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Barnes:  Back to the TIGER I and the Red Line, did you say that we are going to seek funding 
under TIGER I? 
 
Steinman:  No, TIGER I is finished.   
 
Barnes:  Are we seeking funding for the Red Line in any other way? 
 
Pleasant:  I don’t know off the top of my head and I don’t see anyone here from CATS. 
 
Howard:  At the last MUMPO meeting, we talked about it.  We found out that the towns met 
with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and were told they were one of the finalists for 
the TIGER I.  They got some feedback on what they could have done differently.  So, it is 
anticipated that the Red Line project will go back in for some type of funding. 
 
Bill Coxe:  My interpretation was the delegation that went might have gotten discouraged from 
submitting to TIGER II because the magnitude of funds wasn’t sufficient.   
 
Steinman:  They are looking for leverage for TIGER II.  The state would provide some money 
and they would come up with other monies elsewhere. 
 
Barnes: Where would the funding come from if these sources fall through? 
 
Steinman:  The funding plan for this project is the $22 million, plus whatever other funding 
sources can be put together.   
 
Barnes:  We’re not going to build it over 30 years, so why finance it? 
 
Steinman:  The project is a viable project in that expected construction cost of $57 million can be 
reduced by about $ 22 million, due to the revenues expected to be generated by those using the 
HOT lanes.  It’s still short $35 million. Should any combination of these funding sources come 
through, and should NCDOT find the gap funding, then it’s a funded project. 
 
Barnes:  Otherwise, it’s on the shelf? 
 
Steinman: Yes.  
 
[“I-77 Southbound Lanes near Brookshire Freeway” slide] 
 
Mr. Steinman said there is also a related project that is in the tentative recommendations.  When 
NCDOT implemented the HOV lanes, they did this with full knowledge that they needed to 
reduce the width of the lanes from 12 feet to 11 feet, in order to accommodate the HOV lanes 
south bound.  There was a public meeting in Charlotte recently with NCDOT.  Their proposal is 
to spend almost $17 million to do the construction necessary to make them 12 feet wide again.  It 
wouldn’t increase the number of lanes; it would just increase the width of the shoulder and each 
lane.   
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Barnes:  So, they are going to add asphalt to the shoulder and restripe? 
 
Steinman:  Yes. 
 
Barnes:   What’s the distance? 
 
Steinman:  It is 2 to 2 ½ miles from I-85 South to Brookshire Freeway. 
 
[“Tentative Recommendation” slide] 
 
Mr. Steinman said that staff’s recommendations are a little different than what NCDOT is 
proposing to do.  He said that the first recommendation is they support the conversion of HOV 
lanes to HOT lanes on I-77, provided that NCDOT agrees to create effective partnerships with 
MUMPO, CATS and local governments directly affected.  That goes back to the issue of who 
will determine what the toll rates are going to be and who’s going to make the decision about 
where to use revenue in excess of cost.  So, if they agree, which Mr. Steinman said that based on 
a conversation he had with NCDOT last Friday, they will support the application to USDOT and 
support amendments to MUMPO’s Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP).   He said that he spoke with the Chief Engineer of the Turnpike 
Authority and he told Mr. Steinman that they are expecting to create a Policy Advisory 
Committee and a Technical Advisory Committee for I-95, because that’s their first project for 
tolls on an existing interstate.   
   
Mr. Steinman said their second recommendation is to recommend to MUMPO to reschedule 
NCDOT’s TIP Project, I-3311E, so that decisions about managed lanes, along I-77 near Uptown, 
are made before south bound freeway lanes are widened back to 12 feet.  Also, NCDOT has two 
other feasibility studies on that same segment of I-77, so they believe the prudent thing to do 
would be to wait until the results from those studies could be sorted out. 
 
Barnes:  What are the other feasibility studies? 
 
Steinman:  They are intended to answer the question of if it’s possible to add 1 or 2 HOV lanes 
in each direction, or would it be necessary to create some special structures in order for those to 
exist along that part of the roadway.   
 
Barnes:  I recognize we are not responsible for TIP Project I-3311E, but I’m curious as to the 
width of the lanes once you get south of Brookshire Freeway.  How wide are those lanes? 
 
Steinman: They are 12 feet. 
 
Barnes:  Didn’t they indicate they are doing this project because of some kind of mandate? 
 
Steinman: They said they made a commitment to the FHA at the time the project was approved. 
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Barnes: How many years ago was that? 
Steinman:  It was 6 or 7 years ago. 
 
Barnes:  And they are going to blow $17 million to restripe a few lanes? 
 
Steinman:  Some of the things we pointed out to them were that they are going to put the 
shoulder lanes very close to the edge of the right-of-way, which is already very constrained.  In 
addition to that, they then might prevent implementation of what they themselves are studying in 
their feasibility study.   
 
Howard: Any other questions on the recommendations? 
 
Steinman:  We aren’t asking for any action today, we are just here to see where the Committee is 
heading on this.   
 
Cooksey:  Can you clarify what is meant by effective partnerships with MUMPO and local 
governments?  I generally think of MUMPO as representing local governments affected by 
transportation matters. 
 
Steinman:  The point I’m trying to make is the partnership would be effective between NCDOT 
and anybody else.   
 
Cooksey:  Are you suggesting there would need to be an agreement between NCDOT and 
MUMPO and an agreement between NCDOT and each town or city? 
 
Steinman:  If there were a county agency then the agreement would be between NCDOT, the 
county agency and any transit providers.  In our case, which is here for discussion, who would 
we want to see at the proverbial table, where decisions would be made, initially and continually, 
about what should happen with the operation of the HOT lanes, the revenues and any possible 
expansions of the system. 
 
Cooksey:  And what I’m not quite getting is that given the local governments directly affected 
are already on MUMPO, why create that additional layer of connection?  Are we seeking far too 
many cooks for this soup, so to speak?   
 
Howard:  Well, if you look at the system in Houston, the complications come in with who builds 
it, who maintains the tolling system, who do you have the agreement with to actually do the 
enforcement and then who does the enforcement of the tickets?  One of the most complicated 
things I learned from Houston is that this agreement is the hardest part, because so many people 
have to be involved.  I even saw in Houston where the Transit Authority managed some of the 
lanes, because they used transit money to construct bus ways that are now being used as HOT 
lanes.  I’m taking the wording from Mr. Steinman to mean that we need to effectively bring 
everyone to the table.  It’s all the agencies that need to make this happen. 
 
Steinman:  That’s right.  The smart part about managed lanes is the part that will require constant 
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supervision, management and direction.  This is not the same as just building the lanes and 
letting anyone run them the way they see fit.   
 
Howard: The one thing I took away, that I think is important to Charlotte, is the HOT lanes 
concept is more about congestion and not about capacity building.  Also, during Parson’s 
presentation last time, this concept made a lot of sense for east Independence Blvd.  At some 
point, I’d like to make sure we look at that.  I traveled with Steve from the Turnpike Authority 
and he seemed to have some interest to see if it would work for Independence, since we already 
have the bus ways in place.    
 
Barnes: I have a question regarding the article Mr. Gibbs handed out (copy attached).  It 
indicates the state is building the Triangle Expressway in Wake County.  Are we learning any 
lessons from that project? 
 
Steinman:  Not yet, because it’s not open to traffic.  That project is more relevant in comparison 
to the Monroe Parkway or the Gaston Parkway, because they are both toll roads. 
 
Barnes:  You mentioned earlier that the Turnpike Authority will implement its first toll road 
along I-95, is that right? 
 
Steinman: They are considering it as a high priority. 
 
Howard:  So, what are the next steps for this?   
 
Steinman:  The next step is to review the CMAQ application and see how this project does 
compared to other ones, and to determine whether or not the TIGER II grant application moves 
forward.  If so, the deadline is fairly quick.  I would say that by September, there should be a 
clearer picture of what the arrangement looks like. 
 
Howard:  How do the comments that Council member Barnes expressed concerning the second 
recommendation get expressed?  Does it come back to Council so we can vote? 
 
Steinman: We have drafted a letter, for Danny Pleasant’s signature, to NCDOT presenting our 
points of differences of opinions.  We will follow-up with the Committee and then go to 
MUMPO.   
 
Howard:  So, you are really just looking for head nods on these tentative recommendations? 
 
Steinman:  Yes. 
 
Cooksey:  I still have my concerns on the mentioning of local governments.  We are talking 
about managing lanes for the full length of the road.  I don’t think we will turn over the 
Cornelius section to them, the Huntersville section to them and the Charlotte to us.  It would be a 
unified agency working through that, but my concern is when you start opening up the table too 
much.  Places tend to look out for themselves only and it won’t be regional. 
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Howard:  This can’t work without all of us working together, can it? 
 
Steinman: Not really, because at some point this has to work as best as it can, so it doesn’t have 
negative, unintended consequences. 
 
Cooksey:  The NCDOT, MUMPO and CATS are the sufficient organizations to be working this 
through. 
 
Steinman:  We can follow-up on that and talk about it within ourselves and bring it back.   
 
Barnes:  Regarding recommendation number 2, I don’t have a problem making that 
recommendation to MUMPO.  I just have some concern about the nature of what the state is 
about to spend money on. 
   
Howard:  Okay, let’s move on to the next agenda item.   
 
II. Urban Street Design Guidelines Update  
 
Mr. Pleasant reminded the Committee that this is a joint venture with CDOT and Planning, 
where they are working on getting the Urban Street Design Guidelines (USDG) put into 
ordinance language.  He stated that June 15 will be the first public review to introduce the draft 
ordinance changes to interested parties. At the last Committee meeting, the Committee asked 
staff how to categorize local streets and apply local streets in various development scenarios and 
to provide more information on the alternative compliance process and how it might work.  He 
stated that Mike Davis and Shannon Frye will review that information with the Committee.   
 
Mr. Davis began reviewing the “Urban Street Design Guidelines Ordinance Implementation” 
presentation (copy attached).  He reminded the Committee of the process and schedule and also 
quickly read through what they reviewed at the last Committee meeting.  He said today they 
would review the follow-up items from the last meeting dealing with local streets, the 3-door 
concept, and alternative compliance.   
 
[“Local Streets Table in Ordinance” slide] 
 
Mr. Davis said this table is taken from the draft ordinance language.  He said this is one area 
where they weren’t able to, literally, copy and paste language from the policy into the ordinance, 
because the policy focuses a lot on intent and land uses.  At the time of the subdivision process, 
when someone shows up to get a permit, staff often doesn’t know, with certainty, all the 
information you would want to know to make the street type choices, but they do know the 
information represented on the table.  He stated that the way the ordinance works is all the 
different conditions can inform a choice about what kind of street is selected. 
 
He said the table is set up into three blocks: Residential Land Uses, Industrial Land Uses and 
Office/Commercial/Retail Land Uses.  Mr. Davis then began reviewing the section dealing with 
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the Residential Land Uses.  He stated that the default street type would be Local Residential 
Medium, which is the street that is most similar to the streets built today.  If you fall out of the 
default category, then you would fall into conditions 1-4 listed on the table.  Condition 1 is if you 
are residential within a mixed use development, then you would use the Local 
Office/Commercial Wide street, unless there is something else coming from a conditional zoning 
or a small area plan.  
 
Mr. Davis said conditions 2 and 3 are a little more complicated, but they are predicated on the 
idea that the Residential Narrow Street is one that doesn’t handle on-street parking very well.  In 
order to make that work in a residential context, you need to make sure you aren’t arranging 
things in such a way that you are generating a lot of demand for on-street parking.  There are two 
ways they thought that would show up and they have tried to capture that in the ordinance.  The 
first is condition 2, the large lot application.  The idea is if all lots are greater than 10,000 sq. feet 
and the lot frontage is greater than 80 feet, and the network isn’t doing all the work, then it 
would be suitable for the Local Residential Narrow street.  
 
Howard:  Are you talking about the average of 80 feet or 10,000 feet?  You can’t do that per 
house. 
 
Davis: The way we’ve discussed it, so far, is that it would apply along that particular street, 
because what this is trying to accomplish, is to ensure those lots have enough room to 
accommodate parking on that lot.   
 
Mr. Davis continued and said that for condition 3, which they expect to see a lot, is for side 
streets.  It’s for homes not oriented out towards the side streets, don’t run for very long distances, 
and they don’t serve a terribly important network function, as compared to streets that are 
fronted.  Also, the parking is expected to be handled in front of the home rather than on the side 
streets, so the appropriate application would be the Local Residential Narrow street. 
 
Condition 4 has to do with the application of the Local Residential Wide street, which is the one 
that creates recessed, dedicated on-street parking. This is all about density and is mostly used for 
multi-family. He continued on and said the next section, Industrial Land Uses, is straightforward 
and uses the Local Industrial street. 
 
Mr. Davis said that for the Office/Commercial/Retail land uses you work from the default, which 
would be the Local Office /Commercial Wide street.  There are two reasons that you would use 
the Local Office/Commercial Narrow street.  The first, condition 1, would be if you have a 
conditional zoning district or a small area plan that gives you some more information about land 
uses that brought you to recommendation of a narrower street.  The second one is if the 
developer can reasonably demonstrate to staff that the anticipated development will not create 
parking demand on the street, and then they could use the narrow.   
 
Howard:  Is there a Local Office/Commercial Medium street type? 
 
Davis:  No, and the principal difference between the two is the presence of on-street parking. 
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Narrow is the only street type with no anticipation of dedicated on-street parking. 
 
Howard:  It seems like you would start with Local Office/Commercial Narrow street type and 
then work up to Local Office/Commercial Wide.   
 
Davis:  The reason we start with Local Office/Commercial Wide is because it’s the most onerous 
to build and it would be incentive for a developer to say, “trust us, this is not the right application 
for Wide, so let’s work down from that to build a narrow.” 
 
[“Street Type Transitions” slide] 
 
Mr. Davis said this slide gets to the issue of what happens if you have different kinds of 
development along the same street, but they don’t come in at the same time.  This is meant to 
illustrate a point and he cautioned the Committee not to read too much into it.  The black lines 
represent thoroughfares. The blue lines are existing local streets and were there before the USDG 
and there is some single-family in the area as well.  The office site on the bottom right comes in 
and, with this example; we assume they are handling their parking on site.  So, that would allow 
you to assume that the street coming in to the left of the office site would be Office/Commercial 
Narrow.   Mr. Davis then said to assume retail (in red) comes in through a rezoning.  He said that 
no one anticipated that and they would look back at the Office/Commercial Narrow street 
(shown in green) and say “maybe it should have been an Office/Commercial Wide street, but 
they wouldn’t suggest going back in and ripping up the street and rebuilding it.”  He said that if 
the retail developer wants to add recessed parking to enhance their development, they could do 
that, but they wouldn’t be required to.   
 
Mr. Davis then said to imagine that some multi-family (shown in light blue) comes in near the 
retail and office.  There are now two streets to deal with.  The first would be the east to west 
street, and because it is separating a retail/office use from multi-family, that becomes a mixed-
use street, which would use Office/Commercial Wide (street shown in red).  The second street, 
linking to the existing street to the north (street shown in dark blue), would be Residential Wide, 
because it’s separating multi-family and single-family.  The way it’s drafted in the ordinance is 
the most intense use would carry that design, which is why it’s Residential Wide.  Mr. Davis also 
pointed out that all the transitions happen at intersections and they would never have a street 
change use midway down the block.   
   
Cooksey:  I realize we aren’t supposed to be reading too much into the examples, but it strikes 
me in your scenario that the retail was not foreseen, which presumes it was not according to plan, 
which presumes it was conditional rezoning petition.  I think we would have to presume that a 
condition of getting the approval is redoing the Office/Commercial Narrow street.  If we are 
talking about something that can’t be predicted, then there will have to be negotiations about it.     
 
Howard:  You’ll probably have to do something with that intersection, since you have two things 
on both sides.  There probably isn’t enough room to do something with that street. 
 
Cooksey:  I appreciate the difficulty of what you are trying to do, but I would predict that if you 
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are talking about any use that is not according to plan, then anything can be put on the 
negotiating table, including reconfiguring a street. 
 
Pleasant:  I think you are exactly right.  What Mr. Davis is talking about is by right development.   
 
Cooksey:  Assuming if this came in as by right, if I assume the office came in before the retail, 
then would the green street be Office/Commercial Wide because the retail would be guiding the 
intensity? 
  
Davis:   Yes, if you knew the uses beforehand. 
 
[“Flexibility” slide] 
 
Mr. Davis said this is to continue the discussion of the 3-door approach.  Door 1 and 2 are 
existing processes.  Door 3 is the only thing that is new.  He then read through the slide 
describing the process of each door.  Door 3, also known as alternative compliance, is to allow a 
Development Review Board, which has not been made up at this time, to hear from the 
developer.  The Board would look at the developer’s intent of meeting the ordinance and could 
make a final decision.   
 
[“Questions” slide] 
 
Mr. Davis said that they know they have more work to do on the alternative compliance, since 
it’s new to the City.  This is being used in 6 different municipalities and one of them is Clayton, 
NC.  He said our best peer is Knoxville, TN and they are discussing it with them as well. 
 
Chairman Howard asked the Committee if they had any other questions, which they did not.  He 
thanked Mr. Davis for the information and they moved on to the next agenda item. 
 
III. Catawba Area Plan 
 
Ms. Debra Campbell said that the majority of their presentation is following the questions asked 
at the last meeting regarding ReVenture and the new Long Creek Wastewater Treatment facility.  
She stated that they are requesting action for approval to forward to full Council.  Mr. Alberto 
Gonzalez began reviewing the “Catawba Area Plan” presentation (copy attached).  He described 
the purpose of today’s meeting and stated that at the public meeting, there was one citizen who 
spoke in support of the Plan.   
 
Chairman Howard said to jump to the end of the presentation to quickly review those slides and 
that way they have more time to ask questions to the Foresite Group about ReVenture.   
 
[“Tree Canopy” slides] 
 
Mr. Gonzalez said that Tom Johnson from Urban Forestry is here to answer any questions the 
Committee has regarding the tree canopy.   
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Barnes:  I had asked a question last time about requiring the trees to be saved within the site, as 
opposed to being saved in the peripheral.  Can you talk about that? 
 
Johnson:  We preserve trees in a few different ways.  We have a single-family tree ordinance that 
requires a 10 % tree save.  The commercial tree save requirement is to protect trees 8 inches in 
diameter, or larger, in the building setback.  We are proposing a 15 % save on the site.  You will 
sometimes see tree protection measures around the peripheral.  There is nothing in the ordinance 
language that says it has to be at a given location on a parcel. 
 
Barnes:  What I’m getting at is getting some trees saved inside the site. 
 
Johnson:  We do have planting requirements that are locational specific for parking lots and 
street frontage, as well as internal tree requirements. 
 
Barnes:  Is that part of this Area Plan? 
 
Campbell:  We are much better able to get tree save areas interior when it’s going through a 
conditional rezoning process.  If it is by right, we essentially don’t have any requirements for 
where they have to save.  It generally occurs in the peripheral, because most people are 
concerned about the adjacent property and the ability to have that buffer remain and be retained.  
So, we do not have a mechanism other than using the commercial tree ordinance provisions. 
  
[“ReVenture” slides]   
 
Chairman Howard said they could look at the presentation themselves, but thought it would be 
best to go ahead and ask questions directly to the representatives there today, since they were on 
a time constraint.   
 
Barnes:  I had asked some questions last time regarding the impact of the ReVenture site and the 
Long Creek site on the areas to the south and east of the sites.  Also, whether there would be an 
air quality impact and what that would be?  What is the impact on the river, itself?  As we 
encourage green development and preserving the environment, I just want to make sure we 
aren’t impacting others with a smell as a result of these two projects.   
 
Tom McKittrick (Foresite Development) – There is no single issue that is more talked about and 
focused on than air quality.  We are proposing a biomass energy power plant on this site and air 
quality is a paramount issue.  Air permits are administered here, at the county level.  We will 
also have NCDENR reviewing the permits.  We have retained Shaw Power to review the 
technology options that we are looking at from a gasification process. We have decided we are 
going to focus on gasification as our preferred technology because of the reduced air emissions.  
It is an opportunity to significantly reduce air emissions over a traditional stoker design.  It’s a 
frontend new technology, but I’d rather be on the front end of a new one than the tail end of the 
old one. 
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Barnes:  Can you explain the stoker technology? 
 
McKittrick:  It’s a modified stoker boiler design.  Basically, it’s a suspended combustion and you 
are shredding the municipal solid waste into confetti.  Air is blown through a grate and the 
material is suspended at a significantly higher combustion rate.  From today’s proven 
technology, it’s the best of the best.  There is multiple emission control equipment on the back 
end that can clean and still maintain the minor source air quality permit. 
 
Barnes:  This is the gasification process? 
 
McKittrick:  No, this is the stoker design, which is the one we originally focused our project on.  
However, we’ve got major companies with the gasification process talking to us.  The 
gasification process is taking the same material and heating it in a very high temperature, low 
oxygen environment.  You create a synthetic gas that is used to fire a turbine that creates 
electricity.  With the reduced oxygen, there is a lot less possibility for air emissions. 
 
Barnes:  What powers it?  Garbage? 
 
McKittrick: Yes. 
 
Barnes:  So, you burn the garbage in a low oxygen environment and it produces synthetic gas.  
What’s that? 
 
McKittrick:  Basically, it’s a version of natural gas. 
 
Barnes:  Do we use that? 
 
McKittrick:  Yes, we’ll use it to spin a turbine that creates electricity.   
  
Barnes: So, what are the impacts on air quality with that?   
 
McKittrick:  A minor source air quality permit is a discussion item for us and we are focused on 
maintaining a minor source permit.  We think this gives us the ability to achieve that with a huge 
margin of air.  With the stoker boiler design, we were pushing the envelope with maintaining 
minor source permits, so we feel like this is the best scenario for us to have minimum impact on 
air emission. 
  
Barnes:  What does a minor source impact smell like?   
 
McKittrick:  Basically, everything happens inside a closed environment under negative pressure.  
There are covered trucks that come into an enclosed building.  The opportunity for smell doesn’t 
exist.   
 
Barnes: So there are no smoke stacks? 
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(Council member Patsy Kinsey left the meeting) 
 
McKittrick:  There is a small smoke stack. We’ve hired a consultant to manage the air permitting 
process.  We have a 670 acre site with no residential.  I can’t tell you that there is going to be a 
smell that would ever impact the community.   
 
Barnes:  Would the smell created at your site be greater than the smell that is created at our Long 
Creek Wastewater site? 
 
Gullet:  This will be a brand new plant, which will have odor control measurements built into it. 
We will capture the odor that comes off of the treatment process and scrub it before it’s released. 
I hope neither one of our sites create a smell.  The plan is for us both to control the odors, so it’s 
not a problem. 
 
Howard:  We are at the end of the meeting.  Are there time constraints on this?  Could we bring 
this back at the next meeting and talk more about it? 
   
Campbell:  I would respectfully ask if this information is relevant to the Catawba Area Plan and 
perhaps separate it from the Plan project. 
 
Howard:  Okay, that makes sense, but there are still some things on ReVenture that we have 
questions on. 
 
Barnes:  I’ll make a motion to move forward to the full council the Catawba Area Plan as we 
presently discussed.   
   
Cooksey:  You should second it, because I had some questions come up and I want to go back 
and review the Plan.   
 
Howard:  Okay, I second it, but I’m uncomfortable doing so.    
 
Cooksey: I neglected to go back and review the Plan with an eye towards how the USDG and 
Connectivity policies were applied, particularly to the access of the Long Creek plant.  So, I’m 
not prepared to go forward.   
 
Barnes:  I’m sensitive to what Council member Cooksey just mentioned, because I don’t like 
moving things forward to Council if one of our Committee members isn’t comfortable. 
 
Cooksey:  I can be ready by the Council meeting; I just need to review it.  
 
(Motion passed 3 – 1, Howard, Barnes, Kinsey – for and Cooksey against) 
 
Chairman Howard adjourned the meeting at 5:00 p.m.  







 
Transportation & Planning Committee 


Monday, June 14; 3:30 – 5:00 PM 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center 


Room 280  
 
  Committee Members: David Howard, Chair 
    Michael Barnes, Vice Chair 
    Warren Cooksey 
    Patsy Kinsey 
     


Staff Resource: Eric Campbell 
 


AGENDA 
 
 
 


I.       Managed Lanes Update –  30 minutes 
Staff Resources: Norm Steinman & Tim Gibbs  
The possible conversion of HOV lanes to HOT lanes, as well their extension along I-77 
North will be the subject of several decisions expected to be made by MUMPO in 2010. 
Staff will continue the discussion regarding primarily institutional issues that would 
affect not only this project, but also other managed lanes. 
Attachment:  1. Managed Lanes Update.ppt 
 
 


II. Urban Street Design Guidelines Update – 30 minutes 
  Staff Resources:  Mike Davis & Shannon Frye 
 Staff will follow-up on questions asked by committee members during the previous 
 discussion of USDG. Topics include local street selection and alternative compliance. 
 Attachment:  2. USDG Ordinance Implementation.ppt 
 
 


III. Catawba Area Plan – 30 minutes 
Staff Resource:  Alberto Gonzalez  
Staff will review follow up items from Committee Meeting discussion on May 10, 
including a presentation by Forsite Development on the proposed ReVenture Park, and 
CMU on the proposed Long Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
Action: Recommend City Council Adopt the draft Catawba Area Plan Volume I: The 
Concept Plan and receive Volume II: The Implementation Plan as information. 


 Link to Plan:   
 http://www.charmeck.org/Departments/Planning/Area+Planning/Plans/Catawba- Whitewater/home.htm 


Attachment:  3. Catawba Area Plan.ppt 
 


 
Next Scheduled Meeting: Thursday, June 24 at 2:00 p.m. in Room 280 


 
 
 
Distribution:  Mayor & City Council  Curt Walton, City Manager  Leadership Team  
    Transportation Cabinet    Alberto Gonzalez   Shannon Frye 
           



http://www.charmeck.org/Departments/Planning/Area+Planning/Plans/Catawba-%09Whitewater/home.htm
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Managed Lanes Updateg p
Presentation to


City Council  
Transportation & Planning Committee 


June 14, 2010


Presentation Purpose


f• Review Recommendations of Regional Fast 
Lanes Study  


• Discuss Recommendations from I-77 North 
Study 


• Determine When and What Type of Information 
will be Necessary for Decisions in 2010
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Regional Managed Lane Corridors


Monroe


I-77 North Study 
Recommendations


- Convert existing HOV lanes to HOT lanes 


N


Convert existing HOV lanes to HOT lanes 
and extend to Catawba Ave. (EXIT 28)


- End northbound HOT lane ½-mile south 
of Catawba Ave. 


- Drop outside GP lane at Catawba Ave.
- Begin southbound HOT lane between 
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HOT Lane Tolling on I-77


• Cashless operation
• Roadside or overhead radio frequency devices• Roadside or overhead radio frequency devices
• In-vehicle transponder or license plate photo


Institutional Issues/Actions


- NCDOT has legislative authority for priced (toll) 
lanes along interstateslanes along interstates


- NCDOT to seek Toll Agreement w/FHWA to:


a)   allow vehicles to pay tolls to use I-77 HOV 
lanes; and


b) specify use of toll revenuesb)   specify use of toll revenues


- Relationships between this project and other 
projects in the region
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Questions asked 4/12/10


Does Council want any more technical- Does Council want any more technical 
information?


- Is Council interested in discussing who should 
have authority over managed (toll) lanes in 
Mecklenburg County


Council Response


Does Council want any more technical- Does Council want any more technical 
information?  No, not about I-77


- Is Council interested in discussing who should 
have authority over managed (toll) lanes in 
Mecklenburg County?  Yes.
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Policy & Institutional Questions    


- Who will establish objectives for the HOT 
Lanes?


- Who will determine the tolls to support the 
objectives?


- Who will monitor the performance of the 
HOT lanes and make adjustments?


Why Managed (Fast) Lanes   
are Important to Charlotte 


1) Maintain Capacity on Freeways for Longer –
Distance TripsDistance Trips


2) Encourage Carpools, Vanpools and Express 
Bus  Ridership


3) Inform Commuters of Peak Period Travel 
Costs


4) Charge Tolls for Travel Time Savings and4) Charge Tolls for Travel Time Savings and 
Regularity


5) Use Tolls for Revenues to Reduce Outlays 
for Construction and O&M Costs
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Where HOT Lanes are 
Managed by Partnerships


San Diego (CA)
Minneapolis-St, Paul (MN)


Miami-Dade Co. (FL)
Los Angeles (CA)


San Francisco Bay Area (CA)
Houston, TX


Managed Lanes I-15 
San Diego County, CA
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Managed Lanes I-10
Katy Frwy., Houston, TX


Why HOT Lanes are Managed 
by Partnerships


1) To effectively deploy express bus routes, ) o y d p oy p bu ou ,
vanpools or carpool matching services


2) To implement park and ride lots or special bus 
access ramps


3) T  b  bl  t  ll t  t ll  t  HOT l  3) To be able to allocate toll revenues to HOT lane 
expansion or transit services and facilities
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Likely Schedule for I-77 North


- HOT Lane concept endorsed by MUMPO 5/19/10


- NCDOT Tolling Agreement submitted to FHWA      Summer


- CMAQ Project to be evaluated by MUMPO 
(nominated by Town of Huntersville) Summer


TIGER II Application to be submitted by NCDOT    Summer- TIGER II Application to be submitted by NCDOT    Summer


- TIP & LRTP Amendments late Fall


I-77 North Project – Potential Funding


Total Project Cost (Est. $57 million)


Toll Revenues (over 30 years) $22 million
CMAQ Application (MUMPO) $5 million
CMAQ Application (NCDOT) $10 million
TIGER II Application (USDOT) $15 million
Gap Funding (possibly TIFIA) Remainder
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I-77 Southbound Lanes 
(including HOV Lane) 


near Brookshire Frwy. (I-277)


Tentative Recommendations 
(for Discussion)


1) Support conversion of HOV lanes to HOT 
lanes on I-77, provided that NCDOT agrees to 
create effective partnership with MUMPO, 
CATS and local governments directly affected


a) Support application to USDOT
b) Support amendments to MUMPO’s TIP 


and LRTP 


2) Recommend to MUMPO to re-schedule NCDOT’s 
TIP Project, I-3311E, so that decisions about 
managed lanes along I-77 near Uptown are made 
before southbound freeway lanes are widened 
back to 12’
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Urban Street Design Guidelines 
Ordinance Implementation


Follow-up Items and Status Update


June 14, 2010


Mike Davis, PE 
Department of Transportation


Shannon Frye
Planning Department


Follow-up Items and Status Update


Process & Schedule


5/27


5/10
Overview of approved policy


Public ReviewT&P Committee Full Council


5/27
Introduction of key content


6/15
Introduce draft ordinance 


changes


6/14
Follow-up


Local Streets & “Door 3”


6/24
Summary of Public 


Meeting #1 7/13
Present comments received


Clarify issues as needed


8/18


7/22
Status update;


Alternative compliance
8/18


Present recommended 
disposition of comments


8/26
Status update 9/7


Council Workshop


11/15
Public Hearing


12/20
Decision


9/13
Status update


9/23
Status update
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Review of Previous Meeting


• Delivered Packet containing:


– Subdivision Ordinance Draft


– Zoning Text Amendment


– Tree Ordinance Amendment


– Information related to Land Development Standards Changes


• Ordinance implementation is based on Policy Statements 
related to:


– Network


– Local Street Types


– Street Trees


– Traffic Calming


• Alternative Compliance is a new, optional process to enhance 
flexibility of the subdivision process.


Follow-up Items


1) Local Streets
- Street Selection
- Transitions between uses 


2) 3-Door Concept & Alternative Compliance
- How it works
- Where it’s been used
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Local Street Types


Local Street Types


Proposed USDG 
Street Types


Application


Residential Narrow Used for single-family residential where parking is not 
needed on the street and adequate nearby streets are 
present in the network.


Residential Medium Default local street type. Used for single-family residential; 
assumes sporadic on-street parking.


Residential Wide Multi-family residential uses greater than 8 units per acre. 
Design includes recessed on-street parking.


Office/Commercial 
Narrow


Used for single-use office and commercial sites where 
parking is handled by on-site parking lots.


Office/Commercial 
Wide


Used for mixed-use sites that rely on-street parking. Design 
includes wider travel lanes and recessed on-street parking.


Industrial Used for all industrial uses. Provides wide travel lanes and 
assumes limited use of on-street parking.
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Local Streets Table in Ordinance


Land Use Conditions USDG Street Type/Cross-Section
Residential Land Uses
Default: except in conditions 1-4 below, use: Local Residential Medium 
1.  If residential use within a mixed use development, 
unless a conditional zoning district or small area plan


Local Office/Commercial Wide
unless a conditional zoning district or small area plan 
specifies other land uses:
2.  If all lots are greater than 10,000 square feet with all of 
the following conditions:
• Lot frontage greater than 80 feet
• More than one street connection
• Parallel street located within one connected block


Local Residential Narrow


3.  If the street is abutted only by lots fronting adjacent 
perpendicular streets with the following condition:
• More than one street connection


Local Residential Narrow


4. If greater than 8 dwelling units per acre Local Residential Wide
Industrial Land Uses Local Industrial Street
Office/Commercial/Retail Land Uses
Default: except in conditions 1-2 below, use: Local Office/Commercial Wide
1.  A conditional zoning district or small area plan 
prescribes the use of the Local Office/Commercial Narrow Local Office/Commercial Narrow


2.  The developer can reasonably demonstrate to city staff 
that the anticipated development will not create parking 
demand on the street.


Local Office/Commercial Narrow


Street Type Transitions


Single Family


Multi-
family


Single 
Family


Multi-
family


g y


Residential Wide


OfficeRetail


Office/Commercial Narrow


Office/Commercial Wide
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Flexibility


NewExisting Process


Door 1 Door 2 Door 3
(Alternative(
Compliance)


Process Administrative Administrative Quasi-Judicial


By Whom Staff Staff Development 
Review Board


Approval Based on: Standards Staff Discretion Meeting intent 
of ordinance


Relief Provided by: Variance 
(Zoning 
Committee)


Appeal
(Zoning 
Committee)


Superior Court 
of Mecklenburg 
County


Alternative Compliance


Door 3 – Alternative Compliance


Not administrative; most likely a quasi-judicial process; most likely not by 


staff.


“To hear and decide requests for alternative compliance with the standards of 


this chapter. In order to grant the request, the board shall make the following 


findings: 


(i) the purposes of this chapter will be equally well or better served 


by the applicant’s proposal; and


(ii) the departure is the minimum necessary given the specific 


circumstances of the request.”
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Questions
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Catawba Area Plan


Transportation & Planning CommitteeTransportation & Planning Committee


June 14th, 2010


Meeting Purpose


• Process Update and Follow 
up from May 10th Meeting
– Planning Committee 


R d ti  Recommendation 
– Public Comment at City 


Council May 24th


– Follow up on issues discussed 
at May 10th Committee 
meeting


• Request Committee 
Recommendation on Plan 
Adoption
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Process Update


• Planning Committee
– May 18th: Voted unanimously to recommend 


d f b ladoption of Catawba Area Plan


• Public Comment at City Council May 24th


– May 24th: One citizen spoke in support of the 
Plan and stressed the need to implement the 
environmental policies in the plan


Follow-up From May 10th


Committee Discussion


1. Impact of proposed 
Reventure Industrial Park 
on surrounding current 
and future land uses


1


2


3


and future land uses


2. Impact of CMU waste 
water treatment facility 
on shore line along 
Catawba River and Long 
Creek


3. How could we save more 


4


3. How could we save more 
of the tree canopy within 
a site and not just on the 
periphery?


4. Better access from I-85 
and I-485 at the Sam 
Wilson Road interchange 
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Follow-up From May 10th


Committee Discussion


“ELEVATOR SPEECH”


Largest section of unutilized I-2 industrial land in Mecklenburg County


ReVENTURE PARK


(667 acres) located within City’s Extra Territorial Jurisdiction


Currently listed as a Federal Superfund site


Property is being de-listed from Superfund and enrolled into the NC
Brownfields Program


The site will be recycled into an “Eco Industrial Park”


P t ti l t  t  1000+  j b  d  $900M i   i t tPotential to create 1000+ green jobs and over $900M in new investment


A national model for innovative redevelopment


Further establish Charlotte as the “New Energy Capital”
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• Long Creek Regional Wastewater 
Treatment Facility (WWTF)


ReVENTURE PARK


Master Plan


• 30 +/- megawatt Biomass to Energy   
power plant


• 4 megawatt Solar Farm


• Biomass Fuel Processing


• Propane Fleet Vehicle Conversion 
Facility ac ty


• Alternative Fueling Station


• Ethanol Transloading


• Biodiesel Refining


• Green Business Incubator


Proposed Long Creek 
Wastewater Treatment Plant


Wastewater 
Treatment Facility


Wastewater Treatment Plant
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Wastewater 
Treatment Facility


Mecklenburg 
Wastewater 


Capacity Study 
AreaPaw


Long


Bypass to
McAlpine


Wastewater 
Treatment Facility
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Regional Project Goals


Enhance water quality


Wastewater 
Treatment Facility


q y
Excellent wastewater treatment
Regional solution
Sustainable design
Safe and secure site
Provide for future wastewater needs


Stakeholder Process (2007)


Hear from diverse members representing broad 


Wastewater 
Treatment Facility


Hear from diverse members representing broad 
interests
Consider ideas to improve project and achieve 
common goals
Provide comments and feedback to the project 
team
Communicate with constituents 
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Alternatives


1 Separate operation—no new plant


Wastewater 
Treatment Facility


1. Separate operation no new plant
2. Separate operation—new Mecklenburg plant
3. Expand Mount Holly plant
4. New plant at Mount Holly
5. New plant in Mecklenburg
6. New plant in Mecklenburg + existing Mount p g g


Holly plant


Wastewater 
Treatment Facility
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Long Creek WWTP


Stakeholder Process – August 2007


Wastewater 
Treatment Facility


g
Environmental Impact Statement – 2008-2011
Mt. Holly MOU Discussions – 2007-2010
Construction begins 2013-2014 


Tree Canopy 


• How to encourage more Tree Save Area and 
Protect the Environment within a site and not just 
on the periphery?


– Tree Ordinance’s planting requirements in suburban 
commercial zones - parking spaces must be within 40 
feet from a tree trunk.


– Incentives for increasing tree save areas include:
• Density bonusesDensity bonuses
• Reduced lot size
• Encourage Clustered Development when appropriate
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Tree Canopy 


Cluster 
Development 


Sam Wilson Access 


Add recommendation 
to improve signage on to improve signage on 
I-485 directing traffic 
to exit on Moores
Chapel Rd. or 
Wilkinson Blvd. to 
access Sam Wilson Rd?
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Sam Wilson Access 


• Transportation & Planning Committee 
Recommendation Today


Next Steps


Recommendation - Today


• City Council Action - June 28 (Tentative)













		TAP Summary 06.14.10

		6.14.10 TAP Agenda Package

		Council Trans  Planning Comm 06 14 10

		TP - Council Version 6-14-10

		Catawba Area Plan_Transportation  Planning Committee June 14_2010
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Charlotte City Council 
Housing and Neighborhood Development  


Committee 
Summary Minutes 


April 7, 2010 


COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 
 


1.          Boarded–Up Structures Ordinance Review 
2.  Johnston & Mecklenburg Mills Apartments 
3.  Housing Locational Policy Review 


 
COMMITTEE INFORMATION 


 
Council Members Present:     James Mitchell, Michael Barnes, Patrick D. Cannon, Warren Cooksey, 
  and Warren Turner 
 
Staff Resource:  Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office 
  Patrick T. Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services 
  Walter Abernethy, Neighborhood & Business Services 
  Stan Wilson, Neighborhood & Business Services 
 
Others:  See Sign‐in Sheet 
 
Meeting Duration:  12:15 PM – 1:55 PM 
 
 


ATTACHMENTS 


 
1.    Agenda Packet – April 7, 2010 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 
Chairman Mitchell opened the meeting with introductions of the Committee and attendees.  Assistant 
City Manager, Julie Burch provided a brief overview of the agenda.  She commented that there are three 
agenda items, which include the Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance (Ordinance), Johnston and 
Mecklenburg Mills and the Housing Locational Policy. 
 
She explained that the Ordinance was initiated in 2007. She further explained that staff is discussing 
proposed changes to the Ordinance, due to changes in the economy and the enforcement of the 
Ordinance.  The second agenda item is the Johnston & Mecklenburg Mills Apartments and the future of 
that property. Finally, the Housing Locational Policy, which is part of the comprehensive review of the 
City’s Housing Policies that the Committee has discussed for the last several months.  Ms. Burch turned 
the meeting over to Walter Abernethy. 
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Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance Review 
Mr. Walter Abernethy explained that staff received input from several neighborhood organizations and 
property owners about the proposed Ordinance changes.  He also commented that the proposed 
changes are necessary due to the current economic downturn which has led to the foreclosure of both 
multi‐family and single‐family properties and the inability to sell or rent many of these properties. 
 
Mr. Abernethy informed the Committee that this information is being provided as options for 
consideration.  He reminded the Committee that City Council approved the Ordinance on July 23, 2007 
and it allows residential structures to be boarded‐up no longer than six months. 
 
The Ordinance includes the following provisions: 
Property owners must register boarded‐up structures with the City’s Code Enforcement Division, there 
is no fee and it can be done online.  There are guidelines on how the structure is to be boarded‐up and 
civil penalties for non‐compliance with the Ordinance. 
 
Code Enforcement inspectors respond to calls about these structures. They investigate open and 
abandoned houses and follow‐up with an inspection when the timeframe for boarded‐up structures has 
expired.  The current number of boarded‐up structures is approximately 200.  Mr. Abernethy explained 
that staff is recommending an extension of six months to the current six‐month time limit due to the 
current economic downturn.  The extension would allow boarded‐up structures to remain boarded‐up 
for one year.  After one‐year, Code Enforcement staff will perform a Chapter 11 inspection on the 
property.  It’s important to note that a Chapter 11 Inspection is more comprehensive than a normal 
boarded‐up construction inspection.  After one year, property owners must bring the house into 
compliance, which is the greatest incentive for the owner to rent or sell the property. During that year, 
Code Enforcement can inspect at any time, if conditions worsen, or there is a community petition. 
 
Over the last two years, several large multi‐family unit properties have gone into foreclosure.  Keeping 
those boarded and secure is really the only option the owners have. Code Enforcement can inspect with 
the option of bringing them up to code or demolish them, so it’s a catch twenty‐two with the large 
multi‐family units.  The primary issue here is when the boards come off; these structures are targets for 
vandalism and vagrancy. 
 
Staff is recommending that multi‐family properties be handled a little differently.  For these units, we 
will require a yearly report.  The report should include information on how the property is secured in 
order to protect children and prevent vagrants.  The report should also address maintenance plans 
including grass cutting.  We are proposing that on the multi‐family units, the boards would not have to 
be removed after one year. 
 
Questions/Comment/Answers: 
Barnes:  Regarding multi‐family communities, how many fall in this group of boarded‐up 


properties right now?  Do you have just a feel for that number? 
 
Abernethy:  I don’t have an exact number.  We are hearing more and more that it’s not just a 


geographical issue, it’s widespread.  Multi‐family apartments are going into foreclosure.  
I think the number is increasing and I also think there’s an impact on the practicality of 
enforcement of those properties. 


2 | P a g e  
Housing and Neighborhood Development  
Committee Summary Minutes 







 
Barnes:  Would you say that there are more than ten units?  And, are the properties older than 


twenty years? 
 
Abernethy:  Yes, more than ten.  The ages of the properties vary.  We have had some properties in 


the North Tryon Street area that have recently gone in to foreclosure. These units were 
older than ten years. 


 
Barnes:  Are you suggesting that if they are boarded‐up to leave them that way?  And, at what 


point would we go to Chapter 11 to deal with it? 
 
Abernethy:  I am suggesting that they remain boarded‐up, but the owner should correspond with 


the Code Enforcement Division Manager on a regular basis about how security issues 
are being addressed.  We have the ability to do a Chapter 11 inspection at anytime the 
conditions warrant. 


 
Barnes:  The reason I raised the issue is that having a unit or two in an apartment complex 


boarded‐up is perhaps worse in many of my neighborhoods than one house for 
example.   So, if you have an entire apartment complex boarded‐up, I am just wondering 
how long we actually want that to exist.  Again, one house boarded‐up or multiple 
houses spread out is one thing but, one large complex is another. 


 
Abernethy:  The multi‐family issue is very complex.  I want them secured.  The numbers of empty 


multi‐family complexes are  increasing.  It’s difficult to know if we should proceed with 
demolition of these properties or to wait for the economy to turn around.  


 
Barnes:  Do we have any data regarding the likelihood of occupancy after one year if we were to 


make these changes to the six‐month term in the single family homes? 
 
Abernethy:  I think its economy driven.  I don’t know the prospect of things turning around.  I do 


know that the current six‐month time period is a real hardship for many property 
owners. 


 
Barnes:  The reason I bring this up is there is already six‐months and then extending it another 


six‐months is just a request to simply get more time.  I’m not sure if it is likely that the 
property will be inhabited at the end of the twelve months? 


 
Abernethy:  I think the fact that an inspection will be required after one year, which may lead to the 


property owner investing money in the property to bring it up to code, is a good 
incentive for trying to get these properties either rented or sold.  I think the more 
money a property owner invests in a property makes them anxious to get it rented or 
sold. 


 
Barnes:  My concern is that the neighborhoods that benefit from this Ordinance are going to be 


forced to look at these properties a while longer in the boarded‐up condition.  I am 
trying to figure out in my own mind if extending it another six months will actually 
benefit the community or the property owner? 
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Abernethy:  I’m an optimist I would like to think that within that extra timeframe there is a better 
prospect of things turning around.  The real key to that is the Chapter 11 inspection, 
because at the end of the year it’s either bring it up to code or demolish. 


 
Cannon:  In going back to the multi‐family communities, I heard you suggest that you would have 


a conversation with the property owners? 
 
Abernethy:  It’s more than a conversation.  We actually require that they submit an annual report 


detailing the security of the complex and how it’s being maintained. 
 
Cannon:  There should be an end to the means of what has been going on and it sounds like you 


have reserved the right to listen to whoever calls you and determine whether the units 
can continue to exist in their current state.  What and where is the end to moving 
something forward or off the books? 


 
Abernethy:  I think the multi‐family part is the key to some of those questions.  If they are still 


profitable we certainly don’t want to go out and tear all the multi‐family units down that 
go into foreclosure. 


 
Abernethy:  Approximately six to ten. 
 
Cannon:  Do we know how many property owners we have throughout the City and County? 
 
Abernethy:  There are thousands. 
 
Cannon:  And, you have heard from how many, 6 to 10? 
 
Abernethy:  Yes, I hear from them when the six‐month timeframe expires and it’s time for the 


boards to come off.  They will call and say I live in an area of high crime; do you want me 
to take the boards off?  My response is yes; because the Ordinance says take the boards 
off after six months.  Then the message back to me is “I can’t sell it, I can’t rent it, what 
do I do?  I say well you have to take the boards off right now. 
 


Cannon:  I understand what needs to be tweaked; I am just not sure this is the time to do it.  I am 
going to need much more information than what has been presented today to convince 
me that this is something we need to consider at this time.  I’m sensitive to the current 
economic situation, but we still have neighborhoods to protect. 


 
Cooksey:  How many boarded‐up houses do we have registered at this time? 
 
Abernethy:  It could be as many as 200.  It’s an online registration process and the number of units 


fluctuates on a daily basis. 
 
Cooksey:  Do you get calls from neighborhoods complaining about the boarded‐up houses? 
 
Abernethy:  We do get complaints, but not a huge number.  I have some neighborhoods where they 


would prefer boards to be off and others that say they want the boards on.  It’s a mix 
and entirely based on what is going on in a particular neighborhood. 
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Cooksey:  How many boarded‐up houses are not in compliance?  I am trying to take into 


consideration that at the end of the year it will come up to full compliance. What if the 
house is not able to be brought up to compliance?  So, I am asking for data on what is 
the ratio of compliance of boarded‐up houses? 


 
Abernethy:  The total number of substandard houses in Charlotte is very small due to our aggressive 


code enforcement efforts.  Most cities are not as aggressive as we are with code 
enforcement. 


 
Cooksey:  I understand that when you look at the top level numbers things look great, but if you 


are the person living next to a boarded‐up house, it’s not good at all.  If there is one bad 
house, if it is the one next to me, then there is a problem.  Do you correlate our 
registrations with the NSA’s and keep track of which one has the highest number of 
houses? 


 
Abernethy:  Most of those boarded‐up houses are in our revitalization neighborhoods. 
 
Cooksey:  I imagine a data generated report that shows the number of boarded‐up structures per 


NSA.  Two observations, first we have three bad options to choose from.  These are: 1) 
keep them boarded‐up, 2) take the boards down, and 3) the idea of forcing owners to 
rent or sell. 


 
If we force a property sell in this economy what would that do to a neighborhood? We 
are talking about properties dragging down neighborhood quality regardless of what our 
policy is.  The second point is, if we move forward with some of these recommendations 
about modifying the Ordinance, we should at least consider a sunset on these scenarios. 
In other words, let’s tweak it for two years to recognize that the economy has changed 
since we first adopted this Ordinance. 
 


Cannon:  When I was a District 3 Representative, Neighborhood Development tore down a lot of 
homes in West and South West Charlotte, but the area improved.  I think if we did that 
same thing today when houses don’t comply with the minimum housing code, even 
with the market conditions of today, it’s not a bad thing to do.  The Chapter 11 process 
can be slow.  I am concerned that a two‐year sunset will not help.  The real estate 
industry suggests it will be at its strongest in about five years, so a two‐year sunset 
won’t help. 


 
Abernethy:  Some Chapter 11 cases move quickly depending on the property owner.  In some cases, 


we can have a property ready for demolition in approximately 60 to 90 days.  In cases 
where the property owner appeals through the Housing Appeals Board, more time is 
required. 


 
Mumford:  A house can be boarded‐up for one year with a six month extension.  At the end of that 


period, Code Enforcement can inspect it.  The inspection can show that some repairs are 
needed and the owner can then elect to do the repairs and then have the ability to 
board it up for another year. 
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Barnes:  If we were to implement the sunset provision I would be agreeable to no more than one 
year. Regarding our demolitions, most of the demolitions cost less than $10,000? 


 
Abernethy:  Yes. 
 
Barnes:  Have we ever considered requiring a bond from property owners who need to leave 


their structures boarded up for longer than six months?  I’m thinking the bond could be 
used to cover the demolition costs, if necessary. 


 
Abernethy:  Even with the bond, there is not an assurance the property will be brought up to Code. 
 
Mitchell:  I think we need this on the next agenda for additional discussion. 
 
Barnes:  One more thing, under staff recommendations regarding the multi‐family annual report, 


I suggest a bi‐annual update rather than every six months. 
 
Mitchell:  Regarding the e‐mail from United Neighbors, let’s make this a part of the Neighborhood 


Symposium on April 17, 2010, so when we meet again on April 19, 2010, we have clearly 
heard from the neighborhoods on this issue. 


 
Johnston & Mecklenburg Mills Apartments 
Stan Wilson informed the Committee that on July 28, 2007, City Council approved the purchase and sale 
agreement between the City of Charlotte and the NoDa Mills, LLC for the sale of the Johnston and 
Mecklenburg Mills and adjacent properties for $475,000.  NoDa Mills and Bank of America, through a 
due diligence process had a deadline of December 2008 of which they did not meet. 
 
Additionally, these properties are currently in violation of the City’s Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance.  
Mr. Wilson also commented that there is a HUD loan with a $500,000 balance that we are continuing to 
pay. 
 
Recently, we have received several calls from developers stating their interest in developing these 
properties.  Our goal would be to sell it “as is.”   As you are aware, Mecklenburg has structural issues, 
while Johnston has other issues.  At this point, we will not be putting any more money into these 
properties as we have already invested around $6,700,000. 
 
Questions/Comment/Answers: 
Kinsey:  I have real concern about the Mills.  You all know that I want them saved.  They are part 


of our history.  I’d also like to see some affordable housing incorporated into this 
development.  I have a feeling that most developers want to just level it. I hope there is 
some delay of that by the Historic Landmarks Commission. 


 
Barnes:  I have been dealing with this issue since Pat Mumford was on this Committee.  One of 


the issues we confronted is termite damage. There was an inspection done some years 
back and it was determined that the buildings needed to be evacuated and boarded up.  
Have we authorized any termite abatement since that time? 


 
Wilson:   No. 
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Barnes:  Have we considered asking any successful bidder to reclaim the bricks to reuse on the 
site as part of the historical concerns and to maintain the character in an architecturally 
sensitive fashion? 


 
Wilson:   No. 
 
Barnes:  What bothers me is that you have two structurally unsound buildings on the site.  I have 


received e‐mails about people trying to enter the buildings.  I don’t want the City 
exposed to additional legal liability by having those buildings there in poor condition.  
Mr. Chair, if I might ask a question of Mr. Carmichael, Attorney with K&L Gates, could 
you shed some light on why the deal fell through? 


 
Carmichael:  I did read an e‐mail this morning, but I do not have any background.  However, I do 


know that the developer is still interested in developing the property. 
 
Wilson:  There were some due diligence issues with the title and something with the railroad. 
 
Charmichael:  I cannot speak to that. 
 
Barnes:   Is Bank of America CDC still interested in being a part of this? 
 
Mitchell:  Perhaps we need to bring this back on April 19, 2010, with the original RFP.  Can we 


make sure that NoDa, LLC or Tuscan Development can complete the project?  Pat, have 
you had any discussions from a performance standpoint or are you bringing that back to 
us on the April 19, 2010? 


 
Wilson:  We will bring this back to you on April 19, 2010. 
 
Housing and Locational Policy Review  
Patrick Mumford reminded the Committee that during the last several months, the Committee has 
reviewed the City’s housing policies. One of the issues of importance is the Housing Locational Policy.  
Debra Campbell, Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Planning Director, is here to share an update on the work that 
her staff is doing with Single Room Occupancy Housing, which relates to the Housing Locational Policy. 
 
Single Room Occupancy Update 
Ms. Campbell provided a quick summary of the Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Process.   A SRO facility is 
a building between 11 and 120 rooming units available for rent for periods of seven or more days with 
on‐site management.  These are prescribed conditions added to the Zoning Ordinance in 1999.  SRO’s in 
general, are the only residential units allowed in industrial zones.  We think its important locational 
requirement of these facilities be coordinated with you in relation to Affordable Housing.  We are 
inviting Citizens to participate in a stakeholder process.  We hope to have success with these 
conversations and come back to you in June/July timeframe. Additionally, we hope to finalize any 
suggested changes by September and request Council action in October/November. 
 
Housing Locational Policy 
Mr. Wilson reminded the Committee that the Housing Locational Policy was approved in November 
2001.  The policy has a number of objectives; which include avoiding undue concentrations of multi‐
family assisted housing, dispersing geographically multi‐family housing developments, supporting 
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revitalization efforts of the City, supporting diversity and vitality of neighborhoods as well as supporting 
school and transit corridors development. 
 
The Policy also established prohibitive, permissible and priority areas.  The Policy applies to multi‐family 
units that are 24 or fewer than 100. These are units that are City, State or Federally funded. Special 
Needs Housing and elderly or disabled housing is exempt from the policy.  Additionally, assisted housing 
developments for home ownership, and Market Rate City funded housing are exempt from this policy. 
 
Some of the things we plan to consider as part of the policy review are: Does it effectively disperse 
Affordable Housing within our city?  Assisted Housing is defined as housing for individuals making less 
than 60% of median income, should that change and become lower? Should there be an Inclusionary 
Housing Policy that is an incentive to developers to include Affordable Housing and/or should it be a 
mandatory policy?  Should we have only Priority and Prohibitive areas?  What should schools and 
Affordable Housing look like?  
 
Questions/Comment/Answers: 
Cooksey:  I’d like to discuss the transit piece, especially in the North area.  Are we avoiding undue 


concentrations and yet supporting transit corridor development? There is not a lot of 
land left in the Transit Corridors to put housing. 


 
Cannon:  I understand what the objective of the Policy is, however, I was wondering under the 


“undue concentrations of multi‐family housing” whether or not Section 8 should be tied 
into that also. You may have vouchers that may be heavily concentrated in parts of the 
City. 


 
Cooksey:  To what extent does the presence of Section 8 rental fall under our existing Home 


Ownership Rental provision? 
 
Mumford:   I think it’s the rental distinction of Section 8. 
 
Cannon:  We don’t want high concentrations of anything that can be a negative force in a 


community. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:55PM. 
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Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance Review 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


April 7, 2010 
 
Committee Action: 
Begin discussion and review of the City’s Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance and 
determine if revisions are needed. 
 
Policy: 
One of the City Council’s Housing and Neighborhood Development strategies focuses on 
effective code enforcement to ensure clean and safe neighborhoods. 
 
Explanation: 
• On February 22, 2010, City Council received a Dinner Briefing presentation regarding 


the Boarded Up Structures Ordinance and approved the City Manager’s 
recommendation to refer this item to the Housing and Neighborhood Development 
Committee. 


• On July 23, 2007, City Council approved the Boarded Up Structures Ordinance. 
• The current ordinance requires the following: 


o Registration of boarded structures, 
o Allows residential structures to be boarded‐up for no longer than six months, 
o Code Enforcement responds to citizen requests and issues notices and penalties for 


violating the boarded‐up regulations, and 
• Code staff has heard from property owners and neighborhood leaders that the current 


economic conditions necessitate review of the boarded‐up structures ordinance. 
• On April 7, 2010, staff will introduce this topic, provide options for recommended 


revisions to the current ordinance and seek direction for committee members. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
• Staff is recommending the following enforcement provisions: 


o Continue requiring registration of boarded‐up structures. 
o Propose expanding the time limit for boarded‐up structures to one year due to the 


current economic conditions.  The current time limit is six‐months. 
o Propose that Code Enforcement staff will inspect boarded‐up properties after one 


year and require them to be brought up to Minimum Housing Code standards under 
Chapter 11. 


o Propose that once the property is brought into compliance; allow the structure to 
be boarded‐up for another year. 


o Continue requiring that multi‐family buildings with greater than ten units boarded‐
up, to be registered. 


o Propose that multi‐family property owners will be required to provide a yearly 
written report to the Code Enforcement Division Manager addressing the following: 


 Security of property from unauthorized access (vagrants, children, etc.) 
 Security arrangements to ensure the properties remain secure 
 Property Maintenance (grass cutting, dumping, etc.) 


  







Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills Apartments 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


April 7, 2010 
 
Committee Action: 
Approve a Request for Proposal process for the disposition of the Johnston and 
Mecklenburg Mill apartments and the adjacent properties. 
 
Policy: 
• The City’s FY2006 – 2010 Consolidated Action Plan was approved by City Council on 


June 13, 2005.  The Plan identified the need for affordable, sale and decent housing 
for low and moderate‐income families.  The Plan reaffirmed the goals of the City’s 
Housing Policy, which are: preserve the existing housing stock, expand the supply of 
affordable housing and support family self‐sufficiency initiatives. 


 
Explanation: 
• On February 22, 2010, City Council received a Dinner Briefing presentation regarding 


the Johnston and Mecklenburg Mill apartments and approved the City Manager’s 
recommendation to refer this item to the Housing and Neighborhood Development 
Committee. 


• On July 28, 2008, City Council approved the purchase and sale agreement between 
the City of Charlotte and the NoDa Mills, LLC for the sale of the Johnston and 
Mecklenburg Mills and the adjacent properties for $475,000. 


• NoDa Mills LLC is a partnership between Banc of America Community Development 
Corporation and Tuscan Development.  NoDa Mills, LLC was selected as the 
developer through a Request for Proposal (RFP) process.   


• NoDa Mills LLC completed the due diligence period to review the property and make 
the necessary inspections, however, due to economic conditions, including financing 
challenges, the closing on the sale of the property and the redevelopment did not 
occur. 


• The purchase and sale agreement included an expiration date of December 30, 
2008. Therefore, the City no longer has a contractual obligation with the NoDa Mills, 
LLC. 


• The Mecklenburg and Johnston Mill properties are not in compliance with the City’s 
Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance due to the unsuccessful sale of the properties.  
However, staff routinely inspects these properties to ensure these buildings remain 
secure and are not a hazard to the public. 


 
Staff Recommendation: 
• Staff is recommending that a Request for Proposal (RFP) process be used to dispose 


of the Mill properties. 
• Proposals will be reviewed and evaluated based on the following selection criteria: 


1. Proposed sale price. 
2. Ability to secure construction and permanent financing for the project. 
3. Timeliness in closing on the sale of the properties. 


  







  


Mecklenburg Mill


The City made its ston 


y foreclosed and took possession of both the Mecklenburg 
Mill and Johnston


4. Proven ability and experience of the development team to successfully 
develop and manage higher density residential projects. 


 
 


• Proposals will be given additional consideration based on: 
‐ Ability to meet the City’s affordable housing goals. 
‐ A development plan that complements and bolsters the existing historic 


character of the neighborhood. 
• Proposals must demonstrate the ability to meet City policy goals such as the 


Charlotte Region Transit Station Area Joint Development Principles and Policy 
Guidelines:  The Joint Development Policies, adopted by the Charlotte City Council in 
April 2003.   


• The City’s intention is to sell the property “as is” encouraging developers to conduct 
their own investigation of the property. 


• The City will not invest any additional funds in the redevelopment of the mill 
properties with the exception of its investment in the assets (land and buildings). 


 
Proposed Request for Proposal Schedule: 


1. Receive City Council approval of the RFP process    April 26, 2010 
2. Issue Request for Proposals          April 28, 2010 
3. Proposal Due Date            June 1, 2010 
4. Selection Reviews and Short List        July 12, 2010 
5. Selection Recommendation          July 19, 2010 
6. City Council Approval of the Development Team       August 23, 2010 
 


Background: 
•  Apartments is a 60‐unit complex located at 3327 North Davidson 


Street and Johnston Mill Apartments is a 90‐unit complex located at 3315 North 
Davidson Street. 


•  initial loan for the acquisition and rehabilitation of the John
and Mecklenburg Mill properties in 1990 and has invested $6.7 million.  


• In January 2006 the Cit
 Mill apartments. 







Housing Locational Policy Review 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


April 7, 2010 
 
Committee Action: 
Receive as information: 


A.  An introduction to Housing Locational Policy, 
B. Possible areas for discussion which includes the single room occupancy 


standards review (see SRO Standards Review attachment), and 
C. Policy review process 


 
Policy: 
• The City Council’s Housing and Neighborhood Development FY2010 Focus Area Plan 


included a comprehensive review of the City’s Housing Policies. 
• The current Housing Locational Policy was approved by City Council on November 


26, 2001, and amended on September 24, 2003. 
 
Explanation: 
• The Housing Locational Policy provides a guide for the financing and/or 


development of new multi‐family rental housing projects designed to serve, in whole 
or part, households that earn 60% or less than the area median income.  The 
objectives of the policy are to: 


‐ Avoid undue concentration of multi‐family assisted housing; 
‐ Disperse geographically new multi‐family housing developments; 
‐ Support the City’s neighborhood revitalization efforts; 
‐ Promote diversity and vitality of neighborhoods; and 
‐ Support school development, transit corridor development and other public 


development initiatives. 
• The policy establishes prohibited, permissible and priority areas for the develop


of new multi‐family rental housing.  The areas are delineated based on 
Neighborhood Statistical Areas (NSA) in the City of Charlotte.  


ment 


• The policy applies to the construction of new assisted multi‐family rental housing 
greater than 24 units, but no more than 100 units per site.   


• The following types of housing are exempt from the requirements of this policy: 
‐ Assisted housing undergoing rehabilitation, 
‐ Assisted housing designed to serve the elderly, disabled or special    


populations, 
‐ Assisted housing developed for homeownership, and 
‐ Conversions of market rate housing to assisted housing where no more than 


50% of the housing units are receiving City funding assistance 
 
Possible Areas for Discussion 
• Policy Objectives – Are there too many competing goals of the policy? 
• Does the policy effectively disperse affordable housing throughout the City? 


  







  


Should  and 


• Should the income used in the definition of assisted housing change from 60% AMI 
to a lower level? 


• Should inclusionary housing policies be considered to require or incent developers 
to make a percentage of newly developed housing units at below market rates 
available to lower income households?  


• Should the policy continue to only apply to multi‐family and only apply to rental 
housing? 


• What has been the effect of the exemption for seniors, disabled, and special 
populations on the type of housing produced under the policy? 


• Should the exemptions for seniors, disabled and special populations continue? 
•  the current three categories of NSA’s be reduced to simply permissible


non‐permissible? 
• What criteria should be used to designate an NSA non‐permissible? 
• Should transit areas have a separate policy or be rolled into the existing policy? 
• Evaluation Criteria ‐ Should school capacity, site design, and traffic impacts be 


included as part of the policy? 
• How will policy revisions influence the single room occupancy regulations that are 


currently being reviewed by the Planning Department and a citizen advisory group? 
 
Policy Review Process 


A. Stakeholders Group 
City Council appoints a stakeholders group to review the policy, consider best 
practices and make recommendations to City Council.   Stakeholder 
representation would include representatives from the housing industry, private 
and non‐profit housing developers, housing support agencies, financial 
institutions, neighborhood representation, Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools and 
Mecklenburg County. 
 


B. Proposed Policy Review Schedule 
• H&ND Committee approval  of review process       


and recommended stakeholder participants      April 19, 2010 
• City Council approval of H&ND recommendation    May 24, 2010 
• Stakeholders committee review*          June–Sept. 2010 
• Draft Stakeholder recommendations         October 2010 
• City Council review of Stakeholder recommendations     November 2010 
• City Council approval of Stakeholder recommendations    December 2010 


*City Council receives monthly updates 
 


Attachments: 
Housing Locational Policy & Map ‐ 1‐2 
Single Room Occupancy Standards Review ‐ 3 
 







Attachment 1 


Housing Policy  
Approved by City Council on November 26, 2001 


 
 


Housing Locational Policy: 
 
  I. Policy 


The Housing Locational Policy provides a guide for the financing and/or development of 
new multi‐family rental housing projects designed to serve, in whole or part, households 
that earn 60% or less than the area median income.  The objectives of the policy are to:  
 


 Avoid undue concentration of multi‐family assisted housing; 
 Disperse geographically new multi‐family housing developments; 
 Support the City’s neighborhood revitalization efforts; 
 Promote diversity and vitality of neighborhoods; and 
 Support school development, transit corridor development and other public 


development initiatives. 
 
The policy establishes prohibited, permissible and priority areas for the development of new 
multi‐family rental housing.  These areas are delineated based on Neighborhood Statistical 
Areas in the City of Charlotte.   


 
 
 II. Policy Description 


 
  A. General Applicability 


This policy applies to the construction of new assisted multi‐family rental housing 
greater than 24 units, but no more than 100 units per site.  However, new multi‐family 
housing transit station areas are developed pursuant to the requirements of the Joint 
Development Policy for Transit Station Areas and Section F, Transit Station Areas. 
 
The following types of housing are exempt from the requirements of this policy:  
 


 Assisted housing undergoing rehabilitation; 
 Assisted housing designed to serve the elderly, disabled or special populations; 
 Assisted housing developed for homeownership; and  
 Conversions of market rate housing to assisted housing where no more than 50% 


of the housing units are receiving City funding assistance. 
 
In order for the City to financially participate in an assisted housing development, a 
minimum of 20% of the housing units must be set‐aside for income‐qualifying 
households.  The City Council may exempt any assisted housing development from the 
requirements of this policy on a case‐by‐case basis. 







 
  B. Definition 


1.   Assisted Multi‐Family Housing – Any existing or proposed multi‐family rental 
housing development consisting of five or more residential units receiving assistance 
from local, state or federal government, and the housing units are restricted to serve 
households earning 60% or less than the area median income.* 


 
[Note: the definition includes Safe Harbor Housing, but excludes utilizing housing 
using Section 8 and Relocation vouchers.] 
 


*   The area median income is established by the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development and is adjusted for household size.   


   
  2.  Multi‐Family Housing – Housing developments of five or more residential units, 


including detached, semi‐detached and attached housing units, under unified 
ownership. 


 
  C. Prohibited Areas 


Assisted multi‐family housing is prohibited in a Neighborhood Statistical Area (NSA), if 
one of the criteria below applies: 


 
1. The proposed housing development is located within a 1/2 mile (property line to 


property line) of any existing local, state or federal assisted multi‐family housing 
development greater than 24 units (excluding exempted assisted housing 
developments); 


 
2. The NSA median income is less than 60% of the area median income (AMI) (Based on 


the area median income established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development); 


 
3. The percentage of homeownership is less than 50%  (Based on the most recent 


Quality of Life Index);  
 
4. The total number of city, state or federal assisted multi‐family housing units exceeds 


10% of all the housing units in the Neighborhood Statistical Area (Based on the most 
recent assisted multi‐family housing unit count); or 


 
5. The Neighborhood Statistical Area meets any two of the three following criteria: 


Criteria              Range 
a. NSA Median Income    Between 60% ‐ 65% of AMI 
b. NSA Homeownership    Between 50% ‐ 55%  
c. Assisted Housing Units    Between  5% ‐ 10% 


 







  D. Permissible Areas 
The Neighborhood Statistical Area has one or more assisted multi‐family housing 
developments, but the total number of assisted multi‐family units does not exceed 10% 
of the total number housing units in the area.  The area is eligible to receive additional 
multi‐family assisted housing units up to the maximum limit. 


 
  E. Priority Areas 


Assisted multi‐family housing is permitted in a NSA with the following factors:  
 


(1) the NSA does not meet the Prohibited and Permissible criteria stated 
above; or  


 
(2) the NSA has a median income greater than or equal to 120% of the AMI, 


and the number of assisted multi‐family housing units in the NSA is less 
than 5%.  (Homeownership is not included as a factor)  This area will be 
given priority for funding. 


 
  F. Transit Station Areas 


[See the Assisted Multi‐family Housing at Transit Stations Policy] 
 


  G. Special Objective Areas 
Areas encompassing approved Neighborhood Plans, Economic Development Plans or 
Special Project Plans with a revitalization component (including recommendations for 
City assisted multi‐family rental housing) will be considered for additional multi‐family 
assisted housing by City Council on a case‐by‐case basis, even when located within a 
prohibited Neighborhood Statistical Area. 


 
  H.  On‐Site Property Management 


Assisted multi‐family housing developments over 50 units must have an on‐site office 
and provide management personnel as outlined below: 
 
Size of Development      Minimum Requirements 


     50 units      20 hours per week 
    75 units      30 ‐ 40 hours per week 


100 units  40 hours per week with on‐site resident employee 
or 80 hours per week * 


 
*  Includes a combination of resident office staff and maintenance staff  


 
III. Project Evaluation Process 


The following process and evaluation will be used for multi‐family assisted housing 
proposals: 
 







A. Review Process ‐ Housing proposals are reviewed for compliance with the City of 
Charlotte Housing Trust Program Guidelines and evaluated in accordance with the 
Assisted Multi‐Family Evaluation Criteria listed in Section III B, below.  The proposal’s 
analysis and evaluation will be presented to City Council at least two weeks prior to a 
briefing of City Council.  For proposals requiring a waiver of the policy, notification will 
be sent to adjoining property owners and neighborhood organizations two weeks prior 
to the City Council review. At the City Council briefing session, the Council may refer the 
housing proposal to a City Council Committee for further review or send it to City 
Council for a decision.  


 
B. Assisted Multi‐Family Evaluation Criteria – The City will prepare an impact report which 


will include information on the neighborhood profile/trends and be assessed in 
accordance with the following:  


 
1. Compliance with land use recommendations of applicable District and/or 


Neighborhood Plan(s); 
 


2. Compliance with the Housing Locational Policy – the geographic disbursement of 
proposed projects and proximity to other assisted housing will be considered; 


 
3. Compliance with applicable local zoning and land development regulations; 


 
4. Compliance with applicable federal environmental regulations;  


 
5. Project design and compatibility with the adjoining neighborhood including site 


layout, building orientation, vehicle and pedestrian circulation, landscaping and 
screening, and type and quality of materials to be used in construction;  


 
6. Impact of the project on the street network and proximity to transit services; 


 
7. Impact on enrollment for assigned schools serving the proposed housing project ‐ 


including, but not limited to school capacity, current enrollment, usage of mobile 
units and the percentage of students that have changed schools; 


 
8. Quality of the project’s management plan and supportive services;  


 
9. Impact on the City’s neighborhood revitalization strategy; and 


 
10. Compliance with the Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) 


review process with information on crime “hot spot” analysis within 1,000 feet 
radius of the property line.* 


 
* Included in the appendix of the report is a map and crime hot spot information within a one‐
mile radius of the housing development site. 







 
IV. Effective Date 
  Effective Date: January 1, 2002.      Amended Date: September 24, 2003 
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Attachment 3 


Single Room Occupancy Standards Review 
 


The Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Planning Department staff is providing information to the Housing and 
Neighborhood Development Committee regarding proposed amendments to the current single room 
occupancy regulations in the City of Charlotte Zoning Ordinance.  Amendments to Housing Locational 
Policy may have a correlation to the single room occupancy regulations being reviewed by the Planning 
Department and its citizen advisory group. 
 
Policy: 
• Single room occupancy (SRO) residences are currently permitted under prescribed conditions in 


the following zoning districts:  Institutional, B‐2, UMUD, TOD‐R, TOD‐E, TOD‐M, TOD‐RO, TOD‐
EO, TOD‐MO, U‐I, and I‐1. 
 


Explanation: 
• At the July 20, 2009, City Council Zoning Meeting, Council referred the issue of “special 


needs housing” (i.e. SROs, shelters, group homes, boarding houses, short‐term care 
facilities) being allowed in the light industrial, I‐1 zoning district to Council’s former ED&P 
Committee for review and discussion. 


 
• The following issues were raised: 


o Are too many uses being permitted in the I‐1 zoning district? 
o Should nearby property owners be notified when “special needs housing” is proposed 


nearby? 
o Why is “special needs housing” allowed in I‐1 districts? 


 
• In March 2010, staff requested more direction from the Transportation and Planning 


Committee.  The Committee narrowed the topic from “special needs housing” to “single 
room occupancy residences.”  The Committee also directed staff to move forward with a 
process that involves forming a citizen advisory group to consider: 
o Providing notification and/ or increased awareness of proposed projects. 
o Proximity of other SROs and similar uses in an area. 
o Coordination of any zoning ordinance changes with proposed Housing Locational Policy 


amendments to minimize conflicts. 
o Identification of appropriate zoning classifications for SROs. 
 


• Planning staff will be attending future Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee 
meetings in order to facilitate the coordination of these processes. 







Attachment 4 Neighborhood Symposium Update 
 
The City of Charlotte’s 15th annual Neighborhood Symposium, “Creating Community:  A 
Symposium for Neighborhoods,” is scheduled for Saturday, April 17, 2010 in the Overcash 
Building on the central campus of Central Piedmont Community College (CPCC).  CPCC’s 
Charlotte Clean and Green environmental festival and Sensoria Celebration of the Arts will be 
held on campus on the same date.  This collaboration is expected to attract a diverse audience 
for the three events. 
 
Symposium doors will open at 7:45 am.  Participants will enjoy continental breakfast and 
neighborhood networking while they browse the exhibits that will be displayed in the Overcash 
lobby and along Elizabeth Avenue.  More than 50 city and county departments, non‐profits and 
neighborhood organizations have reserved exhibit space.  In addition, Charlotte Clean and 
Green and Sensoria activities will begin at 10:00 am, adding to the variety of exhibits and 
resources made available to the public.   
 
The Symposium opening program will begin at 8:45 am in the Halton Theatre with greetings 
from Mayor Anthony Foxx.  One highlight of the program is expected to be the presentation of 
a grant award from the Dollar Wi$e Summer Youth Campaign (U.S. Conference of Mayors) to 
support the City of Charlotte’s efforts to help youth become more financially literate.  Other 
recognition will include Neighborhood & Business Services’ Neighborhood Achievement 
Awards, presented to five neighborhoods for outstanding achievements in 2009. 
 
Workshops for youth (ages 12‐18) and adults will fill the remainder of the day.  The partnership 
with CPCC provides attendees many additional options on campus, including environmental 
seminars, exhibits and arts and cultural activities.   
 
For additional information about the event, or to RSVP/Register (not required), please visit 
http://neighborhoods.charmeck.org. 
 



http://neighborhoods.charmeck.org/
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FY2011 Strategic Focus Area Plan   


 
“Creating healthy and vibrant 
neighborhoods” 
 
 
 
The City of Charlotte’s long-term health, vitality, and 


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


 neighborhoods by implementing 
 comprehensive infrastructure 
 improvements 


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


   Targets:   FY11 - 36 
       FY10 – 24 


   FY09 Target:  N/A – new measure for FY10 
 
 
Promote Economic Development 
H&ND.2  Focus Area Initiative: Determine the number of adjoining 


 neighborhood youth residents gaining access to 
 jobs, goods and services along the business 
 corridors through City funded programs 


     
 FY11 Measure:  Number of adjoining neighborhood youth residents 


  gaining employment 
   Targets:   FY11 – 275 
       FY10 - Establish Baseline 
        FY09 Target:    N/A - new measure for FY10 
 


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


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


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


   Targets:   FY11 - 5% 
       FY10 - 5%  


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


Affordable Housing Strategy 
 FY11 Measure:   Update the City’s Affordable Housing Policies  


  including Council action, if necessary 
  Targets:   FY11 -  TBD 
    FY10 - 100% 


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


    challenged, transitioning and stable   
    Neighborhood Statistical Areas 


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


     QoL Targets 
  Targets:   FY11 - N/A (survey is conducted bi-annually) 
    FY10 – 18 - reduction from 20 to 18 
  FY09 Target:   No target established  
   


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


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


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


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


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


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


 
  Total Unit 


Production 
80% to 
61% 
(AMI) 
Units 


60% to 
31% 
(AMI) 
Units 


30% to 
0% (AMI) 


Units 


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


  
1,000 


 
400 


 
450 


 
150 


      
    


  Homeowner 
Production 


Targets: FY11 - 450 
 FY10  


FY09- 
450 
492 


   
   







   
   


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


    residential structures      
 FY11 Measure:  Number of commercial structures inspected and  


  brought into compliance (Targets will be established 
after the program is operational on April 1, 2010) 


      #. Inspected        # of Compliances 
   Targets:   FY11 - TBD  


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


    revitalization areas. 
 FY11 Measure:  Implementation of the Neighborhood Stabilization  


  Program and number of units completed 
 


  Program Implementation Number of Units  
    Acquired and or  
    Rehabilitated 


   Targets:  FY11 -  Did not receive  8   
       NSP2 funding 
     FY10 -  100%    25 
         FY09  : N/A – new measure for FY10  
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Charlotte City Council 
Housing and Neighborhood Development  


Committee 
Summary Minutes 


May 5, 2010 


 
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
1.          Ten‐Year Implementation Plan to End and Prevent Homelessness 
2.  Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance Review 
3.  Housing Locational Policy Review 
4.  May Meeting Schedule 


 
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION 


 
Council Members Present:     James Mitchell, Michael Barnes, Patrick D. Cannon, Warren Cooksey,   


and Mayor Anthony Foxx 
 
Absent:  Warren Turner  
 
Staff Resource:  Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office 
  Patrick T. Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services 
  Walter Abernethy, Neighborhood & business Services 
  Stan Wilson, Neighborhood & Business Services 
 
Others:  See Sign‐in Sheet 
 
Meeting Duration:  12:00 PM – 2:30 PM  
 
 


ATTACHMENTS 


 
1.    Agenda Packet – May 5, 2010 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 
 


Chairman Mitchell opened the meeting with introductions.  The meeting was turned over to Assistant 
City Manager, Julie Burch. 
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Ms. Burch explained  that  the agenda has been amended  to add  the Ten‐Year  Implementation Plan  to 
End and Prevent Homelessness.  We have put this as item number one as there is a sense of urgency to 
move forward with this issue.  Ms. Burch then turned the meeting over to Pat Mumford. 
 
Ten‐Year Implementation Plan to End and Prevent Homelessness 
 
Mr. Mumford explained  that  this  item was  referred  to  the Committee  for additional discussion about 
the proposed Community‐Based Board.   He  further explained  that  the  idea  is  to have a Community‐ 
Based  Board  to  handle  housing  issues  in  this  community.    This  includes  addressing  housing  for  the 
homeless as well as low‐income housing. 
 
Mr. Mumford reminded the Committee that during Monday night’s Council Workshop discussion one of 
the  issues  that  came  up  was  the  composition  of  the  board.    Staff’s  recommendation  is  to  have  a 
Community  Based  Board  of  twelve  members.    City  appointments  would  include  Non‐Profit, 
Corporate/Economic  Development,  Community  and  Affordable  Housing.    The  County  appointments 
would be Public Safety such as Sherriff/Jail, Education, and Human Services.  The Ten‐Year Plan calls for 
the appointments to be made  from the City and County alone. However, we have decided to add the 
Foundation for the Carolinas because of their involvement with housing.  We will also have the financial 
and  real estate  industries  represented  to be consistent with  the  representation on  the Housing Trust 
Fund  Board.    For  the  standing  or  permanent  appointments we  have  one  City,  one  County  and  the 
Charlotte Housing Authority. 
 
The three permanent appointments would not serve as Board Chair; the thought was that someone on 
the government side should not be the Chair.  That  initial Board Chair will be appointed by the Mayor.  
We would like to have some direction from you today on if you would like to see some of the proposed 
categories  changed.   Our  goal  is  to  be  inclusive,  yet  not  have  a  board  that  is  so  large  that  it’s  not 
functional.   We really want the board to be active and engaged.   We have proposed 12 members; we 
suggest that if you get over 12, it really becomes difficult to manage. 
 
I also want to address the responsibilities of the Housing Trust Fund (HTF) Board.  The HTF Board does 
not  select projects  for  funding;  they  simply  review  the amount of available  funding and allocate  it  to 
specific project categories such as special needs and multi‐family.   The Community‐Based Board would 
do the same thing but with a broader amount of resources and setting priorities strategically with the 
type of housing. 
 
Mr. Mumford explained that the Housing Trust Fund and A Way Home Boards would both be dissolved 
under the new Community‐Based Board structure. The funding process would remain the same for the 
Housing Trust Fund dollars.  Council will continue to review and approve all Housing Trust Fund projects, 
which are City dollars in the projects.   Mr. Mumford commented that the timeframe for this new Board 
includes having the Board orientation in July – August.  
 
Questions/Comments/Answers: 
Mitchell:  Thank you, Pat.  Committee is there discussion or feedback? 
 
Cooksey:  What is the structure of the A Way Home Board, how many people?  I’m concerned that we 


are proposing to dissolve this organization we did not create. 
 


2 | P a g e  
Housing and Neighborhood Development  
Committee Summary Minutes 







Seagraves:  I  am  the  Executive  Director  of  the  A Way  Home  Board.    There  are  currently  six  board 
members. 


 
Cooksey:  I think the HTF Board is very important and there’s a lot of private sector knowledge on that 


Board.  Additionally, it’s a way to involve the private sector in this public policy matter; the 
Community Based Board doesn’t do that. 


 
Mumford:  In  2001,  this  structure was  developed  and  at  the  time  there was  no  board  focused  on 


housing  issues.   At that particular time, we were asking the community for tens of millions 
of dollars and we needed that public sector capacity to structure how the HTF Board would 
operate.   Nine years  later, the HTF Board  is operating on a very high  level.   The proposed 
Community Based Board does not need as much policy guidance as the Housing Trust Fund 
Board did back in 2001. 


 
Cannon:  I hope we will not convolute the ultimate goal of addressing homelessness by getting caught 


up  on  something  minor.  How  problematic  would  it  be  to  maintain  the  track  we  have 
currently in place with the Housing Trust Fund Board and move forward with what we want 
to  do with  this  Community  Based  Board?    There  is  a  fine  line  between  the  two,  as Mr. 
Cooksey pointed out. 


 
Mumford:  Could a Community Based Board co‐exist with the HTF Board, technically it could.  The first 


thing  is how would we staff that? There  is no notion that the activity of the Housing Trust 
Fund be abolished, there  is no suggestion that the Housing Trust Fund Board has not been 
successful,  it  certainly  has.   What  they  do will  become  a  part  of  this  broader  and more 
comprehensive strategic alignment.  A lot of the people in the room today are here because 
they  play  some  role  in  the  housing  community.    The Housing  Trust  Fund  Board  doesn’t 
engage  everybody  in  this  room  for  valid  reasons.    The  Community  Based  Board  would 
indeed engage everybody in this community, so we are speaking from one strategic base. 


 
Cannon:  So are you saying that we will take what they are doing and align it with the new Board? 
 
Mumford:  On your spreadsheet there are a lot of agencies.  The Community Based Board is not going 


to guide all of those agencies. The Housing Trust Fund has established a strategic direction.  
We are suggesting  that  the Community Based Board will serve  that purpose and  the staff 
function will complement and carry out the work of this structure.  Having separate boards 
would not be efficient. 


 
Lyles:  I work with  the  Lee  Institute  and  I  conducted  the  study which was  funded  by  the  City, 


County and the Foundation for the Carolinas.  I don’t want us to allow some words to trip us 
up.  To Mr. Cooksey’s point on the community category, when you think about community 
you  think about neighborhoods and developments.    In  the broader context, community  is 
inclusive of the private sector not exclusive of it.  One of the things they were thinking when 
the board was put together was corporate and economic development, community would 
be inclusive of those skills and not specific to the Chamber. 


 
   For example,  the Mayor had a session on homelessness  in  January.   When you  looked at 


that  room;  I  would  say  that  was  probably  one‐third  community  and  neighborhood 
representation, one‐third  faith based  representation, and  the  remaining one‐third private 
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sector representation.   Additionally, when you  think about donors, you  think of corporate 
when  you  think  affordable housing  that  is developer  and  construction.    I don’t want  the 
words to not be fully utilized in the way the broader group thinks about it. 


 
  The  second  part  about  the  Housing  Trust  Fund,  what  Mr.  Mumford  has  said  is  really 


appropriate.   But  from  the  community  interviews, we  learned  if  you want  to  attract  the 
people  that  you  attracted  in  the  initial  Housing  Trust  Fund  Board  and  really  create  a 
willingness  to  work  hard,  you  have  to  give  them  some  accountability  around 
recommendations that are viable financial recommendations.  In addition, the model of the 
new board would be one that would not only incorporate the idea of how the City’s capital 
dollars are best used, but also think about all the private sector dollars that can go towards 
that effort. 


 
  Are  you  aware  that  there  is not  a  shelter  for  a man  that has  a  child  in  this  community? 


Where  is  the best  financial  component  to do  that?  It’s probably not  likely  to  come  from 
government.   When you are  talking  to people  in a comprehensive way and you have  this 
new Board out there saying we want to make an impact on this continuum, you have got to 
have the ability to work around the dollars.   This new Board will help prioritize the efforts to 
end and prevent homelessness in a strategic way that is financially viable. 


 
Cooksey:  I appreciate your comments.   However,  if you are not careful about how you manage  the 


community appointment, you end up moving away from what was originally thought. What 
tends to happen  is someone  in the usual suspect category ends up serving  in that capacity 
and that’s the kind of conflict we don’t want. 


 
Mumford:  We  included  the  Foundation  for  the  Carolinas  because  of  their  relevance  to  affordable 


housing.    I  feel  very  certain  that  they will  continue  their  level of  support,  they are  really 
eager for a comprehensive approach to occur and the Housing Authority is not going away.  
They are a very strong community partner. If it’s more to getting back to City/County making 
appointments, qualifying the types of people wanted, then we welcome that suggestion.   I 
don’t  think  this  is  something  that can’t be  fixed.   We  really would  like  this Committee  to 
guide us today, so that we can move this forward.   It’s been a body of work that has been 
out  for  over  two  years  and  just  has  not  gotten  traction  because  it  has  lacked  this 
component.  


 
Cooksey:  I recommend that three permanent appointments be designated as non‐voting, ex officio.  


These would  include  the  Neighborhood  &  Business  Services  Director,  Housing  Authority 
CEO, and the County Support Services Director.  This frees up three spots then those three 
can be designated as a  legal slot, developer/construction slot, and banking/finance slot.    I 
will offer that as a suggestion or motion. 


 
Cannon:  Would  the entire Community Based Board be engaged on  the decision  to  fund a  specific 


project? 
 
Mumford:  The Board would not be engaged  in project specific  funding.   The Board  is engaged  in  the 


higher priority  study of  community and where  the needs are along  this  continuum.   This 
Board doesn’t pick projects nor does it have any fiduciary responsibility.  The Board is there 
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to set priorities, advocate, and to help guide the strategy in a comprehensive fashion.  They 
are not in the day to day workings; City staff does that work. 


 
  We are not going to tell the non‐profits how to use their money, but we are going to suggest 


that along this continuum, in any given year, a percentage of the community funding should 
go  toward certain  initiatives.   We don’t  tell people what  to do with  their money. Most of 
these folks want to be part of a broader initiative. 


 
Barnes:  I am not prepared to vote.  There are some things that I heard Mr. Cannon discussing that I 


think are part of my concerns as well.   One challenge I have heard expressed  in my district 
and others  is  that  they are  concerned  that elected officials do not have enough  input on 
things happening  in their community.   While I know we are trying to find ways to enhance 
and  create better dialogue,  I am not  sure  that  this particular  structure will help us  to do 
that.    Have we  given  any  thought  to  an  ad‐hoc  committee  to  advise  the  HTF  Board  on 
particular projects and those efforts?    In order for me to consider Mr. Cooksey’s motion,  I 
would want to talk more about that idea. 


 
Mumford:  The  short  answer  is  no  on  the  ad  hoc  committee.    The  Locational  Policy  is  the  biggest 


concern, which dictates where an affordable housing development is located.  The Board is 
prioritizing where  funds  should  go,  not  locations.    So  if  you  consider  staff  as  an  ad‐hoc 
committee, yes.  However, there is not a subset of the Board that does that. 


 
Barnes:  I am not always  convinced  that  creating another  layer of bureaucracy  is  the best way  to 


resolve  things.    Sometimes  it’s possible  to  take what  you have and adjust  it and make  it 
better.  So I am still open to hearing more but not quite sure where I am on this subject. 


 
Cooksey:  Am I misremembering that when Council votes on allocations for the HTF that the motion is 


usually worded, “Approve the recommendation of the HTF Board to fund these projects”? 
 
Wilson:  The  first  item  that  comes with  the HTF Board  is  the actual allocation;  the multi‐family or 


special needs categories.  When you talk about the projects those are recommendations we 
bring forward based on the guidelines and evaluation criteria established by the HTF Board.  
They  establish  a  scoring mechanism  that  prioritize  the  number  of  affordable  units  and 
leveraging of dollars.  It’s not a project selection by the Board; it’s the guidelines and criteria 
by which the projects are evaluated. 


 
Barnes:  Many of the communities  in this country have reduced the homeless populations while we 


have  seen  dramatic  increases  in  ours.    However  you  figure  out  how  to  make  up  this 
Community‐Based board,  I think we are better served by having our dollars  in a pool with 
other public, private and non‐profit agencies so we can leverage. 


 
Cannon:  Are we not able to do that at the present?  Mayor, what are your thoughts? 
 
Foxx:  There are still three more  items on the agenda for today.   You have done an excellent  job 


explaining some of my concerns.  I want to make sure we give staff some direction.  I would 
like staff to bring back the original board structure. 
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Mumford:  We will do what you are asking, but  to what end? The City/County  structure  that we are 
discussing  is really on appointments.   Mr. Cooksey’s suggestion would be twelve members 
appointed by the City Council in some ratio.  You all can decide 50/50 or 70/30 however you 
want to split that up.  Besides that, there is no structure to depict.   I am not trying to evade 
the request, but I don’t know what I would bring back. 


 
Cooksey:  Perhaps it would be helpful for the Committee and eventually Council to bring some kind of 


flow chart or representation of what we are changing to.      I think that  is missing from this 
representation.  


 
Mumford:  We will bring back the proposed Board make up. 
 
Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance Review 
The  Boarded‐Up  Structures  Ordinance  was  originally  drafted  due  to  a  land  banking  issue.    A  large 
complex had been purchased and boarded up.  That particular issue was ultimately solved by the units 
being demolished.   We  recognize  that  the  issue of Boarded‐Up Structures  is complex and  is different 
depending on where you are in the City. 
 
At the last meeting, you asked about the number of boarded‐up structures since 2008.  There are 2008 
structures registered. We do not have a  list by NSA. There are 23 multi‐family complexes totaling 463 
units  City wide  that  are  boarded‐up.  Code  Enforcement  Staff  does  not  initiate  boarded‐up  structure 
cases without citizen service requests. 


 
Questions/Comments/Answers 
Barnes:  I suggested that a bond be posted to be used to demolish the house, within 30 days at the 
  end of the 12‐month period.  What are your thoughts on that? 
 
Abernathy: We use that process that you are suggesting when we take houses to Council. Using that 


bond process  is a  fairly  regular occurrence  that assures  the demolition  is  supported. The 
bulk of these cases are not demolitions, they are repairs. 


 
Barnes:  They  potentially  will  become  demolitions  within  a  12‐month  period.  That  is  why  I  was 


suggesting if you had a property owner come to you and say, I am not going to be able to do 
anything with this house within the next year.  We get a bond from him that day and board 
it up but within 30 days, and at the end of the thirteenth month, we are knocking it down.  
That is if we decide to give him the additional time.  I am not convinced that we need to give 
him six more months.   Some of  the  things you bring  to us are  ridiculous.   We need  to be 
clear  in  respect  to  the  home  owner  and  also  clear  in  respect  to  the  neighborhood  that 
definitive action will be taken at the end of the thirteenth month. 


 
Schleunes:  I think there are some due processes concerns with that.  Particularly, because the General 


Assembly has already set forth the demolition methodology for residences which is that we 
follow the ordinance.  


 
Barnes:  You are talking about the hearing piece and the appeal piece. 
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Schleunes:  Correct.  We can do that with Chapter 11 because the due process piece is already in what 
you  are  talking  about  basically  an  automatic  demolition  at  the  end  of  a  space  of  time 
without an intervening process. 


 
Barnes:  I am not suggesting that people sign away their constitutional rights.  I am asking that when 


they go into this process they understand if they do not do “X” then “Y” is going to happen. 
Maybe the hearing process begins in the seventh month.  


 
Abernethy: At the end of the year, we are going to open a case on them.   We are going to inspect the 


house under Chapter 11, to get the house repaired or get the house demolished. 
 
Barnes:  Under  the  fourth bullet point  it  says  “once  the property  is brought  into  compliance;  the 


structure may  be  boarded‐up  for  another  year”.    That’s what  I  am  getting  at;  does  the 
neighborhood have to look at this for another year? 


 
Abernathy: Under the current economic times this will provide time to either repair or sell the house.  


Most of the property owners know what Chapter 11 means; they have to spend to repair or 
spend to demolish it.   Chapter 11 solves the problem; I think that is what you are proposing. 
Last year, in Code Enforcement, we brought 3,066 houses into compliance under minimum 
housing codes.  The Council saw less than 100 in front of you for demolition that is less than 
one percent. 


 
Mitchell:  I would like to make a recommendation to approve the staff recommendations. 
 
Barnes:  What is the number of property owners that expressed the concern about the six months? 
  I recall that you said that it was fewer than 20. 
 
Abernethy: The  comments  that have  come back  to me  say  it’s unreasonable  in  the  context of  these 


economic  times.   Most  of  these  are  good  property  owners  they  are  trying  keep  houses 
secure.  


 
Cooksey:  I move  that  the Committee  request  that  staff go  forward  in drafting ordinance  language, 


with  the  additional provision  to  include  the  staff  recommendations  for  change would be 
“sunset” in four years.  


 
Mitchell:  Motion made is there a second? 
 
Cooksey:  Apparently not, we will keep talking. 
 
Mitchell:  Is there another motion to be placed on the table, Committee?   
 
Barnes:  I am not convinced that making this change based on a few comments warrants making a 


change that impacts so many neighborhoods. 
 
Mumford:  I live in Dilworth and we have had boarded‐up and vacant structures, but we haven’t had a 


problem with vandalism. That house doesn’t need to be demolished but it is vacant.  Walter 
has said when the house gets  in such a state of disrepair and needs to be demolished; we 
will go in and do that regardless of where we are in the six month process. 
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Barnes:  I am suggesting that the property owner needs additional time; perhaps they should board 


it up with a more aesthetically pleasing material. 
 
Abernethy:  I think it may be worth exploring, we could talk about boarding it up in a different way that 


is not so visually negative.  
 
Cannon:  I  don’t  care what  you  board  it  up with  at  the  end  of  the  day  I want  to make  sure  that 


neighborhoods are not  impacted more  than needed.   As  far as  the recommendations go  I 
want to make a motion to eliminate points 2, 3, and 4 and continue registration. 


 
Barnes:  Points 2, 3, and 4 are intended to be connected, so are you suggesting we scratch 2, 3 and  
  4? 
 
Cannon:  Yes. 
 
Mitchell:  You  are  making  the  motion  to  eliminate  2,  3,  and  4  and  still  support  other  staff 


recommendations, is that right Councilman Cannon? 
 
Cannon:  Yes, sir that is correct. 
 
Mitchell:  Is there a second to that motion? 
 
Barnes:  I second that motion. 
 
Cooksey:  Is the multi‐family proposal related to all multi‐family or just those that have registered for 


board‐up?  In other words multi‐family units that have more than ten units boarded up and 
are registered. 


 
Abernethy: Correct. 
 
Barnes:  If we  remove 2, 3 and 4 how does  that  impact your business?   Does  it negatively  impact 


your Code Inspection with the work we expect you to do? 
 
Abernethy: No.  Those points were intended to bring closure to the issue. The multi‐family piece is the 


most important.  
 
Barnes:  It’s currently six months that the property can be boarded up?   If  it  is  in compliance at the 


end of the six months, the boards have to come down? 
 
Abernethy: Yes. 
 
Barnes:  I’m comfortable. 
 
The Committee unanimously approved the motion to continue the registration of Boarded‐up structures 
and multi‐family property owners to provide a yearly, written report to the Code Enforcement Division 
manager  addressing  the  security  of  the  property  and  information  on  how  the  property  is  being 
maintained. 
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Mumford:  Because this is a change to an ordinance, this will require a public hearing. 
 
Mitchell:  Okay. 
 
Housing Locational Policy Review 
Councilman Mitchell  informed the Committee that staff has  included  in the handout a schedule of the 
Housing Locational Policy, Stakeholder Group and the review schedule with possible discussion items. 
 
Questions/Comments/Answers: 
Barnes:  Can  we  shrink  the  timeframe  to  within  the  next  few  months  if  we  dispense  with  the 


stakeholder process? 
 
Cooksey:  If we keep this matter in Committee without that element, folks that are affected by it will 


not have a voice.  
 
Barnes:  I have been on this Committee since 2005; we have always had a willingness to hear from 


citizens.  Folks had talked about ways to move it along, I thought this was one way to do it.  
 
Cooksey:  People are saying that they are unaware of the policy making side. 
 
Cannon:  People want to be engaged. 
 
Barnes:  Would it be acceptable to shorten the process so that the Council approval piece occurs at 


the end of October as opposed to December? 
 
Mumford:  Without this body of work we continue to bump against the wall, we really need this done.  I 


am with  you  about  speeding  it  up,  but  by December  there  is  no  possible way.   We  are 
prepared to drive this at any speed you want, it’s that important to our work. 


 
Mitchell:  The Housing  Locational Policy has a direct  impact  for  the  citizens  in  supporting  the bond 


referendum  in November.    I want a very aggressive schedule so we can get this behind us 
and educate the community. 


 
Mumford:  We need your help  in being aggressive with the schedule.   We can push  it as much as we 


need. 
 
Cooksey:  What is being presented to us is an aggressive schedule.  Look at the fifteen questions that 


are part of the discussion with twenty‐five stakeholders meeting for the first time.  They are 
going to need the time to be educated before they can make a recommendation.    I would 
rather have a well thought policy than to rush it. 


 
Cannon:  I agree, don’t rush it. 
 
Foxx:  We  commissioned  some work  to  be  done  three  years  ago  and  in  a  couple  of  days we 


convened the  largest stakeholder group we’ve had  in this City on housing  issues  in twenty 
years.  One of the consistent issues was addressing the Housing Locational Policy.  I am very 
sensitive to the murmuring out in the community over Locational Policy.  I think most of the 
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issues were worked out by that 2007 process, and like the homeless issue, we have let it sit 
there and not done anything with it. 


 
Foxx:  Looking at Housing 2007 would it be possible to reconfigure whatever Committee looked at 


the Locational Policy?  Could we appoint those same people so that they are already running 
when they hit the ground? 


 
Mitchell:  Can you send us those names? 
 
Staff will forward information from the Housing Charlotte 2007 forum and bring back to the Committee 
at the next meeting.  The Committee agreed to meet again on May 19, 2010 at 12:30pm. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 2:30pm. 
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Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance Review 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


May 5, 2010 
 
Committee Action: 
Continue discussion and review of the City’s Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance and 
determine if revisions are needed. 
 
Policy: 
One of the City Council’s Housing and Neighborhood Development strategies focuses on 
effective code enforcement to ensure clean and safe neighborhoods. 
 
Explanation: 
• On July 23, 2007, City Council approved the Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance. 
• The current ordinance requires the following: 


o Registration of boarded‐up structures, 
o Allows residential structures to be boarded‐up for no longer than six months, 
o Code Enforcement responds to citizen requests and issues notices and 


penalties for violating the boarded‐up regulations, and 
• Code staff has heard from property owners and neighborhood leaders that the 


current economic conditions necessitate review of the boarded‐up structures 
ordinance. 


• On February 22, 2010, City Council received a Dinner Briefing presentation regarding 
the Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance and approved the City Manager’s 
recommendation to refer this item to the Housing and Neighborhood Development 
Committee. 


• On April 7, 2010, staff introduced this topic and provided options for recommended 
revisions to the current ordinance.  The Committee also requested that staff survey 
the community for input on the proposed ordinance changes.  Staff has sent out a 
community‐wide survey and will also survey Neighborhood Symposium participants.  
Staff will compile the survey results and share with the Committee. 


 
Staff Recommendation: 
• Staff is recommending the following enforcement provisions: 


o Continue registration of boarded‐up structures. 
o Propose expanding the time limit for boarded‐up structures to one year due 


to the current economic conditions.  The current time limit is six‐months. 
o Propose that Code Enforcement staff inspect boarded‐up properties after 


one year and require them to be brought up to Minimum Housing Code 
standards under Chapter 11. 


o Propose that once the property is brought into compliance; the structure 
may be boarded‐up for another year. 


o Continue requiring that multi‐family buildings with greater than ten units 
boarded‐up, be registered. 


  







  


o Propose that multi‐family property owners will be required to provide a 
yearly written report to the Code Enforcement Division Manager addressing 
the following: 


 Security of property from unauthorized access (vagrants, children, 
etc.) 


 Security arrangements to ensure the property remains secure 
 Property Maintenance (grass cutting, dumping, etc.) 







April 7, 2010 
Housing & Neighborhood Development Committee 


Boarded‐Up Structures Follow‐up Report 
 


The following responses are provided to address Committee member questions about proposed 
changes to the Boarded‐Up Structures Ordinance: 
 


1. Question: 
How many boarded‐up structures have been registered since ordinance implementation in 
January 2008? 
 
Response: 
208 structures have been registered since January 2008. (See Attachment A) 


 
2.  Question: 


How many service requests have been received regarding boarded‐up issues since ordinance 
implementation in January 2008? 


 
  Response: 


290 service requests pertaining to boarded‐up structures have been received since January 
2008.  Some of these requests were about structures that were currently boarded‐up.  (See 
Attachment A) 


 
3. Question: 


Does the City have a boarded‐up structure listing by NSA? 
 
Response: 
The City does not have a listing of boarded‐up structures by NSA for the entire City. 
 
Response: 
The highest numbers of currently boarded‐up structures are in the City’s Neighborhood Action 
Plan neighborhoods. 
 


Boarded‐Up Structures in the Neighborhood Action Plan Neighborhood Statistical Areas (NSA) 
NSA  NSA Quality of Life Ranking  Number of Boarded‐Up 


Structures 
Druid Hills  Challenged  11 
Lakewood  Challenged  12 
Lincoln Heights  Challenged  13 
Reid Park  Challenged  10 
Thomasboro/Hoskins  Challenged  14 
Washington Heights  Transitioning  12 
Wingate  Challenged  5 


Attachment 1 







Total    77 
4. Question: 


How many multi‐family communities are currently boarded‐up citywide? 
 
  Response: 


Based on a recent field survey, Code Enforcement staff identified 23 multi‐family communities 
that are currently boarded‐up. (See Attachment B) 
 


5. Question: 
Does the City’s Code Enforcement staff initiate boarded‐up structure cases through independent 
field observations without citizen service requests? 
 
Response: 
No.  As directed by Council when the ordinance was created, this was a service request only 
activity.  Issues with boarded up structures are different for every neighborhood.  The current 
practice provides flexibility in recognition of the specific conditions and other public safety 
concerns inherit in each neighborhood. 
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Housing Locational Policy Review 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


May 5, 2010 
 
Committee Action: 
Approve the Housing Locational Policy review process including stakeholder charge, 
stakeholder categories, review schedule and areas for discussion. 
 
Policy: 
• The City Council’s Housing and Neighborhood Development FY2010 Focus Area Plan 


included a comprehensive review of the City’s Housing Policies. 
• The current Housing Locational Policy was approved by City Council on November 


26, 2001, and amended on September 24, 2003. 
 


Policy Review Process 
A. Stakeholder Charge 


1. Review the City’s Housing Locational Policy (including possible areas of 
discussion) 


2. Create opportunities for citizen input/feedback 
3. Provide monthly updates to City Council 
4. Provide policy recommendations to City Council for final approval and 


implementation 
 


B.   Stakeholders Group 
City Council appoints a stakeholders group consisting of twenty‐five City Council 
appointed members with representation from the following areas: 


 


Categories  Number of Appointments 
• Neighborhood Representation 


(Each Council member has an appointment. Includes 
residence living in affordable housing) 


• Faith Based Representation 
• Housing Developer 
• Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Schools 
• Housing Industry (i.e.: Apartment Association, 


Home Builder’s Association, Realtors) 
• Banking/Financial 
• Community Sustainability  


(Social, Economic & Environmental) 


12 
 
 
2 
4 
1 
3 
 
2 
1 
 


  *Mecklenburg County will be asked to participate as staff representation 
 
 
 
 
 







C .  Proposed Policy Review Schedule 
• H&ND Committee approval of review process 


and recommended stakeholder categories                  May 5, 2010 
• City Council approval of H&ND Committee       May 24, 2010 


recommendation 
• City Council nomination of stakeholder committee    June 14, 2010 
• City Council approval of stakeholder committee    June 28, 2010 
• Stakeholders committee review*         July–Sept. 2010 
• Draft Stakeholder recommendations       October 2010 
• City Council review of Stakeholder recommendations   November 2010 
• City Council approval of Stakeholder recommendations   December 2010 


*City Council receives monthly updates 
 


D.  Possible Areas for Discussion 
• Policy Objectives – Are there too many competing goals of the policy? 
• Does the policy effectively disperse assisted housing throughout the City? 
• Should the income used in the definition of assisted housing change from 60% 


AMI to a lower level? 
• Should inclusionary housing policies be considered to require, incent or 


encourage developers to make a percentage of newly developed housing units at 
below market rates available to lower income households? 


• Should the policy continue to only apply to multi‐family and only apply to rental 
housing? 


• What has been the effect of the exemption for seniors, disabled, and special 
populations on the type of housing produced under the policy? 


• Should the exemptions for seniors, disabled and special populations continue? 
• Should the current three categories of NSA’s be reduced to simply permissible 


and non‐permissible?  
• What criteria should be used to designate a NSA non‐permissible? 
• How does the financing of assisted housing impact the policy? 
• How should the policy align with the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency’s 


Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program? 
• Should transit areas have a separate policy or be rolled into the existing policy? 
• Evaluation Criteria – Should school capacity, site design traffic impacts be 


considered in the policy and are there other factors to consider?  
• How will policy revisions influence the single room occupancy regulations that 


are currently being reviewed by the Planning Department and a citizen advisory 
group? 


• Should the Section 8 program be given consideration as a part of the policy 
review?  
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Date: April 22, 2010 
  


To: Mayor and City Council 


  


From: Ralphine Caldwell, Chair 


 Citywide Review Team for the Neighborhood Matching Grants Fund 


  


Subject: Report of the Citywide Review Team for Neighborhood Matching Grants Fund 


  
 
As required by the Charlotte City Charter and City Council’s current policy for boards and commissions, the 
Citywide Review Team for the Neighborhood Matching Grants Fund hereby submits this report of its activities for 
the calendar year 2009. 


The Citywide Review Team for the Neighborhood Matching Grants Fund consists of eleven (11) members chosen 
by City Council and City Manager from diverse areas.  Members include business, neighborhood and non-profit 
representatives, a City of Charlotte employee and a Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools employee. 


The Citywide Review Team for the Neighborhood Matching Grants Fund reviews applications submitted through 
the Neighborhood Matching Grants Fund program which are between $3,000 and $25,000, assesses the quality of 
the application through an established scoring process, and determines the viability of the grant project.  The 
committee also discusses recommendations to be submitted to City Council for review and approval. 


The Citywide Review Team for the Neighborhood Matching Grants Fund members were: 


Ralphine Caldwell, Chair 
Bernadette H. Johnson, Vice Chair 
Nevada Graham   
Claudia Ollivierre 
Shirley Stevenson 
David Martin, Jr.   
Virginia Keogh 
Renee Barfield 
Joseph L. Rambert, Jr. 
Vickie Foster 
Jennifer Sage 
 


The Citywide Review Team for the Neighborhood Matching Grants Fund meets four times per calendar year at 
Old City Hall, 600 E. Trade Street at 12:00 noon.  The dates for the meetings are determined by the following 
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Neighborhood Matching Grant Fund application deadlines:  March 15, June 15, and September 15.  The final 
meeting is held in December as a year-end review meeting. 


The Citywide Review Team for the Neighborhood Matching Grants Fund reviewed a total of 17 grants during the 
calendar year 2009.  The following grants were approved: 


Name of Organization Project Description Amount 
Awarded 


Fox Ridge Homeowners 
Association 


Retaining walls. $3,210.00 


Forest Ridge Homeowners 
Association 


Neighborhood entrance sign. $3,494.38 


Colony Acres Homeowners 
Association 


Entranceway beautification project including 
lighting. 


$4,633.45 


Sharon Chase Homeowners 
Association 


Install fencing in front and replace aging 
fencing around clubhouse. 


$6,366.00 


Wesley Heights Community 
Association 


Funds requested for a tree planting project. $9,020.00 


Carmel Village II Homeowners 
Association 


Funds requested for Phase I of retaining wall 
replacement. 


$9,310.63 


Wyndham Place Community 
Association, Inc. 


Entranceway beautification project. $10,787.50 


Falconbridge Homeowners' 
Association 


Erect a fence around the perimeter. $17,439.50 
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Charlotte City Council 
Housing and Neighborhood Development  


Committee 
Summary Minutes 
May 19, 2010 


 
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
1. Housing Locational Policy Review 
2. Ten‐Year Implementation Plan to End and Prevent Homelessness 


 
COMMITTEE INFORMATION 


 
Council Members Present:     James Mitchell, Michael Barnes, Patrick D. Cannon, Warren Cooksey, 


and Warren Turner 
 
Staff Resource:  Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office 
  Patrick T. Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services 
  Stan Wilson, Neighborhood & Business Services 
 
Others:  See Sign‐in Sheet 
 
Meeting Duration:  12:15 PM – 1:30 PM 
 
 


ATTACHMENTS 


 
1.    Agenda Packet – May 19, 2010 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 
Chairman Mitchell welcomed everyone to the meeting and turned it over to Julie Burch for a review of 
the agenda.  Ms. Burch commented that the intent was to move the two agenda items onto the full 
Council for its May 24, 2010 meeting.   Ms. Burch then turned the meeting over to Pat Mumford  
 
1. Housing Locational Policy Review 
Mr. Mumford reminded the Committee that they requested the housing locational public input process 
be expedited. 
 
Questions/Comment/Answers: 
Mitchell:    I would like for the Committee members to share their thoughts on an expedited 


process for the Housing Locational Policy.  I believe it is critical to have input from 
citizens and move through the issue as soon as possible.  He proposed to not have a 
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stakeholder committee but rather have public forums in concurrence with an August 
decision to Council.  He asked the Committee to weigh in on public forums versus a 
stakeholder review process. 


Cannon:  I do not feel strongly one way or another as long as we are moving forward. 


Barnes:  We should review the previous work of the Charlotte Housing 2007 Committee, 
incorporate their recommendations into our existing policy and hold a public hearing 
downstairs. 


Mitchell :  I think we need to take the good work that has been done already and share with the 
community along with the public forums.  We could have three meetings, one in room 
267, one in Ballantyne and one on West Boulevard for example.  We can explain what 
the locational policy is and get feedback from our citizens.  I feel strongly that we need 
to educate the community on our policy and try to take the emotion out of the issue. 


We could conduct two or three public forums during the months of July and August and 
come back to committee in August and still have a public hearing on August 28.  If we 
have appointments through a stakeholder process, we will always leave someone out.  
Anyone is welcome at a public forum. 


Cannon:   I want to move forward quickly.  We are already five years into 10‐year plan to end and 
prevent homelessness.   


Mumford:  Would the Committee like for staff to develop a draft, revised policy for the 
Committee’s review prior to the public forums, or would the Committee prefer that the 
input from the public forums be used to draft a revised policy?  I think it might be better 
to take the House Charlotte 2007 recommendations into account, draft a policy and 
have public react. 


Mitchell:  I agree that we should be clear on the content of the draft policy before we begin the 
public forums. 


Mumford:  Staff will incorporate any relevant recommendations from the Housing Charlotte 2007 
Committee and bring a draft, revised policy back to the Committee at their next 
meeting.  If the Committee approves, we will then schedule this for approval by the full 
Council. 


Questions/Comment/Answers: 
Cooksey:  I am mulling over the implications of the discussion.  I am trying to balance the idea of 


community forums with the technical nature of issues that need to be tackled.  How can 
we provide a sufficient enough overview to make it palatable for the public?  I agree 
with Mr. Mumford, we can’t go out with no information and these forums should 
include an educational component. 
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Mitchell:  Can staff estimate cost for each forum? 


Mumford:   Staff would try and minimize the costs.  We will need to publicize through electronic 
means in an effort to control costs.  Logistically, if public forums are held in July and 
August, the Committee would need to meet again before we could have an August 23, 
2010 public hearing and the draft policy could then go to City Council for approval at the 
end of September. 


Barnes:  If we pursue public forums, I think we should have four and cover all areas of the City.  I 
suggest we work with the high schools and churches. 


Mumford:  Okay, we will work to schedule the forums during the months of July and August. 


Cannon:  Can we ensure that Corporate Communications include information about the 
upcoming forums on Channel 16 to inform the community? 


Mumford:  Yes, we will develop a communications plan for how we plan to inform the public. 


Council Member Barnes made a motion to approve the Housing Locational Policy Review process based 
on the discussion.  Council Member Barnes seconded the motion and the Committee unanimously 
approved. 


2. Ten‐Year Implementation Plan To End and Prevent Homelessness 
Mr. Mumford reminded the Committee that at their last meeting, they directed staff to revise the 
Community‐Based board’s composition to include additional representation from the financial, real 
estate and legal industries, to be consistent with representation from the existing Housing Trust Fund 
Advisory Board and presented the following Community‐Based Board composition. 
 


Ten‐Year Implementation Community‐Based Board (15‐Members) 
City Appointments  Ex‐Officio Members (Non‐Voting) 
Non‐Profit  Neighborhood & Business Services Director (City) 
Corporate/Economic Development  Community Support Services Director (County) 
Community   Chief operating Officer Charlotte Housing 


Authority 
Affordable Housing  County Appointments 
Faith‐Based  Public Safety (Sherriff/Jail) 
Donors  Education 
Financial  Human Services 
Real Estate   
Legal   
 


Council Member Cannon made a motion to approve the revised Community‐Based Board composition.  
Council Member Barnes seconded the motion and the Committee unanimously approved. 
 
The Committee asked staff to convey a sincere thank you to the Housing Trust Fund Board for their work 
and suggested they recommend names for the Community‐Based Board.  The Committee also 
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recommended that the Community‐Based Board initial appointments be staggered terms, and that the 
Mayor’s appointments be for the non‐profit, community/economic development and faith‐based 
representatives.  The Committee also recommended that board members not be directly affiliated with 
housing provider agencies or organizations. 
 
The Mayor will be responsible for appointing the Board Chair.  This appointment can come from any of 
the 12 voting members.   On June 14, 2010, City Council will be asked to make board nominations and 
board appointments on June 28, 2010. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:30 PM. 
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Housing Locational Policy Review 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


May 19, 2010 
 
Committee Action: 
Approve the Housing Locational Policy review process including stakeholder charge, 
stakeholder categories, and review schedule.  With Committee approval, it will be placed on the 
Council’s May 24, 2010, agenda. 
 
Policy: 
• The City Council’s Housing and Neighborhood Development FY2010 Focus Area Plan 


included a comprehensive review of the City’s Housing Policies. 
• The current Housing Locational Policy was approved by City Council on November 26, 2001, 


and amended on September 24, 2003. 
 


Policy Review Process 
A. Stakeholder Charge 


1. Review the City’s Housing Locational Policy (including possible areas of discussion) 
2. Create opportunities for citizen input/feedback 
3. Provide policy recommendations to City Council for final approval and implementation 


 


B.   Stakeholders Group 
City Council appoints a stakeholders group consisting of twenty‐five City Council appointed 
members with representation from the following areas: 


 


Categories  Number of Appointments 
• Neighborhood Representation 


(Each Council member has an appointment. Includes 
persons living in affordable housing) 


• Faith Based Representation 
• Housing Developer 
• Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Schools 
• Housing Industry (i.e.: Apartment Association, 


Home Builder’s Association, Realtors) 
• Banking/Financial 
• Community Sustainability  


(Social, Economic & Environmental) 


12 
 
 
2 
4 
1 
3 
 
2 
1 
 


  *Mecklenburg County will be asked to participate as staff representation 
   







 
C .  Proposed Policy Review Schedule 


• H&ND Committee approval of review process 
and recommended stakeholder categories                  May 19, 2010 


• City Council approval of H&ND Committee        
recommendation            May 24, 2010 


• City Council nomination and approval of stakeholders   June 14, 2010 
• Stakeholders committee meetings         June–August 2010 
• Draft Stakeholder recommendations       August 2010 
• Committee review and approval of Stakeholder     September 2010 


recommendations 
• City Council approval of Stakeholder recommendations   October 2010 
 


D.  Possible Areas for Discussion 
• Policy Objectives – Are there too many competing goals of the policy? 
• Does the policy effectively disperse assisted housing throughout the City? 
• Should the income used in the definition of assisted housing change from 60% AMI to a 


lower level? 
• Should inclusionary housing policies be considered to require, incent or encourage 


developers to make a percentage of newly developed housing units at below market 
rates available to lower income households? 


• Should the policy continue to only apply to multi‐family and only apply to rental 
housing? 


• What has been the effect of the exemption for seniors, disabled, and special 
populations on the type of housing produced under the policy? 


• Should the exemptions for seniors, disabled and special populations continue? 
• Should the current three categories of NSA’s be reduced to simply permissible and non‐


permissible?  
• What criteria should be used to designate a NSA non‐permissible? 
• How does the financing of assisted housing impact the policy? 
• How should the policy align with the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency’s Low 


Income Housing Tax Credit Program? 
• Should transit areas have a separate policy or be rolled into the existing policy? 
• Evaluation Criteria – Should school capacity, site design traffic impacts be considered in 


the policy and are there other factors to consider?  
• How will policy revisions influence the single room occupancy regulations that are 


currently being reviewed by the Planning Department and a citizen advisory group? 
• Should the Section 8 program be given consideration as a part of the policy review?  
 
Attachments: 
Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementation Committee Members 
Housing Charlotte 2007 Proceedings Report 
Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementing Solutions 
Housing Charlotte 2007 Final Report From the Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementation 
Committee 
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WELCOME
Mayor Pat McCrory and Mayor Pro-Tem Susan Burgess set


the tone for the day by discussing the importance of affordable
housing, challenging participants to address the critical questions
concerning affordable housing and providing the City Council and the
community with viable solutions to address the growing affordable


housing crisis. The Forum’s Honorary Co-Chair Shirley L. Fulton
provided a personal perspective on the growing number of
Charlotteans experiencing problems in finding affordable housing and
urged the participants to make a difference in Charlotte’s future by
addressing this important issue.


PLENARY SESSION
Bruce Katz of the Brookings Institution, in Washington, D.C.,


delivered the keynote address. Mr. Katz provided an overview of the
Charlotte regional affordable housing market. While he noted some
disparities within the regional market, he felt Charlotte’s affordable
housing problem was manageable if the City seizes the opportunity to
address the problem. He provided a framework for moving forward,
which included the following: making policy goals explicit with regard
to housing policies; strengthening families and promoting
metropolitan growth; tailoring housing goals to local market
conditions; focusing on the regional housing market with regard to
clustering of housing and housing/job matches; utilizing available
federal and state programs to raise family incomes; broadening
regulatory tools with inclusionary housing policies, providing
incentives and eliminating unnecessary regulations; avoiding policies
that reinforce segregation and discrimination; and highlighting the
importance of implementation and connecting housing policy to other
neighborhood interventions (i.e., development of schools).


T. Anthony Lindsey, Globe Crossing Realty and Chairman of 
the Charlotte Housing Trust Fund, in Charlotte, N.C., provided a local
perspective on affordable housing. He discussed the accomplishments
of the City in affordable housing over the past five years, which
include producing almost 6,300 housing units and adopting Housing
Trust Fund and mixed-income housing policies. He also emphasized
that more is needed to be done, given the projected 2010 gap of over
17,000 affordable units. Mr. Lindsey challenged the audience to
raise community awareness of the housing issue, re-tool the local tool
box for affordable housing, find ways to pay for what needs to be done
and create a regulatory environment conducive to affordable housing.


After the plenary presentations, the participants engaged in three
concurrent workshops – Finance; Building, Zoning and Land Use
Regulations; and Community. The workshops were designed to hear
from expert presenters in the morning and engage participants in
dialogue in the afternoon. Summaries of the morning and afternoon
sessions are presented sequentially to track contributions from both
experts and participants.


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Housing Charlotte 2007 was a one-day event held on February


22, 2007 at the Charlotte Convention Center to address the future of
affordable housing. The event, which was hosted by the Charlotte
City Council and organized by the Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning
Committee, was designed to bring together a cross-section of
housing experts and community leaders to identify solutions to
address affordable housing. Over 400 people attended the event to
hear about national, regional and local housing trends, local progress
made in developing affordable housing, strategies and ideas used for
affordable housing in other communities, and engage in dialogue
about potential solutions for Charlotte.


Charlotte has an affordable housing problem. Many residents in
this community find it difficult to find a safe and decent place that
they can afford on their income. One measure of the problem is that
there are more than 17,000 housing units needed by 2010 to serve
those in Charlotte who earn the lowest incomes. Affordable housing
is a problem that touches every one of us on a daily basis. When we
purchase an item in the store, require assistance by a medical


technician in our doctor’s office or pick up our children from daycare,
we may come face to face with a Charlottean who is having difficulty
finding a safe, decent and affordable place to live. Having enough
affordable housing is essential to keeping the local economic 
engine running.


The subject of affordable housing is multi-faceted and complex,
ranging from homelessness to helping families purchase their first
home. Because of the broad expanse of affordable housing, the
Housing Charlotte 2007 Affordable Housing Forum chose to focus on
three topical areas - financing, regulatory barriers and the community.
The key questions posed to presenters and participants at the 
forum were:


• How does the community pay for affordable housing, especially
rental housing?


• What are some regulatory barriers that must be addressed to
develop affordable housing?  


• How can we better engage the community to accept affordable
housing?
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BUILDING, ZONING AND LAND USE REGULATIONS + AFFORDABLE HOUSING WORKSHOP
In the morning session, the presenters Douglas R. Porter,


President of the Growth Management Institute in Chevy Chase,
Maryland; Sandra Robles, Manager of the HUD Regulatory
Clearinghouse in Washington, D.C.; and Will Zachmann, HUD Office
of Policy Development and Research in Washington, D.C., provided
the following solutions:


• Inclusionary housing policy with incentives.
• Fee waivers for affordable housing.
• Accessory Dwelling Units Ordinance.
• Utilize zoning incentives – height waivers, density bonuses,


Floor Area Ratio bonuses, etc.
• Tax exemptions for affordable housing.


In the afternoon sessions, the participants identified 12 solutions.
The priority solutions were to:


• Create a General Development Policy Affordable Housing
Taskforce.


• Establish a by-right density bonus system for affordable
housing.


• Use tax based incentives for affordable housing 
(Tax Increment Financing).


THE COMMUNITY + AFFORDABLE HOUSING WORKSHOP
In the morning session, the presenters Richard K Green,


Associate Dean of Graduate Programs with The George Washington
University in Washington, D.C.; Bob Lupton, President of Family
Consultation Services in Atlanta, Georgia; and Dianne J. Spaulding,
Executive Director of Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern
California in San Francisco, California, provided the following
solutions:


• Studies around the nation have shown affordable housing does
not negatively impact property appreciation.


• Gentrification is an important issue that must be addressed in
inner-city neighborhoods.


• Good design and management are keys to affordable housing
acceptance.


• Engage community around the myths of affordable housing.


In the afternoon session, the participants discussed 24 solutions
and prioritized the following:


• The City and County should work to market the Homestead
Exemption Act and explore revising the Act to increase income
requirements.


• Required every apartment complex with over 50 units to set
aside 3% of the units for Section 8, with no more than 5% of
the units in any apartment complex.


• A wealthy neighborhood should invite an affordable housing
developer to build.


• The City should provide more financial literacy education for
potential homeowners.


FINANCE + AFFORDABLE HOUSING WORKSHOP
In the morning session, the presenters, Mary Brooks, Director of


Housing Trust Fund Project at the Center for Community Change in
Frazier Park, California; Sean Gadon, Director of Partnerships for the
City of Toronto Affordable Housing in Toronto, Canada; and Carol D.
Naughton, Executive Director of the East Lake Foundation in Atlanta,
Georgia, provided the following financial solutions:


• Develop a dedicated funding source for the Housing Trust Fund.
• Develop a private, public and faith-based supportive housing


model.
• Engage philanthropic community in supporting affordable


housing.


In the afternoon session, the participants divided into two discussion
groups. One group discussed rental finance and the other supportive
housing. A total of 36 solutions were discussed by the participants.
The following solutions were prioritized by the participants.


• Need more funding (dedicated source of funding for the Housing
Trust Fund).


• Acquire affordable housing in conjunction with school site
acquisition.


• Develop a combined supportive housing approach (provide
private/faith-based led subsidy with case management).


• Engage more charitable organizations in housing, education and
neighborhood issues.


• Communicate, educate and advocate more about housing needs.
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CLOSING SESSION
Bart Harvey, Chairman of the Enterprise, in Washington, D.C.,


provided the closing comments. He thanked the audience for
devoting time and energy to this important issue and emphasized the
importance of housing as having an impact on the lives of families
and children. Affordable housing is not just about land, financing and
units, but it is also about the community and creating a better
opportunity for the low income residents in the City of Charlotte.
He summarized some ideas that had been shared at the forum and
urged the participants to embrace those ideas if they are serious


about addressing the affordable housing problem. He urged the
community to address several critical issues: re-examine the local
Affordable Housing Locational Policy that funnels developments to
higher cost areas; explore the concept of mandatory inclusionary
zoning and incentives for developers; embrace “green” housing,
which enhances housing efficiency and quality; and explore property
tax relief to help combat the effects of gentrification and keep affordable
housing affordable.


NEXT STEPS
The Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee wants to


wholeheartedly thank the presenters and participants that contributed
to developing solutions for affordable housing. The forum provided
Charlotte with a wealth of potential solutions to address this important
community issue. The Committee would like to be a key partner in
helping bring the most viable solutions forward.


The Committee is reviewing the solutions offered by the
presenters and participants and plans to recommend a list of
solutions for further evaluation and implementation. Also, the
Committee is recommending the establishment of an implementation
taskforce, called the Housing Charlotte Committee, which was a
recommendation from one of the workshop sessions. Membership
on the taskforce should represent a cross-section of the community
and candidates can be drawn from individuals that have expressed a


desire to work on the next phase. The Committee will provide a
suggested list of participants. The taskforce should be given a 
one-year charter to refine solutions and bring them forward for 
public discussion as soon as they are ready.


The Committee is requesting the City Council accept this
proceedings report and endorse the solutions, structure and process
for moving forwarded. The Committee will provide to the Council a
detailed implementation plan at a later date. In order to be
successful, the phase will require the continued support of the City
Council and require the continued engagement of City staff
resources. This next phase of turning proposed solutions into an
action steps is perhaps the most difficult stage, but is essential to
effectively address Charlotte’s affordable housing issue.
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PROCEEDINGS REPORT


WELCOME


Bart Landess, Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee
chairman, welcomed the attendees and discussed the purpose of the
day. Father David Pittman of St. Peters Episcopal Church provided
the invocation, after which, Mr. Landess welcomed Charlotte Mayor
Pat McCrory.


Mayor Pat McCrory welcomed the participants on behalf of the
Charlotte City Council and the Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning
Committee. The mayor noted that being able to house our citizens
and especially our workforce is vital to the future health and well
being of the community. He stated that the community has made a
lot of progress on affordable housing over the past five years and
explained that the City created a local Housing Trust Fund and


created a number of mixed-income communities through the 
HOPE VI program and other City investments. He said that the
community’s priority customers are the homeless, the workforce
(teachers, nurses, mechanics, etc.) and those trying to get into
homeownership. The Mayor encouraged the audience to help answer
three major questions regarding affordable housing –  (1) how to pay
for affordable housing, (2) how to improve our zoning and land use
regulations to be inclusive of affordable housing, and (3) how to
create better acceptance of affordable housing within the community.
He thanked everyone for their attendance and said he would look
forward to seeing the results of their endeavors.


Mayor Pro Tem Susan Burgess thanked the Honorary
Committee, the Planning Committee, our sponsors, speakers,
panelists, volunteers, City staff and the audience for their
participation. She noted the forum was sponsored by the business
community, non-profits and individuals in the audience. Ms. Burgess
explained Charlotte has an affordable housing problem and there are
different ways to measure the need. One fact is that the City will
have a shortfall of over 17,000 units by 2010. This will affect an
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Charlotte Mayor Pat McCrory noted that being able to house our
citizens is vital to the future health and well being of the community.


Mayor Pro Tem Susan Burgess encouraged the audience to 
work together to come up with solutions to improve our financing,


regulating and locating of affordable housing.
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important segment of our workforce – those individuals such as day
care workers, customer service representatives and others who are
important to keeping our economy running. She said that the forum
had brought together some of the best minds from across the country
to discuss affordable housing and encouraged the audience to work
together to come up with solutions to improve our financing,
regulating and locating of affordable housing.


Bart Landess introduced Honorary Co-Chair Shirley L. Fulton,
who welcomed the attendees on behalf of the Honorary Committee.
She noted that her co-chair, Hugh McColl, could not attend, as he
was in Texas. She said many members of the Honorary Committee
were present, and the large crowd in the room was a testament to
the importance and local commitment to addressing Charlotte’s
affordable housing problem. Ms. Fulton explained affordable housing
is an important subject because families cannot be successful without
a decent, safe and affordable home. As Charlotte continues to grow
and change, housing will become even more important as we seek to
house our residents, especially our workforce. She encouraged
everyone to make a difference in Charlotte’s future today.
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PLENARY SESSION
Bart Landess introduced keynote speaker Bruce J. Katz, Vice


President of the Brookings Institution in Columbia, Maryland. Mr. Katz
said that affordable housing used to be seen as a federal issue. He
asked who would be better than people at the local level to address
housing, especially since the local government makes the land use
decisions. Mr. Katz said that affordable housing in Charlotte is a
manageable problem because housing is relatively affordable and
increasingly diverse with opportunities for additional housing
development. He also noted that the supply of affordable housing is
not keeping pace with incomes, and there are affordability challenges,
especially among the low income. Wages are not keeping pace with
housing costs, since it would require 106 hours of work at minimum
wage to rent a 2-bedroom apartment or income would need to be
over $13 per hour. There are racial and ethnic disparities on
household income resulting from education. Clustering affordable
rental and Section 8 housing reinforces the concentration of minority
poverty and intensifies the housing/jobs mismatch.


Mr. Katz listed several recommendations and reminders, including:
Principle 1: Make policy goals explicit – Preserve and expand


housing stock, make housing affordable and available, promote racial
and economic diversity, help households build wealth, strengthen
families, link housing and supportive services and promote balanced
metropolitan growth.


Principle 2: Tailor housing strategies to local market conditions –
Mix of strategies should be geared to current market conditions.
Some strategies are more appropriate to strong housing markets
while others are appropriate for weak markets.


Principle 3: Housing markets are regional – Do not cluster
affordable homes in low-income neighborhoods, especially in the
core. Enable low-income households to live closer to employment
centers and better schools.


Principle 4: Income policy is housing policy - Local leaders can
impact household incomes and, by extension, housing affordability
and raise the incomes of working families through earned income tax
credit, nutrition assistance, health care and child care.


Principle 5: Regulatory policy makes a difference - Eliminate or
moderate regulatory barriers to affordable housing production.
Identify and get rid of regulations that are exclusionary or
unnecessary and provide incentives for private developers to produce
more affordable housing. Create inclusionary housing policies to
improve the supply of affordable housing.


Principle 6: Race matters - Implement policies that do not
reinforce patterns of segregation and discrimination and be aware
that “color blind” policies may not work as intended if segregation
and ethnic inequalities are ignored.


Principle 7: Implementation matters - Housing programs 


Honorary Co-Chair Shirley L. Fulton said housing is an important
subject because families cannot be successful without a decent,


safe and affordable home.
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should connect directly with other neighborhood interventions 
(i.e., schools) and hold implementing agencies accountable through
performance measures. Economic integration is the principle vehicle
for sustainability.


Mr. Katz challenged the audience to connect housing policy to
core priorities, including economic competitiveness, smart growth,
quality education and strong families. The City’s role is to advocate
for federal policies that could close the gap between wages and
housing prices, encourage the state to produce more affordable
housing, control land use and administer the federal housing
programs, as well as make its own investments in housing.


Bart Landess introduced T. Anthony Lindsey, of Globe Crossing
Realty, LLC, and also Chairman of the Charlotte Housing Trust Fund
Advisory Board. Mr. Lindsey discussed Charlotte Housing Trends.
He said that affordable housing is needed to provide housing for the
lower income earning individuals in our community, including day
care workers, receptionists, teacher’s aides, customer services
representatives, medical technicians, retail clerks and many others.
Assuming a Housing Trust Fund investment of 20% of the cost per
unit, $710 million is needed from the fund to develop 6,265 units for
the targeted income level, given the City’s mixed income policy.


Mr. Lindsey noted that since 2002, the City and its housing
partners have completed over 6,100 affordable housing units.
About 1,400 of the units (23%) produced serve households earning
less than 30% of area median income. Since 2002, the City has
spent $64.4 million on affordable housing, with two-thirds of the
funding coming from the local Housing Trust Fund.


Other local achievements mentioned by Mr. Lindsey include:
(1) redevelopment of three large public housing communities through
HOPE VI, (2) completion of the first Single Room Occupancy
development and developing zoning district to support more,
(3) creation of policies to provide affordable housing at transit station
areas, (4) currently implementing first transit station plan, (5) working
together as a community to develop 10-Year Chronic Homeless Plan
and built a new Homeless Men’s Emergency Shelter, and 
(6) constructing and/or rehabilitating over 1,144 elderly and other
special needs housing units within the past five years.


He challenged the audience to promote education and advocacy,
raise community awareness to gain support, re-tool our toolkit, find a
permanent funding source to pay for what needs to be done and
create a regulatory environment conducive to affordable housing.
Mr. Lindsey added that the keys to victory are openness – challenge
for something different, partnerships – everyone engaged in
solutions, leadership and coordination.
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T. Anthony Lindsey, of Globe Crossing Realty, LLC, and Chairman of
the Charlotte Housing Trust Fund Advisory Board, challenged the


audience to promote education and advocacy for affordable housing.


Bruce Katz, Vice President of the Brookings Institution, said that
affordable housing in Charlotte is a manageable problem because


housing is relatively affordable and increasingly diverse.
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CONCURRENT WORKSHOPS
There were three concurrent workshop sessions at the forum


focusing on finance, regulatory barriers and the community. The
formats for the workshops were to hear ideas, concepts and
comments from experts in the morning session, followed by an
afternoon session where participants would develop and prioritize
solutions for community action. The morning and afternoon sessions
are presented sequentially to aid readability and understanding.


FINANCE + AFFORDABLE HOUSING WORKSHOP
(MORNING SESSION)


This workshop looked at creative financing options for affordable
housing. The goal of this session was to identify different ways to pay
for affordable rental housing. Roy J. Helm, Jr., Senior Vice President
for Community Development Banking with Bank of America served as
Moderator.


Mary E. Brooks, Director of the Housing Trust Fund Project at the
Center for Community Change in Frazier Park, California, presented
Housing Trust Funds. She explained that Housing Trust Funds
advance how affordable housing is funded by securing sources of
revenue and committing that revenue to support critical housing
needs. There are over 600 Housing Trust Funds sponsored by states,
counties and cities nationwide. Most Housing Trust Funds have
dedicated revenue sources, such as real estate recording fees,
hotel/motel taxes, building permit fees, real estate transfer taxes,
inclusionary zoning fees in lieu, sales taxes, etc. Overall, 20 different
sources were identified. Dedicated funds are needed because


affordable housing is fundamental to the health of any city, private
markets often cannot respond to homes that require subsidies, the
need is constant as long as wages lag behind, and affordable housing
requires long-term planning.


She informed the group that virtually all Housing Trust Funds are
administered by staff of a public agency or department. Funds are
awarded either through a request for proposal process, a notification
of funding availability or direct funding of specific programs. Funds
are available either as grants or loans and/or other sources of
financing. The application process may be combined with other
available sources of affordable housing funds, such as Housing
Opportunity Partnership Act (HOME), Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) and other federal, state and local programs.


Ms. Brooks said that eligible applicants for Housing Trust Funds
include nonprofit developers, for-profit developers, housing
authorities, governments, Native American tribes and other entities.
Eligible uses of the funds are for acquisition, new construction,
rehabilitation, predevelopment costs, housing related services,
operating costs, capacity building, rental assistance, foreclosure
assistance, etc. Application requirements include income targeting to
control who benefits, long term affordability, accessibility, leveraging
and other requirements. She explained that there should be
dedicated public revenues to affordable housing. Affordable housing
cannot be dependent on budget surpluses.


Ms. Brooks highlighted reasons why housing is good for the
economy, citing examples of more full-time jobs, higher wages, and
more tax revenues in Philadelphia and Lee County, Florida, linked 
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to affordable housing. She noted that housing has a direct impact
on the community. Housing stability can have a direct impact on a
child’s education and frequent moves can have a negative effect on
school achievement. Children living in inadequate housing have
increased hospitalizations and respiratory infections. Ms. Brooks
discussed the sustainability of Housing Trust Funds. It requires an
on-going government commitment of public funds, a community
based process that creates and sustains the fund, integrated
component of local housing policy and a flexible model that 
promotes cooperation and drives innovation.


Sean Gadon, Director of Partnerships for the City of Toronto
Affordable Housing, Toronto, Canada, presented Financing and
Affordable Housing Solutions: Toronto’s Experience. Mr. Gadon
discussed how the City of Toronto dealt with its homeless and
affordable housing problem. An analysis showed it would take
Toronto 67 years to build enough housing to eliminate the waiting list.
The “Tent City” initiative, where homeless individuals camped out near
the City Hall, and increasing rental vacancies helped the city to
broaden its affordable housing strategy.


In Toronto, community stakeholders access government capital
and operating grants for new rental and supportive housing. The City
waives development fees/property taxes for 25 years and contributes
free land. New developments, existing rental or conversions qualify
for City funding.


In order to address its growing rental needs, the Toronto
Community Foundation helped lead a private/public pilot program to
create 400 units from the Tent City experience. Low-income tenants
receive a $300 rent discount and move into a vacant unit. The
private sector to rent is $150 below the average, and for market rent
the government contributes $150 grant.


In 2005, Toronto introduced the “Streets to Homes” initiative to
help homeless persons bypass shelters. The federal government
introduced an $80 million housing allowance program in 2005. In
Toronto, 3,660 new rental units were constructed or renovated, 75%
of the Tent City residents are still housed, 400 tenants were helped
through a modified pilot program and 1,800 federal housing
allowances are being rolled out, with tenants choosing where to live.


In conclusion, Mr. Gadon recommended that cities employ a mix
of flexible financing initiatives, marshal financial resources in
innovative ways and foster stakeholder partnerships. He added that
nothing attracts success better than success.


Carol R. Naughton, Executive Director of the East Lake
Foundation in Atlanta, Georgia, presented The Role of Philanthropy in
Affordable Housing and discussed the programs at the East Lake
Foundation. The Foundation was established in 1995 to help
transform the East Lake neighborhood and create new opportunities
for the families who live there. She said that education is a critical
element, and the children in the community can and should be able 
to compete against anyone in the world. Schools are needed to serve
families who had not been well served while attracting families with 
a choice.
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Carol R. Naughton, Executive Director of the East Lake Foundation,
defined the roles of the philanthropist in housing as the relentless


driver to move the project forward.
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The East Lake Foundation raised $31.5 million to build Education
Village and provided operating support during the first five years of
the Drew Carter School, which was founded by the foundation.
Through “Golf With a Purpose,” which is held at the East Lake Golf
Course, children learn perseverance, honesty, integrity and discipline.
Working with neighborhood residents and expert public and private
partners, the Foundation developed a new community on the site 
of a former public housing project.


There is affordable housing component consisting of 542 units,
50% are market rate and 50% are public housing. The project is
funded by Low Income Housing Tax Credits.


She defined the roles of the philanthropist in housing as the
relentless driver to move the project forward, serving as a source 
of patient capital (operating), focusing on data, evaluation and
improvements and constantly pushing partners to go beyond their
comfort zones.


FINANCING + AFFORDABLE HOUSING SOLUTIONS
(AFTERNOON SESSION)


The afternoon workshop was divided into two separate sessions.
One session focused on solutions for financing rental housing and the
other session on financing supportive housing. The participants
discussed what they had heard in the morning session, proposed
solutions for the community and identified the top solutions for 


further study. Below are the solutions the participants identified and
priorities that were established.


FINANCE – RENTAL


Jon Gauthier, member of the Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning
Committee, served as the facilitator for the Finance-Rental session,
and 32 attendees participated in the session. The following solutions
were compiled during this session.


Priority Solutions


• Dedicated source of funding for Housing Trust Fund 
considering the following:
• Tax savings from property taxes/developer fees/rent savings
• Recording fee 
• Transfer tax
• Property tax
• Inclusionary zoning with opt out fees
• Sales tax
• Interest on security deposit forwarded to State HTF.
• Include broad list of options when discussing with State


Legislature.


• Acquire affordable housing in conjunction with 
school site acquisition.
• Have the County acquire more land than needed for new school


sites and seek RFPs for affordable housing adjacent to schools
and combine playgrounds with parcels. Fund with land transfer
tax in Mecklenburg County. Highest target group to serve is
families at 30% of AMI.


• Private/Faith-Based led subsidy with case management.
• Focus on 30% of AMI.
• Partner with government agencies.
• Portable (client based) subsidy administered by Faith-Base


Community or Crisis Assistance Ministry.


• Engage more charitable organizations in housing,
education and neighborhood issues.


Other Solutions discussed by the participants included:
• Establish Community Reinvestment Act based tax credit for


affordable housing.
• Explore employer financed housing.
• Provide income tax credits or real estate tax credits for landlords


in exchange for reduced rents.
• Produce more private subsidy led, project-based development


(i.e., McCreesh Place).
• Develop mechanism to acquire existing housing for permanent


affordable housing through renovations.
• Upfit housing to qualify for North Carolina Housing Finance


Agency (NCHFA) energy efficiency subsidies.
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Jon Gauthier, Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee member,
speaks during the Finance + Affordable Housing workshop.
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• Have special “affordable” utility rates, administered by the
NCHFA, for project-based affordable housing units that meet
energy efficient standards. This would cover natural gas and
electricity and would require State enabling legislature.


• Establish a Low Income Housing Tax Credit Lease to Own
Homeownership Incentive Program.


• Concept: Establish a lease to own program, whereby the leasing
period will be the tax credit allocation period. Rent units as a
transition to homeownership.


• City/State/Federal Legislative Agenda to address local gaps –
30% of AMI. Support mixed income communities.


• Modify NCHFA Qualified Allocation Plan to address urban
markets and partner with other metropolitan areas.


FINANCE – SUPPORTIVE HOUSING


Stan Wilson, Housing Services Manager with the City of Charlotte
Neighborhood Development Department, served as the facilitator for
the Finance-Supportive Housing session, and 34 attendees
participated in the session. The following solutions were compiled
during this session.


Priority Solutions:


• Need More Funding
• Dedicated funding (leverage) source.
• Fast track affordable housing.
• Employ federal funding.
• Utilize existing land/properties for affordable housing.


• Communicate, Educate and Advocate More About 
Housing Needs
• Use of media.
• Educate on use of Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC).
• Advocate for state EITC.
• Support from business community.


• Combined Supportive Housing Approach
• Rental subsidy – local, private and faith based.
• Case management supportive services.
• Take advantage of existing vacant properties or 


housing development.


Other Solutions identified by participants included:
• Examine land use.
• City/county land utilization
• Central system to track boarded properties
• Vacant land
• Foreclosures
• Review and eliminate red tape.
• Provide a clear guide on development proces


(local government).
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Participants listen during a workshop session.


• Supportive services for families (not fixed).
• Build on the strengths of families.
• Expand initiatives on local level to people to 


mainstream resources.
• Coordinate available resources.
• Address needs of the Latino population.
• Centralize system to track boarded properties.
• Use McCreesh model (include diverse partners).
• Homeless prevention.
• Foreclosure prevention.
• Rent subsidy on the front end.
• Use lottery funds to address housing needs of homeless.
• Using federal funds – no child left behind.
• Vacant properties.
• Rehab properties first, then look at new construction.
• Educate public on who are the working poor.
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BUILDING, ZONING AND LAND USE REGULATIONS +
AFFORDABLE HOUSING (MORNING SESSION)


This workshop focused on regulatory barriers to affordable
housing and opportunities in building, zoning and other land use
regulations to promote affordable housing. The objective of this
session was to identify changes that can be made in the regulatory
environment to help develop affordable housing. Vi Lyles, Project
Facilitator with the Lee Institute, served as Moderator.


Douglas R. Porter, President of the Growth Management
Institute located in Chevy Chase, Maryland, addressed Inclusionary
Zoning for Affordable Housing. Mr. Porter explained that inclusionary
zoning is when developers are required to include affordable units in
residential developments. He stated that inclusionary zoning stems
from three trends: nationwide escalation of housing prices, an
increase in households with inadequate incomes for decent housing
and a decline in federal housing subsidies relative to need. He noted
the following benefits of inclusionary zoning: piggybacks on market
forces, creates mixed-income housing wherever residential
development occurs, generates units as growth occurs and retains
developer responsibility for site and housing production.


Mr. Porter explained that based on affordable units, it may be
mandatory or voluntary for builders to participate. Incentives are
offered to the builders, and units may be for-sale or rental. The


A COMMUNITY FORUM ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROCEEDINGS REPORT


incentives for using inclusionary zoning include density bonuses; 
fast-track approvals; reductions in standards, fees reduction, deferral
or waiver; subsidies for affordable units; exemption from growth
controls; and tax abatements.


Inclusionary zoning is practiced in the states of California, New
Jersey and Massachusetts. Nationwide, there are 250 to 400
inclusionary zoning programs. Some cities that engage in
inclusionary zoning are Boston, Denver, New York and San Diego.
Ordinances are under consideration in Atlanta, Chicago and San
Francisco. Since 1970, inclusionary zoning programs have produced
80,000 to 90,000 affordable housing units. Per Mr. Porter, the
hurdles faced by most big cities are most market action is in suburbs,
effective developer opposition, a fragmented constituency, complex
regulatory environments and expensive construction costs.


Mr. Porter gave the following recommendations for getting started:
(1) make affordable housing more than an afterthought and build
leadership and political will, (2) expect to take short steps, (3)
recognize the need for a rigorous administrative process, (4) knit
inclusionary zoning into a comprehensive housing program, (5)
borrow ideas and choose incentives that make sense, and (6) seek a
state or regional commitment that will energize local governments.
Some of the future trends in the use of inclusionary zoning are more


Douglas Porter (Growth Management Institute) challenged 
participants to make affordable housing more than an afterthought


and build leadership and political will.


A participant speaks during a workshop.
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cities and counties. He noted that Charlotte’s housing needs project
a shortfall of 17,261 units by 2010. Mr. Zachmann discussed
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), also known as in-law apartments,
which contribute to housing stock and provide extra income to
homeowners. Charlotte’s Zoning Ordinance address ADU, and Santa
Cruz, California has an ADU ordinance that includes seven prototype
plans, streamlined application process and financial assistance.
Regulatory barriers to ADU development include parking
requirements, zoning ordinances and NIMBY (Not In My Back Yard)
concerns. He also noted that Seattle, Washington, has made a
number of changes in its zoning ordinance to promote affordable
housing. These changes include incentives for increased building
height, density bonuses, increased floor-to-area ratios, sustainable
construction, transfer of development rights and property tax
exemptions to affordable housing developers.


BUILDING, ZONING AND LAND USE REGULATIONS +
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SOLUTIONS 


(AFTERNOON SESSION)


During the afternoon sessions, participants discussed the key
solutions and then prioritized the solutions. Keith MacVean, with the
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Department, served as the facilitator
for the Building, Zoning and Land Use Regulations + Affordable
Housing Solutions session, and 50 attendees participated in the
session. The following solutions were compiled during this session.


Priority Solutions:
• Create a General Development Policy Affordable Housing


Taskforce.
• Establish a by-right density bonus system for affordable


housing.
• Use tax based incentives (Tax Increment Financing) for


affordable housing.


Other Solutions discussed by the participants included:
• North Carolina Building Code exceeding International/National


Building Code.
• Automatic approval rezonings for Housing Trust Fund projects.
• Engage in public relations campaign to address negative


impacts and perceptions of affordable housing (i.e., reduction of
property values).


• Expedite zoning and subdivision approval for affordable housing.
• Preservation & stability of existing affordable communities


(balance in location).
• Need a countywide agency to address affordable housing.
• More dispersion of Section 8.
• Include housing as a joint use with other proposed public projects.
• Look at schools (poverty, etc.) in siting affordable housing.
• Inclusionary zoning policies.


state/regional leadership with requirements for local housing plans,
enabling statues and model ordinances; and more comprehensive
applications of the tool to housing conversions, adaptive reuse,
rehabilitation of existing units and usage of fees in lieu for high-rise
developments and more outlying suburban development.


Sandra Robles, Manager of the HUD Regulatory Barriers
Clearinghouse (RBC) in Washington, D.C., discussed Removing
Barriers with Strategies from the RBC Searchable Database.
Ms. Robles indicated that some of the solutions that the Regulatory
Barriers Clearinghouse database addresses include improvements 
to administrative processes, usage of fees and dedications and
application of redevelopment and infill housing. She discussed Safe,
Mixed-Income, Accessible, Reasonably priced, Transit-oriented
(SMART) Housing Program used in Austin, Texas. The program’s
goals are to stimulate affordable housing production, provide
exemptions, use public resources and stimulate housing on vacant
land. If the builder provides 10% reasonably priced units, Austin
provides a 25% fee waiver. For 20% reasonably priced units, Austin
provides a 50% waiver. For 30% reasonably priced units, the builder
gets a 75% waiver, and for 40% reasonably priced units, the builder
gets a 100% fee waiver. Ms. Robles reported that via the SMART
Housing program 1,185 single-family, 2,818 multi-family, and 3,102
reasonably priced units have been completed, and 7,358 units are 
in construction or in review.


Will Zachmann, of the Office of Policy Development and
Research with HUD in Washington, D.C., presented HUD’s Regulatory
Barriers Clearinghouse. He explained that it is an online database of
over 4,600 strategies and solutions. The database contains 10
categories as prescribed by Congress, an easy-to-use search function
and targeted results and content from all 50 states and over 375


A participant speaks during a workshop.
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THE COMMUNITY + AFFORDABLE HOUSING
(MORNING SESSION)


This workshop explored the myths and realities of affordable
housing in the community, including how the community can better
work together to integrate affordable housing in the neighborhood
fabric. Chris Estes, Executive Director of the North Carolina Housing
Coalition in Raleigh, North Carolina, served as Moderator.


Richard K. Green, Associate Dean of Graduate Programs with
The George Washington University in Washington, D.C., spoke on
Affordable Housing and Property Values. Mr. Green spoke about two
approaches to finding the effect of affordable housing on property
values – Treatment Group and the Control Group Method and
Regression Method. He explained that the Regression Method is
more practical because differences can be controlled. In one case,
the neighborhood with public housing appreciated more rapidly. In a
Los Angeles study, there was no statistical difference in appreciation
between treatment and control groups, and in New York, the
measurement of assessment data showed that property assessments
near affordable housing development increased more rapidly.


There are similar outcomes from Regression Studies. In Fairfax
County, Virginia, the price changed by $1.57 for each foot of distance
away from the development. A national study of several types of
development – high rise, large scale public housing, homeownership
public housing and new publicly financed housing – found existing
scattered site public and Section 8 housing existing have a modest
negative impact on property values. Federal Housing Administration


(FHA), public homeownership and new Section 8 new were found to
have a modest positive impact on property values and Low Income
Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) have slightly negative impact in two
models, and no impact in two others. In Baltimore, Maryland, Section
8 Developments were found to have a positive impact in high value
areas and negative impact in low value areas. In a New York City
study, no evidence was found that subsidized housing depresses
property values. In studies conducted in four Wisconsin markets,
Madison, Milwaukee City, Milwaukee County and Waukesha County,
the presence of multi-family affordable housing projects had no
impact on appreciation rates. In conclusion, studies have found that
affordable housing alone does not adversely impact real estate
development appreciation.


Bob Lupton, President of Family Consultation Service in Atlanta,
Georgia, discussed how U.S. cities are abounding with new economic
life and energy. He explained that gentrification is a new national
norm bringing much needed wealth and commerce back into the
heart of our urban centers. The downside of gentrification, however,
is the displacement and scattering of the poor to the periphery of the
city with little thought or planning of how to accommodate their
needs. If our cities are to re-emerge into thriving centers where
business, culture, education and family life flourish, careful attention
must be given to the inclusion of those who are needed to perform
the lower paying, essential services required by an optimally


Neighborhood leader Mattie Marshall, Historic Washington Heights,
speaks during the Community workshop.


Richard K. Green, Associate Dean of Graduate Programs with The 
George Washington University, said studies have found affordable housing


does not adversely impact real estate development appreciation.
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functioning city. Affordable housing intelligently woven throughout the
city, including in-town gentrifying neighborhoods, is a strategy that
requires foresight and visionary leadership. A city that fails to
accommodate its diverse workforce will eventually fall victim to its
own prosperity.


Mr. Lupton said that a combined cadre of visionary leadership
from government, business and non-profit sectors offers the best
potential for devising and steering an effective mixed-income housing
strategy comprehensive enough to encompass an entire city. Non-
profits along with public housing agencies may be best equipped to
address the needs of the lowest income residents while the for-profit
real estate community understands scale and economic viability. The
public sector brings important inducements such as tax credits,
density bonuses, tax abatement, bond financing and other incentives
that make the bottom line realistic. Gentrification can be a 21st
century movement that transforms our bankrupt cities into healthy,
thriving centers that are a blessing to all our citizens.


Dianne J. Spaulding, Executive Director of Non-Profit Housing
Association of Northern California in San Francisco, California,
presented Building Community Acceptance for Affordable Housing:
“Making NIMBY MANAGEABLE!” Ms. Spaulding highlighted the
following development challenges: diminishing land supply, high
development costs, entitlements and environmental issues,
funding/subsidy layering, insufficient production capacity, growing
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Bob Lupton, President of Family Consultation Service, noted that 
A city that fails to accommodate its diverse workforce will eventually


fall victim to its own prosperity.


A participant speaks during a workshop.


affordability gap, workforce enduring increasingly long commutes,
lack of planning for growth and NIMBYism.


Ms. Spaulding explained NIMBY (Not In My Back Yard) is rooted in
the following: resistance to change, preconceived notions of bad
design and media examples of urban blight and crime. She said that
the NIMBY fears about affordable and high density housing include
that affordable housing is inappropriate for the neighborhood,
increases local traffic, decreases property values, degradation of the
environment and strains to schools and other public resources. She
said that NIMBY results in difficulty developing much needed housing
and politically contentious issues.


Lack of public support creates:
• division in the community.
• increased time for project completion.
• projects becoming economically infeasible for developers.
• community housing goals and household needs going unmet.


She recommended the following solutions to NIMBY and
approaches to community outreach: emphasize good design,
emphasize management, provide myth busting and employ
community acceptance planning process.


Ms. Spaulding listed the following techniques for getting public
acceptance of affordable housing: do wide outreach, engage
stakeholders and activists and get community leaders involved;
garner media and political support early; be proactive, anticipate
pitfalls and work to anticipate concerns and address them as part of
project development; demonstrate the benefit of the project for the
community; ensure public input and decision-making is transparent;
show pictures; and conduct tours of high quality housing.
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Ms. Spaulding emphasized the importance of good design in
affordable housing development. This was crucial to determining the
success to new homes. It is important to use quality materials to
enhance the development’s longevity and appreciation. In existing
neighborhoods it is important for housing to be compatible with
neighborhood architecture.


She also emphasizes the importance of good management.
It is important to maintain strict standards of required maintenance 
of the property and thoroughly screen potential residents.


Also, it is important for local housing advocates to engage in 
myth busting. Some examples are:


• High density housing will cause too much traffic.
Fact: People who live in affordable housing own fewer cars 
and drive less.


• Affordable Housing reduces property values.
Fact: No study in California has shown affordable housing to
reduce property values.


• High density housing and affordable housing increase crime.
Fact: Design and use of space has more significant effect on
crime than density and income levels.


Finally, she recommended the following six steps to gaining
community acceptance of affordable housing:


Step 1: Plan meetings to research, assess and plan strategies 
in five key areas. Work with local advocates and the
development team.


Step 2: Prepare a political strategy that coordinates all your work
toward getting the votes you need.


Step 3: Prepare a strategy to build active community support for
your proposal.


Step 4: Prepare a strategy to work through concerns of
community members and to deal with active opposition.


Step 5: Prepare a strategy to protect and use your legal rights.


Step 6: Prepare a public/media strategy to send your message 
to decision-makers and the public.


Ms. Spaulding’s conclusion included the following points:
communities need more housing choices for a growing population;
build support emphasizing good design and good project
management; debunk myths; know the facts in your own community;
spread the word; and share your knowledge and success stories.


THE COMMUNITY + AFFORDABLE HOUSING SOLUTIONS


During the afternoon sessions, participants discussed the key
solutions and then prioritized the solutions. Stephanie Small,
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13


Neighborhood Services Manager with the City of Charlotte
Neighborhood Development Department, served as the facilitator 
for the Community + Affordable Housing Solutions session, and 125
attendees participated in the session. The following solutions were
compiled during this session.


Priority Solutions:
• The City and County should work to market the Homestead


Exemption Act and work to revise the Homestead Exemption
Act to increase income requirements.


• Require every apartment complex over 50 units to set
aside at least 3% of its units for Section 8 recipients, but
no more than 5% of the units should be rented to Section 8
recipients.


• A wealthy neighborhood should invite an affordable
housing developer to build affordable housing in their
neighborhood.


• The City’s Leadership should provide more financial literacy
education for potential homeowners.


Other Solutions offered by the participants included:
• Explore ways to allow residents back once public housing is


rebuilt. One possible solution is to educate people so that they
can re-enter public or other housing.


• Relax restrictions/standards/stipulations so that people can 
re-enter affordable housing once it is rebuilt.
(Ex., criminal records).


• Develop affordable housing with community input. This will
eliminate distrust from the community and surrounding
neighborhoods and help to eliminate the NIMBY syndrome.


• Address regulatory barriers associated with affordable housing.
• Expedite homeownership loan processing.
• Neighborhoods must be diverse; therefore, we need mixed


income housing.
• Work with schools to ensure that currently integrated schools do


not allow other poor students to be integrated into their schools.
Schools should be balanced with families from mixed income
families.


• Address and improve Supportive Housing Services.
• Partner to create permanent supportive services with housing


focused on chronic homelessness and mental health issues.
• Partner with Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools to create additional


strategic partnerships to assist children living in and or needing
affordable housing.


• Get back to a more community oriented environment.
Work to bring resources to the community. Support
decentralized housing/supportive services.


• Partner with churches and other community partners to address
affordable housing issues.


• The City should provide low-interest rate loans to Community
Development Corporations to acquire land so that the
community can tell CDCs what they want to see as affordable
housing.


• The City should inform residents about reverse mortgages 
for seniors.


• Explore the possibility of using manufactured housing as a
solution for affordable housing.


• Provide more dollars for housing counseling.
• Examine inclusionary zoning.
• Relax the credit criteria for people needing affordable housing.


This will help to reduce barriers of homeownership.
• Develop an Affordable Housing Campaign to help educate 


the public on the issue.
• Seek legislative relief to help affordable housing residents 


with utilities.
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Participants at lunch.
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LUNCHEON


Bart Landess recognized elected officials along with the Housing
Charlotte 2007 Subcommittee chairs and their members. He
recognized the Honorary Committee and the Planning Committee.
Mr. Landess thanked the sponsors and he also announced that the
affordable housing centerpieces were designed and assembled by
UNCC architectural student Charlie McFarland. He reminded the
attendees to visit the showcase/exhibit area to see the nine companies
and organizations with booths set up in the area and reminded
attendees of the event web site www.HousingCharlotte2007.org.


During lunch, the audience watched Charlotte’s Affordable Housing
Story – Success and Challenges, a video produced by the City of
Charlotte’s Neighborhood Development Department and Corporate
Communications. The video featured the following spokespeople:
Charlotte Mayor Pat McCrory; Housing Charlotte 2007 Honorary Co-
Chairs Shirley L. Fulton and Hugh L. McColl; Joelle Pittallo, affordable
housing resident; Jud Little of Crosland; Chris Wolf of A Way Home;
Pat Garrett of the Housing Partnership; and Charles Woodyard of the
Charlotte Housing Authority.


Bart Landess introduced Carol Hughes, with Crisis Assistance
Ministries, who presented an Affordable Housing Exercise: Tough
Choices. During the exercise, participants were given the total monthly
net income for a fictional working couple, along with monthly
expenses. Participants were asked to decide what bills to pay, given
that the salary did not cover the allotted expenses. The goal of the
exercise was to show how difficult it can be for working families to
afford their monthly expenses.


Carol Hughes, Crisis Assistance Ministry, presents Tough Choices,
an affordable housing exercise, during lunch.
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CLOSING ADDRESS
Mr. Landess then introduced F. Barton Harvey, III, Chairman of


Enterprise in Columbia Maryland, who delivered the closing address.
Mr. Harvey thanked Stanley Watkins, the City Council and the Housing
Charlotte Planning Committee for inviting him. He also thanked the


audience for devoting time and resources to a critical question for
Charlotte – how can you be inclusive in the design of the future of the
city, how do you retain and enhance the life of the service sector – the
working people – and their families – how do you provide for those
who have been left behind?  He said that great cities are diverse,
interesting, creative, and attract people of all incomes with special
attention paid by the best cities to accommodate those who need help.
He highlighted that the bipartisan Millennial Housing Commission in
2000 found that: “Decent and affordable housing has a demonstrable
impact on family stability and the life outcomes of children. Decent
housing is an indispensable building block of healthy neighborhoods,
and thus shapes the quality of community life. Better housing can
lead to better outcomes for individuals, communities, and American
society as a whole. In short, housing matters.”


He explained that there is a whole continuum of people who need
different levels of help, and there are proven ways to serve them. It is
not just about land, financing, and units but also about community –
creating a better opportunity for a more productive life for low and
moderate income families which in turn helps Charlotte. He
concentrated on five key items: locational policy, inclusionary zoning,
connection to schools, green affordable housing, and property tax
relief.


He said Charlotte’s locational policy forces affordable housing
developers to try to funnel development into higher cost housing and
land areas. Or at the margins where there aren’t adequate services or


REPORTING ON SOLUTIONS


At the conclusion of the afternoon solutions session, Bart Landess
welcomed everyone back and called the session reporters to the stage
to present the groups’ top four solutions. Floyd Davis, with Community
Link, gave the workshop report for Finance – Supportive Housing. Jon
Gauthier, member of the Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee,
gave the workshop report for the Finance-Rental session. Mattie
Marshall, member of the Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee,
reported for the Community + Affordable Housing. Also, a report was
given for Building, Zoning and Land Use Regulations + Affordable
Housing Solutions.


Bart Landess, Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee chairman,
served as master of ceremony for the day.


F. Barton Harvey, III, Chairman of Enterprise, called 
Charlotte a “Can-do City.”
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a supportive community, it forces the negative economics of costly
land or development in undesirable locations. He noted that the
current locational policy may hinder new affordable housing
development without all the tools necessary to carry it out. Mr. Harvey
also said that because of the sheer magnitude of the projected
shortage, 17,000 primarily rental units, the private sector has to be
more deeply involved. They are typically building in the more costly
housing and land areas.


He also said that Charlotte needs to explore mandatory inclusionary
zoning and the incentives necessary, including real subsidies. He
noted that the Housing Trust Fund needs to be more fully funded and
might be made to easily interface with other policy initiatives such as
inclusionary zoning. He suggested that mission driven developers look
at making project-based Section 8’s from the Housing Authority
through its moving to work demonstration interface with inclusionary
zoning. He said that there are opportunities around Charlotte’s new


light rail stops, and denser transit-oriented development certainly
makes sense, particularly since transportation is the second highest
cost for low-income families after shelter.


To summarize, Mr. Harvey suggested the following: maximize the
use of surplus and underutilized land; increase resources though the
Housing Trust Fund and other means; adopt best practices around
supportive housing; utilize available federal, state and local resources;
and build nonprofit capacity and tap the for-profit development
community to more fully implement the locational policy, which can be
carried out through inclusionary zoning that works. He suggested
offering good educational opportunity as part of any affordable housing
strategy. He said that “green” affordable housing makes sense,
meaning energy efficient, water efficient, well located affordable
homes with good indoor air quality.


Bart Landess returned to the podium and thanked everyone for
coming and participating in Housing Charlotte 2007.
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SHOWCASE AND RECEPTION
The following sponsors 


participated in the sponsor 
showcase: Bank of America,
Wachovia, Crosland, RBC Capital
Markets/Apollo Equity Partners,
the Reznik Group, the Charlotte
Housing Authority, HUD, Charlotte
Regional Realtor Association,
Lending Tree and the City of
Charlotte Neighborhood
Development Department.


Dale Harrold, Self-Help, and Terry Bibleheimer, Wachovia, discuss the Wachovia 
display during the Showcase and Reception.
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NEXT STEPS
The Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee wants to


wholeheartedly thank the presenters and participants that contributed
to developing solutions for affordable housing. The forum provided
Charlotte with a wealth of potential solutions to address this important
community issue. The Committee feels very strongly that the most
promising solutions need to be further developed, refined and
implemented.


The Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee would like to be
a key partner in helping bring the most viable solutions forward. The
Committee is reviewing the solutions offered by the presenters and
participants and plans to recommend a list of solutions for further
evaluation and implementation.


Also, the Committee is recommending the establishment of an
implementation taskforce, called the Housing Charlotte Committee,
which was a recommendation from one of the workshop sessions.
The taskforce would be organized with a steering committee and have
sub-groups organized around topical areas. Membership on the
taskforce should represent a cross-section of the community and
candidate names can be drawn from the Planning Committee and


those 64 individuals from the forum who expressed a desire to help
work on the next phase. The Planning Committee will provide a
suggested list of participants.


The taskforce should be given a one-year charter to refine
solutions and bring them forward for public discussion as soon as they
are ready. A multi-track approach is preferred in order to get solutions
implemented as soon as possible. Some of the solutions will require
government approval while other solutions only require endorsement in
that they can be implemented by the private and non-profit sectors.
The key objective is to push forward the best solutions.


The Committee is requesting the City Council accept this
proceedings report and endorse the solutions, structure and process
for moving forwarded. The Committee will provide a detailed
implementation plan at a later date. In order to be successful, the
phase will require the continued support of the City Council and
require the continued engagement of City staff resources. This next
phase of turning proposed solutions into action steps is perhaps the
most difficult stage, but is essential to effectively address Charlotte’s
affordable housing issue.


Participants during the Showcase and Reception.
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INTRODUCTION
The Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee wants to thank City Council, presenters, participants, and sponsors for con-


tributing to the affordable housing forum held on February 22, 2007. Over 400 hundred people attended the one-day event,


which produced a treasure trove of recommendations to preserve and increase the supply of affordable housing in Charlotte.


The forum focused on three areas of affordable housing – financing, regulatory and community. The goals were to bring


together the best ideas and solutions from across the country in these areas and engage in public discussion about the merits of


the ideas and recommendations.


The Planning Committee believes the Housing Charlotte 2007 Affordable Housing Forum1 was successful and accomplished


its goals. However, the next steps to implement some of the solutions from the forum will require further study and work on the


part of the community.


Below are some recommendations from the Planning Committee on a process, structure and priority solutions for further


study. References to specific tools or techniques discussed in the priority solutions are only for explanatory purposes and not


intended to suggest a specific course or direction at this time. Making those recommendations will be the work of the


Implementation Committee.


RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS


The Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee is recommend-


ing that it be dissolved and a new Housing Charlotte Implementation


Committee established to further develop and refine these recom-


mendations for implementation. The goal of the new committee is to


present recommendations to local government, the public or other


appropriate entities as soon as they are ready for consideration.


The structure of the new committee is a three-member steering


committee with a 21-member implementation committee that


includes an appointed chair. The implementation committee should


be equally represented by individuals from business, non-profit and


neighborhood interests. Over 60 people who attended the Housing


Charlotte 2007 event indicated an interest in working on defining the


recommendations coming out of the event. The Housing Charlotte


2007 Planning Committee would like to present a list of candidates


for the Steering Committee and the Implementation Committee for


the City Council support.


The Committee should engage available community resources


and institutions to conduct research and obtain feedback on pro-


posed recommendations being developed. The time limit for the


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report provides recommendations from


the Planning Committee on a process, structure


and priority solutions for further study on recom-


mendations coming out of the Housing Charlotte


2007 Affordable Housing Forum.


The Planning Committee is proposing the


establishment of a 24-member implementation


committee. The Committee will bring forward


solutions for public consideration as they are


completed over a 12-month period.


The recommended priority solutions for further


development, refinement and implementation are:


• Education, Outreach & Advocacy 


• Rental Housing Subsidy


• Acquisition Strategy


• Dedicated Funding Source


• Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing


Policies


These recommendations provide the high


leverage opportunities to preserve and increase


the supply of affordable housing.
1 The event and all of the solutions brought forward by presenters and participants are


chronicled in a proceedings report, which can be found on the HousingCharlotte2007.org
website. The site also contains presentations, video and pictures from the event.
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committee’s performance should be no longer than 12 months. The Committee should provide periodic reports to the City


Council and public on its progress.


As in any endeavor, staff support and in-kind resources are critical to the project’s success. The Planning Committee was


satisfied with the level of support provided by the City for the production of the affordable housing forum and asked that the City


commit resources to this next phase to assist in coordination, committee staffing, research and report preparation.


RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
In many respects, holding the forum, which had its own set of challenges, was the easy part for the community. Which


recommendations from the forum that the community should invest additional time and resources is a major challenge. After


considerable debate and dialogue, the Planning Committee recommends the solutions which merit additional development, refine-


ment and implementation for Charlotte are:


• Education, Outreach and Advocacy


• Rental Housing Subsidy


• Acquisition Strategy


• Dedicated Funding Source


• Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policies


In making its recommendations, the Planning Committee reviewed the proceedings report and other materials produced from


the forum. The Planning Committee not only considered the consensus opinions reached by the participants, but also the ideas


and recommendations offered by the experts presented at the event. Some of the recommendations by the experts may be con-


troversial locally, but merit discussion if the community is really serious about addressing affordable housing.


The Planning Committee recommends these solutions because they represented high leverage opportunities to create more


affordable housing, encompassed a number of recommendations identified at the forum and represented a manageable number


of solutions that can be addressed in a short time frame. However, these recommendations do not preclude the Implementation


Committee from studying other ideas from the forum not listed in this report.


The description of each recommendation area and how it can help further affordable housing in Charlotte are discussed


below:


Education, Outreach and Advocacy – This recommendation promotes ways to make affordable housing information


available to consumers, producers and the general public. Armed with good information, better informed individual and commu-


nity decisions can be made about housing products, choices and strategies. To provide this information, it takes some


institution(s) dedicated to helping consumers, producers and the public better understand, measure and track the need for afford-


able housing.


For the affordable housing consumer, there is a lot of information available today about housing choices and options; however,


much of that information is not reaching the consumers that could benefit from that information. For producers or developers of


affordable housing, there is a lot of information regarding best practices about building, management and community relations. It


is essential that all producers embrace these best practices. In the general public, there is often fear and misunderstanding about


the impacts of affordable housing on neighborhoods. Separating myths from reality is an ongoing communication challenge.


Nevertheless, it must be done for affordable housing to be accepted throughout the community.


Rental Housing Subsidy – This recommendation provides rental housing subsidies to the very low-income families.


Modeled after a similar program in Toronto, Canada, this program brings together the private sector, volunteers, philanthropic


and/or faith community and government to provide cash payments to landlords of market-rate apartments with vacancies to house
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these families. The program would limit the number of subsidies (i.e., no more than 15 percent) at any one apartment complex


and be administered by a local non-profit. The number of subsidies provided by the program will be based on government


support and fundraising among the partners and agreements with apartment owners.


This program addresses an area of critical housing shortage in Charlotte, families that earn less than 24 percent of the area


median income ($16,000 based on a family of four). The most recent affordable housing projections call for a shortfall of over


17,000 units for these families by 2010. The program also takes advantage of current demand/supply imbalances in the local


apartment market.


Acquisition Strategy – This recommendation seeks ways to produce affordable housing through:


• Preserving existing housing developments.


• Acquiring or reserving land for future housing development.


• Creating a resource pool and mechanism to purchase existing properties for preservation and construction.


• Pursuing the reservation of government owned land for the production of housing in conjunction with other public uses.


Two major challenges in Charlotte are finding suitable housing sites and having the resources available to acquire and hold the


properties until development. For major multi-family developments, properties may have to be held 12-24 months before the


development process starts. Also, locating housing on properties owned or acquired by units of local government represents


significant opportunities to produce more affordable housing.


Dedicated Funding Source - This recommendation searches for a more permanent funding source. Many communities


across the country have established alternative ways to pay for affordable housing to offset the loss of federal funds or reduce


impacts on the local property tax base. Some recommendations discussed at the forum as alternatives were:


• Recording fee 


• Transfer tax


• Incentive-based option-out fees from inclusionary zoning regulations


• Sales tax


• Interest on security deposit forwarded to State Housing Trust Fund


Over the years, funding sources for affordable housing at all levels – federal, state and local – have been reduced or faced


increased pressure from other competing community priorities. Charlotte has experienced a $3.2 million reduction in federal


funding over the past three years, which could have been used for housing preservation and construction. Although Charlotte has


been successful with three housing bond initiatives since 2002 with approval ratings between 55-60 percent of the voters, the


level of bond funding in each successive round was reduced. Having a more permanent funding source would better aid in planning


and making investments in housing.


Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policies – This recommendation engages the private sector more in the produc-


tion of affordable housing. By adopting an incentive-based inclusionary housing program, private sector developers would set


aside a certain percentage of their market rate developments (typically between 10-25 percent) for more moderately priced


housing units. The program is usually applicable for developments over a minimum threshold size (i.e., between 1 and 50 units).


Some of the incentives discussed at the forum included:


• Zoning density bonuses


• Waivers of fees


• Tax abatement


• Accelerated plan and permit reviews


• Cash subsidies for providing affordable housing







Some programs permit developers to pay fees into an affordable housing program to achieve incentives. Incentive-based


inclusionary housing policies work best in communities experiencing increases in housing prices.


In Charlotte, incentive-based inclusionary housing policies could increase the range of housing opportunities available through-


out the community. It could help reduce concentrations of lower income housing, promote economic and school diversity and


create a more inclusive environment.


The primary targets in our community for all these recommendations are households that earned 60 percent or less of the


area median income ($38,640 for a family of four). This represents in excess of 115,000 households in the Charlotte area.


These affordable housing households include teachers, policemen, firemen, medical technicians, daycare workers and many


others who contribute to keeping our local economic engine running.


CONCLUSION
The Housing Charlotte 2007 Planning Committee was proud to serve the City Council and the community in producing the


affordable housing forum. However, this next phase of the process is even more critical than the event. This is where the hard


work has to be done. The Planning Committee strongly believes that Charlotte will follow through, given the enthusiasm and


support of the community thus far. As one of the presenters at the forum said, “If anyone can solve its affordable housing


problem, Charlotte can.”
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I. Introduction


The Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementation Committee report provides recommendations on affordable housing
policies, programs and ordinances for consideration by the City of Charlotte, Mecklenburg County and the general
community. The Implementation Committee is a self-appointed citizen’s committee that was created as a result of
Housing Charlotte 2007 Affordable Housing Forum. This one-day event was held on February 22, 2007, where
over 400 community leaders gathered to discuss affordable housing issues in the community[1]. The outcome
of that event was the identification of five affordable housing solution areas for further study of five solution areas.


The five solution areas recommended for further study included:


� Education, Outreach and Advocacy
� Rental housing subsidy
� Acquisition strategy
� Dedicated funding source
� Incentive-based inclusionary housing policies


The Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementation Committee was formed by the Steering Committee for the Forum
and consisted of individuals with business, neighborhood and/or non-profit backgrounds. The Forum Steering
Committee appointed three co-chairs to oversee the process. The Co-chairs established an Executive Committee
and selected the membership for the five subcommittees to address each of the identified solution areas. This
report contains the recommendations of the Implementation Committee.


II. Affordable Housing Demands


Affordable Housing Defined
Generally, affordable housing is defined as housing for which no more than 30 percent of the gross income is
paid for rent and utilities or mortgage and other costs associated with homeownership[2]. More specifically,
affordable housing is defined as housing designed to serve low and moderate income households in a commu-
nity. This is measured in relationship to the Area Median Income (AMI), which is $64,400 in the Charlotte area.
The AMI is based on a household size of four and adjusted up or down for different household sizes.


For the City of Charlotte, the City Council has defined affordable rental housing as that housing which serves
households making $38,640 (60 percent of the AMI) or less. For homeownership housing, affordable housing is
defined as households earning $51,520 (80% of the AMI) or less.


The Charlotte City Council has also adopted other policies, which create special provisions and prioritized the
delivery of affordable housing. These policies include, but are not limited to policies placing a priority on producing
affordable rental housing which serves families earning $19,320 (30% of the AMI) or less. This allows homeowner
down payment assistance funds for households that earned up to (110% of the AMI) in selected neighborhoods,
encouraging mixed income housing for long-term project and community sustainability.
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arrangements for guest speakers and public presentations, as needed; prepare interim and final solution reports;
and prepare summary meeting minutes.


Implementation Committee Process
The Implementation Committee designed a year-long process that included subcommittee meeting and mini-forums
which were designed enhance committee collaboration and receive citizen input. The process is depicted in the
chart below.


There are several ways to measure the affordable housing problem in Charlotte. These key measures include
affordability, adequacy and availability.


Relative to affordability, in Charlotte in 2005 more than 37,000 households paid more than half of their income
for housing. More than 29,000 households of the 120,000 rental households pay more than 50% of income for
housing. A rule of thumb is that a household should pay no more than 30% of its income for rent and utilities
or mortgage and other housing cost. Paying more than half of your income for housing leaves little else for
transportation, food, health and other household needs.


With regard to adequacy, an estimated 8,000 households live in substandard housing, and approximately 7,230
households are considered over crowed by federal standards. These are housing units that are inadequate to
meet the need.


In terms of availability, a housing study prepared by the City in 2007, showed an unmet housing need for 16,924
rental housing units by 2012 for households earning less than $16,000. Over 9,500 of the units are needed for
households that earn less than $12,000 in our community.


By any measure, there is an affordable housing problem in our community. The challenge is how the community
adequately addresses the various affordable housing segments in the community.


III. Implementation Committee Process


There were 75 of citizens and staff involved in the Implementation Committee process. Below is outlined the
structure, charge and process for the reviewing the affordable housing solutions areas.


Implementation Committee Structure
Implementation Team Co-Chairs
The three Co-Chairs run the Executive Committee, oversee the individual committees, plan and implement
committee policy, and act as liaisons with City Council and the media.


Subcommittee Co-Chairs
Each of the five subcommittees has two co-chairs. The subcommittee co-chairs serve on Executive Committee,
identify members from business, neighborhood and non-profit sectors to serve on the subcommittees; communi-
cate charge, roles and responsibilities to subcommittee members; coordinate with assigned staff to facilitate the
subcommittee work assignments; and provide monthly reports to the Executive Committee.


Subcommittee Charge
Subcommittee members study the assigned issue area in depth; formulate the “best” solution that can be implemented
in Charlotte to address the assigned issue area; and allow broad latitude in how to approach the subject area.


City Staff
The Housing Charlotte 2007 Committee requested that City Council provide staff to support the Implementation
Committee. City staff from Neighborhood Development and Planning provided support to the process and
subcommittees. City staff members communicate with co-chairs regarding the subcommittee assignment
and direction of the work; provide staffing for the subcommittee and help organize the process; assist with
meeting coordination and facilitation, as needed; undertake research as requested by the subcommittee; make
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Subcommittee Process Format
Goal: Develop solutions that can be implemented locally for each of the recommended affordable housing issue areas.


1-2 Meetings


Orientation and
Overview


SUBCOMMITTEE
KICKOFF


• Review Subcommittee
Change


• Confirm Meeting Ground
Rules


• Solution Area Overview


• Define Committee
Outcome/Product


• Identify Critical Issues


• Discuss Information &
Data Needs


Staff Work


• Facilitate as needed


• Communicate Purpose,
Roles & Responsibilities


• Determine Schedule &
Meeting Logistics


• Establish Meeting
Ground Rules


• Prepare Minutes


Research
Solution


PRESENT, REVIEW &
DISCUSS INFORMATION


• Literature Research


• Research Other
Cities


• Expert Presentations


• Community Forums


Key Findings


• Identify Key Findings


Staff Work


• Facilitate Research


• Coordinate Presentations
& Forums


• Summerize Key Findings


Note: The mini-forums will be
an opportunity for the five
subcommittees to collaborate
after key process milestones.


1 December 2 January 3 February 4 March 5 April 6 May 7 June 8 July 9 August


Affordable Housing
Solution Areas


• Education, Outreach &
Advocacy


• Rental Housing Subsidy


• Acquisition Strategy


• Dedicated Funding Source


• Incentive-Based Inclusionary
Housing Policies


Executive
Committee


Implementation
Committee


FINAL
RECOMMENDATIONS


Develop
Solution


DRAFT SOLUTION
SOLUTIONS ASSESSMENT


• Affordable Housing Impact


• Legal


• Housing Market Served


• Required Financing


• Cost/Benefit


• Community Acceptance


Staff Work


• Draft Solution


• Conduct Assessment


Final
Solution


DRAFT FINAL
SOLUTION


Staff Work


• Draft Final Solution


2-3 Meetings 1-2 Meetings 1-2 Meetings


Mini-Forum Mini-Forum Mini-Forum
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C. DEDICATED FUNDING SOURCE SUBCOMMITTEE
Charge: Exploring alternatives in addition to general obligations bonds to finance affordable housing.


Recommendation 1 - City Council should set aside sufficient funds to annually provide $10 million in capital
funding for affordable housing.


Recommendation 2 - Appoint a task force to study using interest earned from Property Managers/Realtor
Residential Rental Security Deposit Accounts to assist extremely low-income households with rental deposits.


D. RENTAL HOUSING SUBSIDY SUBCOMMITTEE
Charge: Provide a local rental subsidy program to very low-income families.


Recommendation - Create a local subsidy program that provides rental assistance to families who have
income less than 24% of the Area Median Income (AMI.) The program is targeted towards existing vacant,
market rate apartment units. This program will bring together financial supporters from the private sector, faith
community and government.


E. INCENTIVE-BASED INCLUSIONARY HOUSING POLICIES SUBCOMMITTEE
Charge: Developing incentive programs to engage the private sector in the development of affordable housing.


Recommendation 1 - Develop a voluntary single family zoning density bonus program.


Recommendation 2 - Amend current zoning ordinance to expand accessory use ordinance to allow
non-relatives to occupy accessory dwelling units (ADU’s).


Recommendation 3 - Amend zoning ordinance to allow duplex units on any lot (not just corner lots) if it meets
current standards (e.g., lot size at 1.5 times base zoning requirement).


The first few meetings consisted of orientation and overview, including reviewing the subcommittee charge,
confirming meeting ground rules, discussing the solution area overview, defining the committee outcome or
product, identifying critical issues and discussing information and data needs. During this time, staff facilitated
as needed; communicated the purpose, roles and responsibilities; determined the schedule and meeting
logistics; established ground rules; and prepared meeting minutes.


During the next few meetings, the committees delved into research and identified key findings. City staff
facilitated research, coordinated presentations, and summarized findings. In the next phase, subcommittees
developed and drafted their solutions, assessing the affordable housing impact, legal aspects, housing market
served, required financing, cost/benefit ratio and community acceptance. Staff work included drafting the
solutions and conducting an assessment. The full implementation team also held mini-forums as an opportunity
for the five subcommittees to collaborate after key process milestones and present research to the public.


IV. Summary of HC 2007 Implementation Committee Recommendations


Below is a summary of the recommendations from each of the subcommittees. Each of the recommendations
are discussed in detailed in the next section.


A. EDUCATION, OUTREACH AND ADVOCACY SUBCOMMITTEE
Charge: Promoting ways to make affordable housing information available to consumers, producers and
general public.


Recommendation 1 - Conduct a comprehensive survey be completed of the Charlotte community to explore
knowledge and attitudes toward affordable housing. The survey should reach all segments of the community
and address language differences to assure a comprehensive view.


Recommendation 2 – Establish an Affordable Housing Public Information Program to address the diverse
cultural and language make-up of Charlotte today. In developing and implementing the program, there should
be steps taken to address multi-lingual needs and to assure that communications reaches each audience in a
manner that is relevant and clear.


B. ACQUISITION STRATEGY SUBCOMMITTEE
Charge: Expanding the number and desirability of sites and land banking for affordable housing.


Recommendation 1 - Obtain land near public schools for affordable housing by executing long term land
leases for excess land owned by Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools.


Recommendation 2 - Replace the Existing Housing Locational Policy with site selection criteria that broaden
and better defines City policies and standards for identifying and selecting sites for the development of sound
affordable housing.
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CHARLOTTE-AREA BUSINESSES – Sample size of 150 stratified by number of employees.


OBJECTIVES:
� Measure awareness and perceptions of affordable housing’s impact on business
� Measure knowledge and perceptions of specific issues related to lack of affordable housing
� Measure support for initiatives, programs and funding alternatives
� Determine sources of information about issues affecting the Charlotte business community


Estimated Cost: $15,500


Grand Total: $36,000


Expected Impact
Information generated by this research will provide insights into potential misinformation related to affordable
housing, which can be corrected through outreach and education. Solutions to Charlotte’s affordable housing
issues will require public support and consensus around the issue and the starting point for forming this
groundswell of support must be an objective understanding of attitudes as they currently exist.


Implementation Steps
� Establish specific goals for the surveys
� Issue and award RFP for professional survey company
� Draft survey questions
� Conduct the survey
� Analyze results
� Final report and recommendations
� Formulate action plans
� Implement


V. Detailed Implementation Report Recommendations


Below are detailed recommendations from the Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementation Committee. Each recom-
mendation has a description, cost-benefit analysis, impact statement and Implementation steps. Again, these
recommendations are arranged by solution area.


EDUCATION, ADVOCACY, OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS


Recommendation 1 – Conduct Community Attitude/Knowledge Research on affordable housing


Description
Conduct a community-wide survey of attitudes toward affordable housing. This is essential in formulating a
program of education, advocacy and outreach that can support progress in meeting the community’s growing
need for safe, affordable housing. This recommendation will not require a specific ordinance, but it will require
funding by a public or private source.


Cost-Benefit Analysis
The estimated cost for a comprehensive community-wide research program is $36,500. Following is a summary
of the research approach:


SURVEY OF CHARLOTTE RESIDENTS – Sample size of 400.


OBJECTIVES
� Measure awareness and perceptions of lack of affordable housing in the area
� Determine how serious the problem is perceived to be
� Measure knowledge and attitudes toward lack of affordable and related issues
� Measure support for initiatives, programs and funding alternatives
� Determine major sources of credible information about community issues
� Develop demographic profile to determine where support exists and where educational messages


should be targeted


Estimated Cost: $21,000
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Description
In accordance with a resolution adopted by Board of Education to promote the growth and dispersion of affordable
housing throughout Mecklenburg County, CMS should consider leasing excess land to affordable housing developers
with Board of Education and Board of County Commissioners approval. The goal would be to broaden the
economic diversity of school enrollment, making land available for affordable housing in communities where high
quality affordable developments would expand the profile of families served by the school. These communities
would also make affordable/workforce housing available to CMS employees meeting income requirements,
enabling them to live near their places of work.


Cost-Benefit Analysis
This recommendation makes use of excess land owned by CMS. As excess land, the value creation from such
parcels would be extremely limited. As such, cost to CMS are associated with the time invested by its employees
to make parcels available, negotiate long-term land lease agreements and obtain approval of such agreements
from the Board of Education and the County Commissioners. Benefits to CMS would include:
� Payments received for the land lease
� Expanded economic diversity of its school enrollment
� Availability of affordable housing for its workforce near its school locations


Other entities involved in this collaboration would not experience new or increased costs. Benefits to the
community would include:
� Increased opportunities to develop affordable housing near schools
� Increased support in the rezoning process especially in addressing NIMBY pressures
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Recommendation 2 – Ongoing Public Information Program focused on affordable housing education


Description
The committee recommends an ongoing public information program focused on affordable housing education.
This program will be based on preliminary work already completed by the subcommittee, including the identifica-
tion and description of target audiences, definition of mindsets of those audiences and features and benefits of
affordable housing. The program should address communications surrounding the broad issue of affordable
housing and how outdated attitudes can be updated. This recommendation will not require a specific ordinance
or enabling legislation. It will require funding from public, private or combined resources on an ongoing basis.
The subcommittee recommends that the initial commitment be to a five-year program.


Cost-Benefit Analysis


The cost for a public information program at estimated at $500,000 annually, broken down in the following
manner:
� Professional staffing $ 75,000
� Community outreach $250,000
� Collateral $ 85,000
� Special events $ 75,000
� Related expenses $ 15,000


TOTAL $500,000


Expected Impact
This program will help create awareness and support for affordable housing initiatives to enhance the City’s
overall quality of life and image as a community that provides for all of its people regardless of income level. In
addition, a public information program will help to assure the successful adoption of the various subcommittees’
recommendations.


Implementation Steps
The following are essential process steps for implementing a public information program:
� Draft plan in support of Housing Charlotte recommendations
� Determine structure for an ongoing program of education/outreach
� Generate needed financial support
� Recruit a communications professional
� Develop short and long-range plans
� Implement
� Evaluate


Acquisition Strategy Subcommittee Recommendations


Recommendation 1 – Obtain land near public schools for affordable housing by executing long-term land
leases for excess land owned by Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools (CMS).
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Description
The current locational policy map is used as a guide to facilitate the development of subsidized affordable
housing. However, the map and City housing policies need to be revised and should entail utilization of a site
evaluation system that:


� Increases the number of acceptable locations by being less restrictive than the current evaluation system
� Incorporates a point scoring system offering incentives to developers for developing affordable housing that


incorporates desirable characteristics
� Provides developers with a better sense of what constitutes a superior, mediocre, and weak site prior to


incurring significant predevelopment costs
� Allows affordable housing financing decisions to be more impacted by need and less impacted by


political factors


Cost-Benefit Analysis
The subcommittee has given preliminary consideration to the cost/benefit analysis since the recommendation
will entail a policy change. It would not require an increase in direct cost; therefore, implementation should be
nominal. The recommendation will enable City staff to better channel limited funding by identifying the optimal
sites for development. Legally, the recommendation would require City Council approval, and it would not be
a revenue generator for the City. While the comparative strength is that it will allow for better targeting of
subsidized affordable housing development, the comparative weakness are that it would require political and
community acceptance and it would not govern the actions of private affordable housing owners.


Expected Impact
The proposed recommendation would result in a more equitable distribution of affordable housing as well as a
greater diversity of uses within and near affordable communities. City staff would be armed with a mechanism
to quantify the strengths and weaknesses of proposals from affordable housing developers.


Implementation Steps
Steps to implement the recommendation include:
� Finalizing the recommendation with full Executive Committee approval
� Gain support from affordable housing developers and advocates
� Obtain City Council approval


Dedicated Funding Source Subcommittee Recommendations


Recommendation 1 – City Council should set aside sufficient funds to annually provide $10 million in capital
funding for affordable housing.


Description
Since 2002, the City of Charlotte has used General Obligation Bonds for capital expenditures associated with
affordable housing. A General Obligation Bond is a municipal bond secured by the taxing and borrowing power
of the municipality issuing it. General Obligation Bonds are authorized by the City Council and approved by
voters in the City. Bonds are repaid over a 20-year period and generally are tax-exempted. The City of Charlotte
has an “AAA” bond rating, which enables it to borrow at very low interest rates. In 2002, 2004 and 2006 bond
referendums, the City raised $45 million in general obligation bonds for affordable housing. Voter approval of
referendums has ranged from 58 percent to 60 percent. The Charlotte City Council is recommending a $10
million taxable bond referendum for November 2008.
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Expected Impact
Implementation of the proposed recommendation would result in increased land availability for affordable
housing. If development is successful, the community would receive more affordable housing located near
schools and increased economic diversity of its public school enrollment.


Implementation Steps
A. CMS should work with developers to make excess land available for affordable housing and structure
transaction terms that are consistent with the requirements of funding sources for these developments.


1) Provide options to lease so that rezoning approval and funding sources can be obtained.
2) Consider pricing and payment structure compatible with affordable housing deals.
3) Execute long-term ground lease when rezoning approval and funding sources are obtained.
4) If rezoning and/or funding cannot be obtained, the option would expire and land control would remain


with CMS.
B. Requests should be made of the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency and Charlotte Housing Trust Fund
to award points for developments that take advantage of education collaborations and broaden the economic
profiles of neighborhood school enrollment.
C. Requests should be made of legislators to support links between future HOPE VI funding/other funding
sources and education agency collaborations. Charlotte could become a national model for education/affordable
housing collaborations.


Recommendation 2 – Create site selection criteria that broaden and better defines City policies and standards
for identifying and selecting sites for the development of sound affordable housing.
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Expected Impact
Bi-annual approval of $20 million in General Obligation Bonds for housing are expected to generate about
800 – 900 affordable housing units every two years depending upon on the type and mix of affordable housing
development funded. Funds will address homeownership, rental and special needs housing and will be capital
expenses associated with acquisition, preservation (rehabilitation) and new construction.


Implementation Steps


First, affordable housing advocates and community must convince the current and future City Councils that the
minimum level of investments in affordable housing bonds should be $20 million bi-annually. Second, affordable
housing advocates must continuously convince the community of the importance of developing affordable
housing units and their contribution to helping keep the local economy strong.


Recommendation 2 – Appoint a task force to study using interest earned from Property Managers/Realtor
Residential Rental Security Deposit Accounts to assist extremely low-income households with rental deposits.


This recommendation proposes a local initiative to encourage the use of interest earned on Property Managers/
Realtor Residential Security Deposit Accounts to help households earning 30 percent or less of the Area Median
Income make rental security deposits. The funds will be used to remove a major barrier for households earning
$19,230 or less (based in a household size of four) to access rental apartments. The City already has rental
security deposit program operated by Crisis Assistance Ministry. This recommendation will expand the number
of people that can access the program and secure a dedicated funding source. This recommendation is similar
to “Interest in Lawyers Trust Account” program, which is currently a voluntary initiative in North Carolina and
raises about $3 million a year that is used to fund pro-bono work and other charitable initiatives. The North
Carolina Bar has made it mandatory that all law firms participate in this program beginning in January 2009.
The projected revenue from the statewide initiative is expected to be $4 - $5 million annually. The task force
will study the feasibility of the program, design the details of this program and coordinate with the various entities
involved to implement the program. The Housing Charlotte 2007 should take the initiative to establish the task force.


Cost-Benefit Analysis
The Subcommittee did not have sufficient time to explore this recommendation in depth, but strongly feels that it
is worthy of additional consideration.


Expected Impact
The amount of funding that can be generated from this source is unknown at this time. [Note: Analysis by Ken
Szymanski, Executive Director of the Charlotte Apartment Association estimated about $300,000 annually for
Mecklenburg County]


Implementation Steps
The Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementation Committee should establish mission, structure, timetable, deliverables
and suggested membership for the task force. Study of this recommendation will require collaboration with the
North Carolina Banker Associations, North Carolina Apartment Association, North Carolina Real Estate Commission,
North Carolina Association of Realtors, Charlotte Apartment Association and Charlotte Regional Realtor
Association. It will also require the City Council, Mecklenburg County Board of Commissioners and the North
Carolina General Assembly approval as well.
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Cost-Benefit Analysis
The Subcommittee developed a host of criteria for evaluating various funding mechanisms for affordable
housing. Below is the Subcommittee’s assessment of $10 million annually in General Obligations Bonds for
affordable housing.


Criteria Assessment


Relationship to � General Obligation Bonds are used by local governments for a variety of capital
Housing / Real Estate expenditures – roads, infrastructure, schools construction, public buildings, etc.


� Use of these funds is related to real estate


Legality � North Carolina General Statues Chapter 159, Article 4 authorizes municipalities to
use General Obligation Bonds


� Must be placed before the voters for approval
� Bond funds must be expended within seven years of obligation


Revenue Potential � One penny on the City’s tax rate generates $7.1 million annually. At a current
interest rate of 4.5% for a 20-year bond, a $1 million bond costs the City about
$77,000 a year. Therefore, a $10 million bond issue will cost $770,000 or about
a tenth of a penny on the tax rate


� Past housing bonds have ranged between $10 million and $20 million
� Revenues raised from General Obligation Bonds are limited based on competing


community priorities & local government’s ability to support debt


Competitiveness � General Obligation Bonds are also used to fund transportation, infrastructure,
neighborhood improvements and public facilities based on community priorities.
The City Council establishes community priorities


Stability � Funding is dependent upon voter approval


Equitability � Bond debt is repaid through property taxes, sale taxes and City fees
� Bond repayments are included as debt service in the municipal budget


Efficiency � Funds are generated through the sale of general obligation bonds in the municipal
bond market


Political Acceptance � General Obligations Bonds for affordable housing have been supported by the City
Council in the past


The comparative strengths of General Obligations Bonds are:
� Authorized source of funding for local municipalities
� All property owners share in repayment of the bonds through tax proceeds
� Previous bond referendums have met with community acceptance


The comparative weaknesses of General Obligation Bonds are:
� Dependent on bi-annual voter approval and, as such, cannot be considered a dependable source of funding
� Unpredictability of the source for long-range affordable housing planning
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Program Component Description


1. Geographic Dispersion � Requests for Proposals for units in targeted areas can be
To facilitate wider location solicited from landlords
choices and reduce concentration � Subsidy level can vary to account for higher market rates
in specific areas of Charlotte in certain areas of town


2. Implementation Options � Tenant based (per individual family unit)
Apartment Community/Site based (per complex)


3. Referral based � Households eligible for subsidy must be referred by local social
service/non-profit agency – that is, an applicant cannot self
refer into the program


4. Housing Assistance Payment � Household’s portion of rent will be based on individual budget
assessment and can vary throughout participation
in the program


5. Inspections � Each unit will be required to under go a Housing Quality or
Minimum Housing Code inspection prior to move-in with
expedited process


6. Pre-program training � All households must participate in a training program prior to
moving into housing such as training to be a good neighbor


7. Accountability � Each participating household and landlord will be required to
comply with guidelines to remain in the program


8. Administration � One designated lead agency/organization to administer
program and manage program metrics


� Provide in-depth screening for potential households including
criminal and credit checks


9. Program evaluation by � Individual outcomes for households
independent body � Rental subsidy effects on neighborhoods


ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS/OPEN ISSUES
These items were briefly discussed by the subcommittee without final resolution. We recommend further
discussion and evaluation.


� Need to determine a reasonable finite term of subsidy
� Admission Preferences: Consider that some admission preferences may be included to make the program


more responsive to needs of the community


Cost-Benefit Analysis
Cost of Program will vary depending on the level of support and because the funding source and amount have
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Rental Housing Subcommittee Recommendations


Recommendation: Create a local rental subsidy program


Description
The Rental Housing Subsidy Subcommittee was charged with creating a local subsidy program that provides rental
assistance to families who have income less than 24% of the Area Median Income (AMI.) The program is to
target existing vacant, market rate apartment units and shall not require building new housing. This program is to
bring together financial supporters from the private sector, faith community and government.


The Rental Housing Subsidy Subcommittee believes that for this program to be successful, numerous components
must be adopted in concert with financial subsidies. Using the human capital of trained social workers with
dedicated volunteers, the provision of social services is the key component of the program design. Supportive
social services must be attached to all rent subsidies in this program. The social services provided will be based
on the varying level of needs of the participants.


Supportive services start with a thorough family or household assessment and will lead to the development of a
plan with goals for success. A primary social worker relationship must be established for each family/household
in the program. Close tracking of goals and results is expected. Examples of supportive services include job
training, life skills training, financial management, substance abuse counseling, goal monitoring, etc. The goal of
this program is to help targeted families become more financially stable. The hope of the program is for a family
to move off of the subsidy and no longer need dedicated social services. In addition to the primary component
of supportive social services, the following program characteristics are recommended by the Subcommittee:
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Charlotte Ave Rents by Geography Adjusted
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not been determined, the subcommittee was unable to determine an annual cost of a program. In serving these
very-low income households, it is important to keep in mind the relationships between the depth of individual
subsidies, the total number of households served and neighborhood geographic dispersion. See the following
table for a breakdown of average annual subsidy per geographic distribution. All information based on two
bedroom units for a family of three at 24% of median income.


Expected Impact
Subsidy program will address goals stated in Charlotte-Mecklenburg’s Ten Year Implementation Plan to End and
Prevent Homelessness. The subcommittee did not define goals for determining effectiveness of program.


Implementation Steps


1) Identify administrative agency/organization
2) Run a pilot subsidy program
3) Evaluate pilot program and make necessary changes
4) Determine steps necessary to bring the program to scale
5) Implement program


Charlotte Real Estate Areas
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GCAA Member Apartments Geographic Distribution (1) 24% of Median


Est. Average AnnualMax HH


Per UnitIncome Limit Max Rent
Income (2)RentSq. Ft.RateUnitsUnits


557777


44,,113399


22,,995522


44,,001100


22,,225522


22,,442222


22,,669933


33,,000011


11,,880022


33,,442233


44,,002299


22,,224499


22,,551144


22,,881166


3388,,887799


((11))  SSoouurrccee::  CChhaarrlloottttee  AAppaarrttmmeenntt  IInnddeexx,,  RReeaall  DDaattaa..  MMaarrcchh  22000088


((22))  AAssssuummppttiioonnss  --  AAvveerraaggee  HHHH  ppaayyss  2255%%  ooff  IInnccoommee  ffoorr  RReenntt  ++  UUttiilliittiieess,,  UUttiilliittiieess  aavveerraaggee  $$9966//mmoonntthh  (($$88  UUttiilliittiiyy  AAlllloowwaannccee  PPrree  22000066))


((33))  UUsseess  HHUUDD  pprroottooccooll  ffoorr  HHHH  ssiizzee  aaddjjuussttmmeennttss  ((ffoorr  eexxaammppllee,,  33  ppeerrssoonn  HHHH  iinnccoommee  lliimmiitt  ffoorr  2244%%  mmeeddiiaann  ==  $$6644,,440000  xx  2244%%  xx  99))


((44))  AAssssuummppttiioonnss  --  AAvveerraaggee  HHHH  ccaann  aaffffoorrdd  3300%%  ooff  iinnccoommee  ffoorr  RReenntt  ++  UUttiilliittiieess


((55))  CCaallccuullaatteedd  bbyy  ssuubbttrraaccttiinngg  ““MMaaxx  RReenntt  AAbbiilliittyy  ttoo  PPaayy””  ffrroomm  ““AAvveerraaggee  RReenntt””  ffoorr  ggeeooggrraapphhiicc  ssuubbmmaarrkkeett


116688


663322


449955


772288


555588


771122


227777


557700


337777


664411


556622


552299


554455


555544


77,,334488


00


00


00


00


00


00


00


00


00


00


00


00


00


00


00


889955


888800


889988


991155


997788


882255


998855


11,,001133


882200


999955


998811


11,,006611


996644


990099


994411


$$  11,,332244


$$      666677


$$      667733


$$      773377


$$      883344


$$      554400


$$      886699


$$      883366


$$      553333


$$      997766


$$      880077


$$      993366


$$      882266


$$      669944


$$      777777


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$  225522


$$    1144,,001199


$$    66,,113355


$$    66,,220077


$$    66,,997755


$$    88,,113399


$$    44,,661111


$$    88,,555599


$$    88,,116633


$$    44,,552277


$$    99,,884433


$$    77,,881155


$$    99,,336633


$$    88,,004433


$$    66,,445599


$$    77,,444499


$$    6688,,220000


$$    3366,,660000


$$    3366,,990000


$$    4400,,000000


$$    4444,,660000


$$    3300,,550000


$$    4466,,330000


$$    4444,,770000


$$    3300,,220000


$$    5511,,550000


$$    4433,,330000


$$    4499,,550000


$$    4444,,330000


$$    3377,,990000


$$    4411,,990000


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


$$    1133,,991100


Downtown


East 1


East 2


East 3


North


NE-1


NE-2


NE-3


Northwest


SE-1


SE-2


SE-3


SW-1


SW-2


Renter HH AverageAverageVacancyVacantTotal 2 BR 
Subsidy Cost (5)Family of 3 (3) Ability to Pay (4)


1716







The dynamics of a single-family ownership project are different.  Allowing more lots or for-sale units within the
same number of acres under a density bonus program does not result in a material cost increase.  Additionally,
these projects tend to be judged on basis of total sales price versus total costs.  Although adding additional lots
and units will add costs to the overall development, the negative impact to the developer resulting from 
below-market sales prices for some of them can be offset by lower per lot/unit land costs and lower per lot/unit
infrastructure costs.  Additionally, the “by right”[3] nature of our proposal will save rezoning costs.  These potential
cost savings should reduce the amount that may be passed on to the market-rate buyers.  We believe a density
bonus program for single-family ownership developments has less of an adverse economic impact to the developer
and market-rate buyers than such a program would have on multi-family developers and market-rate renters.


The subcommittee reviewed inclusionary housing policies in other communities that did not include meaningful
density bonus incentives, as we are recommending here, and concluded that such policies were not successful
and made providing affordable housing more difficult by raising the cost of all housing.  Without these incentives
market-rate housing would need to subsidize inclusionary housing, raising the home prices of new housing
which in turn raises the price of existing housing.  We need to lessen the barriers to providing affordable housing
in Charlotte, not create more.


Underlying all of our recommendations are the following principles: (i) these incentives should be applied in a
way that, to the greatest extent possible, results in mixed-income communities; (ii) affordable housing should be
spread throughout Charlotte so that those in need of affordable housing can find it readily available near schools
and employment; (iii) the incentives should not burden the real estate development community or the market-rate
buyer or renter in such a way so that a disincentive to build affordable housing is created; (iv) the public should
have confidence that the incentives are administered appropriately and that truly affordable housing is created; and
(v) the incentives should be monitored and results measured to determine that our goals are being met. Use regulatory
incentives to increase affordable housing opportunities for households earning less than 80% of median income.


The Subcommittee recommends developing a Single Family Density Bonus Zoning Overlay District based on the
following criteria:


A) APPLICABILITY
� R-3, R-4, & R-5 Single Family Zoning
� Allow a conditional change in density from 3 to 6; 4 to 6; and 5 to 6 dwelling units per acre (DUA) 


subject to staff review
� Allow attached multi-family housing in single family districts by right subject to the 6 unit an acre limit on


the overall property[4]


B) SET-ASIDE
� 50% of additional units must be affordable (3-6 DUA)
� 40% of additional units must be affordable (4-6 DUA)
� 0% of additional units must be affordable (5-6 DUA)
� Number of affordable units not to exceed 25% of total development


C) THRESHOLD LEVEL OF DEVELOPMENT
� Minimum of 5 acres
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Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policies Subcommittee


Recommendation 1 - Develop a voluntary single family zoning density bonus program.


Description
The solutions to Charlotte’s lack of affordable housing lie in the joint efforts of business, faith, charitable and 
governmental institutions.  While the focus of our committee is on government action, we would be mistaken if we
thought that governmental action alone is the solution.  Recommendations beyond government action are beyond the
scope of this subcommittee, but we feel strongly that all components of our community need to be engaged and we
caution the community against complacently believing that governmental policy changes are all we need to do.


The subcommittee assumed that its initial focus should be on a density bonus program as a way of increasing the
number of affordable ownership and rental units.  The subcommittee’s research into density bonus however resulted
in its conclusion that as to multi-family rental projects, there is no statistical evidence that voluntary density 
bonus programs have been effective.  In fact, information provided by experienced multi-family developers on the
subcommittee as well as other studies reviewed by the subcommittee indicates that a density bonus program for
multi-family rental projects is counterproductive because the rents for the market rate units have to subsidize part of
the expenses of the affordable units raising the cost of housing for market rate renters.   The underlying economic
reasons for this counter-productivity lies in the way that returns are measured within the industry.  Newly developed
projects are judged based on a “return on cost” methodology.  In essence, the market judges a newly developed
project by its total return (net cash flow and net gain on sale) compared to its total cost.  When viewed in this light, it
becomes clear that a density bonus in exchange for affordable rental units, results in a negative double whammy for
a multi-family rental developer.  By adding units you are increasing the multi-family rental developer’s cost.  By
requiring that some of those units be affordable at below market rents, you are not only reducing the cash flow
component of the return measure but the sales component as well since buyers of multi-family rental product, like
all income producing property, calculate sales price as a function of total revenue in excess of operating expenses.
An affordable unit’s operating expenses are no less than a market rate unit’s but the rent, however, is less.
Therefore, the net revenue upon which a purchase price decision is made is lower. 


There appear to be two necessary preconditions for a density bonus to work as a way of increasing multi-family
affordable rental units.  The first precondition is that the program must be mandatory.  Everyone in a given market
area must play by the same rules.  In other words, the bonus must be a condition to entitlement in the same way
that compliance with the building codes is a condition to entitlement.  The second precondition is that the market
itself must be such that developers simply won’t flock to the nearest jurisdiction without such requirements and
build their projects there.  Markets like San Francisco, Boston and Washington, DC, may fall into this category.
Charlotte does not.  By trying to have a mandatory density bonus program, multi-family developers will likely
abandon the Charlotte market and build their projects in neighboring counties resulting in, ironically, fewer affordable
units.  As a result, our subcommittee is recommending no density bonus incentive for rental development (apart
from recommendation #2 concerning accessory dwelling units and recommendation #3 concerning duplex units).


The Committee feels that with respect to traditional multi-family developments, the best incentives are those
which will promote lower costs to the apartment developer or higher rents paid by low to moderate income
tenants.  Our recommendations affect the housing trust fund, land acquisition and private rental subsidy 
programs.  We recognize that there are separate subcommittees on rental subsidies and land acquisition.  
Those subcommittees have spent much more time considering those issues and their recommendations will be
more thoughtful and far reaching.  However, it is our subcommittee’s conclusion that a robust and well managed
rental subsidy and the acquisition of suitable land at discounted prices are so critical in this arena that we will
make recommendations along those lines as well, while acknowledging that our thoughts here are likely to be
redundant and less nuanced than those coming from those subcommittees.
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[3] The term “by right” means the developer is not required to go through the rezoning process, which is a public process and
requires council action.  However, this does not imply the developer would be exempt from staff review and approval.
[4] This would also be subject to staff review.







Keeping The Economic Engine Running Solutions for Tomorrow


D) INCOME TARGETING
� Households earning 80% or less than Area Median Income (AMI); $51,520 annually for a 4-person 


household in 2008, and be adjusted in the future based on the actual AMI at the time of submittal of the 
neighborhood plan to Planning.


E) LOCATION TARGETING
� Apply to locations currently underserved by affordable housing and where mixed income communities can


be achieved – which we have determined to be to census block groups where median assessed tax value
for residences is greater than $140,000, and be adjusted, periodically in the future (and no less often
than every general ad valorem tax revaluation year) based on the actual median assessed tax value for
City census blocks that meets the target income home price at the time of submittal of the neighborhood
plan to Planning. (See color-coded map on page 22 showing the preferred locations for this program.)


F) ENFORCEMENT
� Qualified buyers would be allowed to sell their units without regard to whether it would remain affordable;


however, the City would have a “shared-appreciation” type second mortgage.  On a sale, the City would
be entitled to a share of the purchase price over the original cost of the home.  In the early years the City
would receive nearly all of the appreciation, but this share would decline over time until the City’s share of
any appreciation is fixed at 10% after the original buyer had owned the unit for 20 years.  Money received
by the City would be dedicated to other affordable housing initiatives. 


G)  DESIGN GUIDELINES
� Units must blend in architecturally with other units
� Affordable units must be dispersed within the development as far as it is possible
� Perimeter of development must reflect the character of adjacent neighborhoods
� Subject to General Development Policy (GDP) residential design guidelines
� Subject to staff review and approval


H) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
� Processing of the development application and project approval to be administered by Planning


Department
� Income qualification, training, and certification of homebuyers to be administered by Neighborhood


Development
� Long-term monitoring and enforcement of the resale of homes to be administered by Neighborhood   


Development
� Provision of adequate staffing equivalent to ½ - full time employee to ensure the efficient and fair 


implementation of the program


Cost-Benefit Analysis
Our subcommittee does not perceive a significant public cost to our proposal beyond the addition of an employee
to the City’s Neighborhood Development Department to monitor the program.  The overall benefit in terms of
number of affordable for-sale units added is difficult to predict, but the addition of the units themselves should
not result in any increased public cost as any additional infrastructure needed will likely be paid for in the same
manner in which it is currently paid in single family developments.  We see the potential for a number of 
non-economic benefits to the community such as the disbursement of affordable for-sale units throughout a
larger geographic region which, as a consequence, should result in a more equitable distribution of children 
from low to moderate income families throughout the school system. 
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Expected Impact
Data exists in other markets that have used density bonuses. Because of market differences and differences 
in the nature of the programs, the subcommittee did not do a detailed analysis of this information.  If this 
recommendation is considered by City Council, it would be appropriate for staff to thoroughly review this data
and provide information to City Council as to the impact seen in markets most like Charlotte and with programs
similar in scope to this recommendation.


Enabling Legislation
We have been advised by counsel for the City that other jurisdictions in North Carolina (with one exception) have
obtained special legislation which authorizes certain affordable housing incentives.  If, after review of our 
proposal, counsel for the City is of the opinion that enabling legislation is needed, then City Council should
request its delegation to obtain such authority. 


Implementation Steps


1. Determine if State Enabling Legislation is needed to authorize the City to use regulatory incentives to achieve 
affordable housing objectives


2. Develop Single Family Density Bonus Zoning Overlay District
3. Approve Text amendment(s) for the Zoning Ordinance


Recommendation 2 - Amend current zoning ordinance to expand accessory use ordinance to allow 
non-relatives to occupy accessory dwelling units (ADU’s). 


Cost/Benefit Analysis
We do not anticipate a significant cost to the City beyond perhaps a slight expansion in the building inspection
department if the demand for the construction of accessory dwelling units requires additional employees.


Expected Impact
It is difficult to predict the number of homeowners who may take advantage of this provision without undertaking
a scientific survey.


Enabling Legislation
No enabling state legislation is required.


Implementation
Text amendment(s) will be needed to the Zoning Ordinance


Recommendation 3 - Amend zoning ordinance to allow duplex units on any lot (not just corner lots) if it meets
current standards (e.g., lot size at 1.5 times base zoning requirement). 


Cost/Benefit Analysis
Beyond perhaps some minor administrative costs, we do not believe there is a significant cost in enacting this
recommendation.
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Expected Impact
There are a number of older neighborhoods where duplex units were allowed “mid-block” before the zoning 
ordinance limiting them to corner lots was enacted.  There are a number of neighborhoods in Charlotte where lot
sizes mid-block would be sufficient to permit the construction of duplex housing.  While our Committee does not
have the statistical analysis tools necessary to make a prediction, it seems likely that a number of houses might
be added as a result of this change.


Enabling Legislation
No enabling state legislation is required.


Implementation
Text amendment(s) will be needed to the Zoning Ordinance


For additional recommendations for affordable housing by the Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policies
Subcommittee that impact other solution areas, please see the Appendix.
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INCLUSIONARY HOUSING LOCATIONAL CRITERIA
Assessed Value Data by Census Block Group


MEDIAN ASSESSED VALUE:
Other Jurisdiction


$       0  -  $  70,000


$ 70,001  -  $105,000


$105,001  -  $140,000


$140,001  -  $190,000


$190,001  -  $240,000


$240,001  -  $300,000


$300,001  -  $400,000


$400,001  -  $550,000


$550,001  -  $910,000


Rapid Transit Station Area


Source: Mecklenburg County Tax Parcel File.
Produced by the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Committee Date: September 23, 2008







VII.  Appendix


Additional Recommendations from the Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policies Subcommittee
That Impact Other Solution Areas


Recommendation 1 - Create a local rent subsidy program which (1) uses an existing landlord’s lease in 
non-tax credit projects, (2) carefully prescreens families to give priority to those with the highest likelihood of
becoming self-sufficient, (3) pays a monthly rent subsidy payment equal to the difference between what a
selected family can afford to pay based on 30% of its gross income and a fair rental value and (4) combines an
appropriate social service component having the goal of moving the family toward self-sufficiency in housing.
The subsidy would apply to citizens earning 60% or less of the AMI.


Comment
This approach seems competitive with the Housing Authority’s Section 8 Voucher Program.  However, this
program may be tailored to a segment of the population earning up to 60% of the area median income.  The
Housing Authority is generally concerned with individuals and families earning 30% and less of the area median
income.  The Housing Authority’s use of federal dollars in the Section 8 Voucher Program comes with a number
of restrictions (such as requirement that a Section 8 approved form lease be used) which meets some resistance
among private landlords.  This subcommittee acknowledges that the Housing Authority, under its new Moving to
Work Program, will be revisiting the program’s restrictions and will be enhancing its own service delivery to those
families.  Additionally the Housing Authority’s ability to issue Section 8 vouchers is financially limited by allocations
from HUD.  We view the need for a private rental subsidy as complementary to the Housing Authority with a 
focus perhaps on families with fewer barriers to self-sufficiency and at the higher end of the lower income levels.
It is vital that this program be coordinated with the Section 8 program so that the programs work together and
not in competition.
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VI.  Next Steps


With the help of approximately 60 community volunteers, the Housing Charlotte 2007 Implementation Committee
has been working for 10 months to development implementable recommendations for affordable housing in five
areas:  1) Education, Outreach and Advocacy, 2) Rental Subsidies, 3) Incentive Based Inclusionary Housing
Policies, 4) Land Acquisition and 5) Dedicated Funding Source. 


One of the recommendations of the Education, Outreach and Advocacy Committee is to find a community partner
who can build more community support for affordable housing generally and the recommendations in the report
in particular.  There is a concern among our members that, even with the Housing Charlotte 2007 event in
February of 2007 and the continued work of the Implementation Committee, the recommendations in the report
are likely to need more community support in order to be adopted.


Though the volunteers do not believe that there is a distaste for affordable housing generally, it is clear from their
efforts that land use generally, and affordable housing in particular, generate strong feelings.  Frequently those
feelings are based upon insufficient or incorrect facts. 


As a result, the Implementation Committee feels that it would be helpful for the Foundation For The Carolinas to
assume steering the affordable housing efforts.  The Committee has asked the Foundation to convene meetings
in the community regarding affordable housing and develop a process whereby the community will be more
receptive to affordable housing.
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Cost-Benefit Analysis
There will be a significant cost to this program.  If we assume that the average family of four in this program
earns 45% of the area median income ($28,980) then that family can pay $8,694 per year (or $724.50 per
month) in rent at 30% of its income.  If the average fair market rent for a two bedroom apartment in Charlotte is
$900 per month (or $10,800 annually), then this results in an annual subsidy need of $2,106 per family.  If we
assume that the cost of additional services for each such family is $1,000 a year, this results in a total annual per
family payment of $3,106.  For every 100 families in the program, the annual cost based on these assumptions
would be $310,600 plus some level of administrative cost in operating and monitoring the program.


Expected Impact
We believe that, based on the waiting list for Section 8 vouchers and the initial success of the WISH Program
(both of which currently target lower income levels), we would expect a significant impact that would benefit
those families who, while housed, are in a housing crisis because they are paying too high a percentage of their
income for rent.


Enabling Legislation
No enabling state legislation is required.


Implementation
1. Designate an agency to screen applicants, manage the funds flow between the subsidy sources, monitor 


landlord compliance, field questions from neighborhoods, and to contract with the appropriate social service
agencies for service delivery.  While coordination with the Housing Authority is critical, because this incentive
will be funded differently and will be dealing with landlords and tenants who, in many cases are not 
participating in the Section 8 program, we recommend that the City contract with an outside agency, such as
the WISH program to manage the rental subsidy program.   


2. Allocate sufficient funds as part of the annual budget toward funding the rental subsidy.  It is suggested that    
this program be started initially as a pilot project with City funding calculated to be sufficient to house 500
families in gradually increasing numbers over a five-year period and then apply measurement standards
below to ascertain if the program is being successful. If WISH is the designated agency, then this pilot project
will also allow WISH to continue to build its capacity.


3. Create locational and concentration guidelines with a goal of maximizing the number of areas of Charlotte
where these subsidies are being used while bearing in mind issues of cost and the need to house as many 
people as feasible.


4. Require the contracting agency to establish maintenance standards for the landlords and conduct standards
for the tenants and strictly monitor and enforce both sets.


5. Establish a measurement standard to measure success.  The ultimate measure of success would be helping
families raise their incomes to a level where they no longer need the rental subsidy and the number of 
families needing assistance drops to 0.  The services needed to help families achieve this goal will vary from
family to family and will range from psychological support, to affordable and conveniently located childcare, 
to completion of education.  Success, too, will be an individual standard.  The measurements will need to be
appropriately nuanced but should show clear progress toward self sufficiency and either a reduction in the
subsidy needed over time or the ability to live without the subsidy.
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Recommendation 2 - Increase the Charlotte Housing Trust Fund commitments for projects competing for the
9% federal low income housing tax credit. 


Comment
The most effective production program for low to moderate income housing has been the federal 9% tax credit.
In North Carolina, competition for the credits, which are allocated by the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency,
is intense.  The credits are awarded based on a point system.  Extra points are awarded for investments in the
project by other sources such as housing trust funds – thus our recommendation that the City proactively work
to increase the number of Charlotte area projects that receive the credits.


Cost/Benefit Analysis
The cost of this program would be the annual interest cost for increased Charlotte Housing Trust Fund 
commitments.  If we assume an additional $10,000,000 is sought in each biennial bond referendum, then 
at 6%, the annual borrowing cost on $10,000,000 would be $600,000 a year.  We would expect that any 
commitment of Housing Trust Fund money in these projects would be in the nature of second mortgage financing
and structured in such a way that principal and perhaps some small interest component could be repaid over time.


Expected Impact
To properly gauge the expected impact, this recommendation is somewhat dependent on Recommendation 3
below.  Assuming that Recommendation 3 is adopted and that the NCHFA requirements are appropriately 
modified, then it is reasonable to expect that the Charlotte area could end up with an estimated additional 
100 to 200 low income housing tax credit units per year. 


2726







A COMMUNITY FORUM ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING


Recommendation 3 - Lobby the NCHFA for changes to its Qualified Application Process (QAP) to allow urban
projects to rate higher scores in the low-income housing tax credit allocation process


Comment
There are a number of criteria in the NCHFA’s scoring system that penalize projects coming out of the more
urban areas of the state and result in fewer tax credits being allocated to Charlotte projects.


Cost/Benefit Analysis
There is no significant cost associated with this recommendation.


Expected Impact
See discussion of Expected Impact under Recommendation 2 above.


Enabling Legislation
No enabling legislation is required though political capital will be required as discussed below.


Implementation
1. Appoint a Citizens Task Force composed of Charlotte area individuals knowledgeable in NCHFA’s tax credit 


allocation process to make recommendations for change.
2. Engage Charlotte’s State legislative delegation and lobbyists to provide political guidance in making the 


appropriate recommendations to NCHFA.


Recommendation 4 – Develop a program that makes sites owned by the City, County and School System 
available for affordable housing.


Develop a program that makes available sites which are owned or acquired by the City, the County or the School
Board including any which are acquired under the recommendations of the land acquisition subcommittee, 
available to affordable multi- family housing developers at a reduced cost in exchange for 15-year affordability
restrictive covenants modeled upon the standard covenants now applicable to tax credit projects.  The amount of
discount, if any, would be established by a policy to be administered by Neighborhood Development or other
appropriate agency and designed, to the extent feasible, to reduce land costs enough to offset the revenue loss
resulting from the affordable units such that the return on costs for this project with affordable units would roughly
equate to the same return on costs for a similar sized market rate project that bore full market rate land costs. 


Cost-Benefit Analysis
The cost of this proposal would be a function of whether the excess land could be sold at fair market values for
uses compatible with the adjacent governmental use.  In many cases this land has been simply land banked and
therefore, selling this unused land, even at below market rates, creates revenue for the governmental agency in
question rather than cost.  On the benefit side, in addition to potential for adding affordable units, this would
create opportunities for well located work force housing for workers at the adjacent governmental uses.  This
would be particularly useful in the case of vacant land near school sites.  Additionally, particularly with respect to
school sites, it creates potential for affordable housing within walking distance of schools for children attending
those schools. 


Expected Impact
It is difficult to assess the expected impact until a full inventory of sites and a determination of their suitability is done.
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Enabling Legislation
No enabling state legislation is required.


Implementation
1. Expand the volume of the biennial housing trust fund bond referendum to increase the total dollars available.
2. Require the Housing Trust Fund to write rules which provide a commitment for a level of financing for each tax


credit project which meets a defined set of requirements. 
3. Develop a set of requirements which will entitle developers to an automatic commitment of housing tax credit


funds in order to maximize the project’s score under the NCHFA’s scoring rules.  These funds would only be
invested if tax credits were rewarded.  Some of the areas that the requirements might cover would include
locational policy, number of units in the project set aside for low to moderate income tenants, and prior 
experience of the development team in order to insure success. 
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Enabling Legislation
Research will be needed to determine whether state enabling legislation will be required for this recommendation.


Implementation
1. Establish guidelines for when City, County or School Board property can be considered “excess” and therefore


available for housing.
2. Empower Neighborhood Development or other applicable agency to inventory surplus City, County and School


System land, suitable for development, as well as the other land acquired for this purpose pursuant to other
recommendations of the land acquisition subcommittee.


3. Enter into an inter-local agreement among the City, the County and the School Board which commits all 
parties to participate.


4. Enact necessary zoning to create a by-right multi-family zoning for designated sites subject to the following
conditions (among others):  (i) a minimum number of affordable units (at least 20%) subject to a 15-year 
affordability restriction; (ii) adequate traffic controls, parking, utilities, etc.; (iii) in the case of school site, 
adequately addressing safety issues; (iv) design guidelines.


5. Establish an RFQ or RFP process by which the land is made available to qualified developers at appropriately 
discounted prices.


Alternative Implementation
The Implementation steps above assume that this land would be made available at discounted prices in order to
lower the overall cost of providing housing.  Alternatively, the availability of this land also creates the opportunity
to follow the lead of other localities and universities in creating a Leased-Lot program.  Under these programs,
the locality or university retains ownership of the finished home sites and the home sites are leased under a
long-term ground lease a qualifying home buyer, but subject to the rights of the locality or university under the
ground lease.  In addition to “surplus” land, this technique could be used in fragile neighborhoods where the City
wants to promote home-ownership as a stabilizing force.  The City can acquire land in these neighborhoods and
establish a leased-lot program.  Some components of such a program might include the following steps:
� The City invests in the land and hires a developer to develop neighborhood lots for a fee
� The City retains a builder to build the appropriate housing product for a fee
� The City sees to the selling of these homes to families that meet the City’s affordability criteria and retains


ownership of the lot the home resides on and leases it to the owner for $1/yr thus reducing the buyer’s 
mortgage by approximately 20%


� The home can only be sold to parties that meet the City’s affordability criteria and the deed specifies how any
profit from the sale will be divided between the City and the home seller


� When the City decides that it no longer needs to provide affordable housing in this location, it can divest itself
of the investment when the next house sale occurs and collect its entire investment with profit.  These funds
can then be used for new affordable housing in another area that the City deems necessary


Recommendation 5 - Extend the recently enacted tax assessment rules for tax credit properties to affordable
properties that are not tax credit supported.


Comment
Recently enacted legislation now requires tax assessors to take reduced rents into account when valuing tax credit
properties.  Extending this to non-tax credit properties would reduce some expense burden on those properties.
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Cost/Benefit Analysis
There will be a loss of tax revenue to the City and County.  The extent of this loss cannot be quantified until we
know the number of projects that might be eligible.  Benefits are listed under “Expected Impact.”


Expected Impact
There are a number of projects which are currently being rented to low to moderate income tenants because of
market conditions and which do not have the benefit of low income housing tax credit.  By reducing the tax bill
on these properties, we will be providing encouragement to the owners of these properties to keep the properties
affordable and not look for ways to redeploy these assets away from affordable housing.


Enabling Legislation
This will require a legislative amendment to the recently enacted tax assessment rules.


Implementation
Engage the local delegation in the annual General Assembly to sponsor and support a bill amending the recently
enacted legislation to include any multi-family rental property that commits to a 15-year affordable restriction
along the lines required of tax credit properties as they relate to maximum rents and income levels of the tenants







Recommendation 6 - Perform further study and analysis on the following policy ideas:
A) Consider revising Zoning Ordinance(s) to allow a mixture of residential housing types within a new development


(without exceeding base density and being consistent with the design standards of the voluntary density 
bonus program) in order to promote product and geographic dispersion of rental and for-sale housing choices.


B) Consider revising Zoning Ordinance(s) to allow live/work units to be built by right on thoroughfares in order to
promote product and geographic dispersion of rental and for-sale housing choices. 


C) Consider revising Zoning Ordinance(s) to eliminate or modify buffers between different housing types, like
single family and multi-family, within a new development in order to remove an Ordinance barrier to 
implementation of the voluntary single family density bonus program. 
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D) Consider City loans for creation of ADU’s that are forgiven if it is maintained affordable for a specified number
of years in order to promote the dispersion of affordable rentals throughout the City while removing the
development difficulties detailed in the multi-family development discussion.


E) Consider City loans for creation of affordable duplex units that are forgiven if they are maintained affordable
for a specified number of years in order to promote the dispersion of affordable rentals throughout the City 
while removing the development difficulties detailed in the multi-family development discussion.


F) Establish and fund an aggressive acquisition program for existing multi-family apartments which are currently
in financial difficulty or underutilized. 
Comment:  The subcommittee believes that there are a substantial number of units in certain areas of town
which are suffering from high vacancy and are in financial distress which could be acquired and then made
available, after appropriate renovation, for the provision of affordable housing.  If adequate resources were
available, this would probably, in fact, have the biggest near term impact on creating affordable housing units.


G) Engage a third party to undertake a thorough review of all City planning, zoning and related policies to isolate
those that seem to impede affordable housing production so that a public debate can be had as to whether
the underlying purpose of the policy should be allowed to outweigh the need for affordable housing production.


CLOSING NOTES


Our subcommittee received strong feedback from prominent members of the development community that one
of the most significant hurdles in providing affordable housing was the cost imposed by the community at large
on new developments.  In particular, the cost of streets, sidewalks, storm water controls, open space, tree save
and other public amenities were cited as a principal factor in driving up the cost of housing in a community.  We
bring this to the community’s attention in the hopes that a public discussion will occur over how these costs are
borne and whether some or all of these costs should be reallocated to the larger community so that important
quality-of-life amenities are built without driving up the cost of housing even more.


In our deliberations a recurrent theme was the need for our community to have a single identifiable ombudsman
or advocate for affordable housing.  The Affordable Housing Advocate (AHA) could serve as a single point of entry
for anyone who needs or who wants to develop affordable housing.  The AHA could also be responsible for
making affordable housing easier and more practical to provide by reviewing and commenting on City policies
and procedures that impact affordable housing.  Finally some or all of the administrative duties necessary to
administer our recommendations could be lodged in the AHA.
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Ten‐Year Implementation Plan to End and Prevent Homelessness 
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting 


May 19, 2010 
 
Committee Action: 
Approve the recommended Ten‐Year Implementation Plan to End and Prevent 
Homelessness Leadership Structure.  With Committee approval, it will be placed on the 
Council’s May 24, 2010, agenda. 
 
Policy: 
• On November 12, 2007 City Council adopted the Ten Year Implementation Plan to 


End and Prevent Homelessness 
• The City’s FY2010 Consolidated Plan was approved by City Council on May 26, 2009.  


The Plan identified the need for affordable, safe and decent housing for low and 
moderate‐income families.  The plan reaffirmed the three basic goals of the City’s 
Housing Policy, which are: 
- Preserve the existing housing stock 
- Expand the supply of affordable housing 
- Support family self‐sufficiency initiatives 
 


Explanation: 
• On November 12, 2007, City Council approved the Ten‐Year Implementation Plan to 


End and Prevent Homelessness (Plan), including the leadership structure to ensure 
coordination, oversight and accountability for plan execution.  City Council also 
designated A Way Home as the manager and coordinator of the ongoing 
development of the plan.  The Plan is mandated by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) and is a requirement for receiving federal funds. 
 


• The Plan goals are: 
1. Housing – Get homeless families and individuals into appropriate and safe 


permanent housing as soon as possible; 
2. Outreach and Engagement – Link chronic homeless to housing, treatment and 


services through intensive outreach and engagement; and 
3. Prevention – Promote housing stability for those families and individuals most at 


risk of becoming homeless. 
 


• In October 2009, due to a change in leadership structure at A Way Home, the City of 
Charlotte, Mecklenburg County and the Foundation for the Carolinas contracted 
with the Lee Institute to research the implementation of other Ten‐Year Plans.  Their 
research yielded findings in the following categories: 
1. Current Environment 
2. Community Perceptions 
3. Structures in Comparable Communities 
4. Observations from the Review of the Plan 
5. Leadership Recommendations 







6. Impact of Recommendations on Current Organizations 
 
• On May 3, 2010, Neighborhood & Business Services staff provided a dinner briefing 


to City Council on the Lee Institute’s research findings and presented a new Plan 
leadership structure.  The proposed structure encompasses the existing Housing 
Trust Fund Advisory Board and A Way Home Board responsibilities, which include 
funding allocation and advocacy.  The proposed leadership structure was referred to 
the Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee for additional discussion 
and review. 
 


• On May 5, 2010, the Housing & Neighborhood Development Committee discussed 
the proposed Ten‐Year Implementation Plan Leadership Structure and directed staff 
to revise the Community‐Based Board’s composition to include additional 
representation from the financial, real estate and legal industries, consistent with 
representation from the existing Housing Trust Fund Advisory Board.   Through 
Committee discussion, it was suggested that the City’s Neighborhood & Business 
Services Director, Mecklenburg County’s Community Support Services Director, and 
the Charlotte Housing Authority’s Chief Executive Officer serve as non‐voting, ex‐
officio board members. 
 


• Based on the Committee’s discussion, the composition of the Community‐Based 
Board is as follows: 


Ten‐Year Implantation Community‐Based Board (15–members) 
City Appointments  County Appointments 
Non‐Profit  Public Safety (Sherriff/Jail) 
Corporate/Economic Development  Education 
Community  Human Services 
Affordable Housing   
Faith‐Based   
Donors   
Financial   
Real Estate   
Legal   
   
Ex‐Officio Members (non‐voting)   
Neighborhood & Business Services 
Director (City) 


 


Community Support Services Director 
(County) 


 


Charlotte Housing Authority CEO   
  


• On June 14, 2010, City Council will be asked to make board nominations and Board 
appointments on June 28, 2010. 
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Trade and Tryon Properties, LLC                              Number 108, 338 S.Sharon Amity Road, Charlotte, NC  28211


Phone: 704.621.1981  Fax: 866.895.8139                                                       steve@TradeAndTryonProperties.com


Dear Mr. Walton,


     I am pleased to present the attached Offer To Purchase and Contract. My clients, Sari and 
Company and The Bainbridge Companies represented by Mr. Jim Sari is prepared to contract and 
close on the Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills in NoDa. Mr. Sari, Tom Keady or myself had meetings 
or discussions with Pat Mumford, Stan Wilson, Patsy Kinsey and, Hollis Nixon to be able to meet the 
needs of the City of Charlotte and the NoDa community, effectively preserving the Mills and 
enhancing NoDa as The Arts District.
     Together we have accomplished this by agreeing to the following:


•Preservation and Restoration of the Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills
•Eco-friendly development 
•Upscale apartment/condominium level finish
•
• HNCNA and Jim Sari to work together to meet the spirit and goals of the neighborhood 


association as  stated in the HNCNA policy dated 6.28.2010
•HNCNA has met with Jim Sari in regards to these plans and will meet with you and Council 


to demonstrate their support to expedite approval of this offer 
•Phase I of development to include 20% affordable housing (8 units)
•Downtown building to be saved for art gallery/compatible neighborhood use
•Eliminate community and daycare buildings with all partiesʻ approval 
•Refurbish basketball court
•Refurbish Mill House and build pool/hot tub behind 
•Phase I: Johnston Mill 80 units, gallery, pool and, clubhouse
•Timeline:


•city contract July 2010
•close September 2010
•plans/permits November 2010
•close financing December 2010
•construction start January 2011
•complete construction October 2011
•lease up pt 93% occupancy April 2011


Mr. Curt Walton
City Manager
City of Charlotte
600 East Trade Street
Charlotte, NC  28202
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• Timeline Phase II
•Mecklenburg Mill 54 units
•own September 2010
•plans/permits March 2012
•close financing April 2012
•construction start May 2012
•construction complete March 2013
•lease up to 93% occupancy June 2013
•10% of Phase II is affordable housing


Mr Walton, in summary my client is offering $600,000 purchase price, 21 day due 
diligence (check environmental) with a $25,000 deposit. One extension of 21 days for 
an additional $25,000 deposit. Close in 10 days. The offer expires July30, 2010. Jim 
Sari and I are available as needed to make this happen in a timely manner. Your prompt 
attention to this is appreciated.


Best Regards,


Steve Petrone


Trade and Tryon Properties, LLC                              Number 108, 338 S.Sharon Amity Road, Charlotte, NC  28211


Phone: 704.621.1981  Fax: 866.895.8139                                                       steve@TradeAndTryonProperties.com
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