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June 28, 2010 
 
 
Mr. Ron Kimble 
City of Charlotte 
 
Via EMAIL 
 
RE: Response to Shannon Binn’s Comments about ReVenture 
 
Dear Ron: 
 
We were able to pull a summary of Shannon Binn’s public comments from the Charlotte 
City Council streaming video archive regarding ReVenture during the council meeting.  
My responses to his comments are in brackets below. 
 
Shannon’s Comments at City Council meeting: 
 
“I’m deeply concerned about the plan to generate power by incinerating our municipal 
waste and 80% of our compostable yard debris for the next 20 years through the 
process known as gasification.” 
 
[We are not proposing an “incinerator”; our agreement with Mecklenburg County 
is for 50% of the compostable yard debris.  The material we will be taking is now 
being hauled to South Carolina for boiler fuel, and is not currently composted.  
Compost Central will not be affected by our project.] 
 
Many reasons for his concern and stated his top 5 reasons: (he only got to state 3 
because he ran out of time) 
 


1. “Incineration requires a large amount of capital investment but only creates few 
jobs compared to the recycling and composting programs as presented by Coca 
Cola tonight.  According to the EPA, for every 100 recycling jobs created only 10 
jobs were lost in solid waste industry.  Incinerators and the recycling programs 
compete for the same funding and materials constructing a gasification system 
could under mind the job creation communities here.” 


 
[Again the word “incineration” is used incorrectly.  His comments regarding 
recycling is a common response from environmental groups regarding proposed 
waste-to-energy projects.  Our development plan will alleviate his concern 
because we are teaming with a large recycling company that will operate our RDF 
facility.  They will be pulling significant additional recyclable materials from the 
MSW waste stream.  This scenario will immediately increase Charlotte’s current 
recycling percentages by a drastic margin.  This firm believes they will be able to 
pull an additional 20% to 30% of recyclable material from the City’s waste stream 
(post current recycling efforts).  This partnership will create a substantial 
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enhancement to Charlotte’s recycling efforts and will create 30 to 40 new jobs.  I 
believe the EPA information he is referencing is comparing a recycling operation 
to a landfill which requires very few employees.  There are multiple EPA studies 
and third party reports that firmly state waste-to-energy projects in conjunction 
with an enhanced recycling program, is by far the preferred method of dealing 
with waste that “can not be recycled”, especially in lieu of landfilling.  
 
The “gasification” project he is talking about is actually center piece of a huge 
Superfund Eco Industrial re-development plan that will create a multitude or Clean 
Energy projects and jobs.  This project will create enough renewable energy to 
power 30,000 homes with material that is currently being buried in a landfill.   
 
Landfilling has a substantial Green House Gas footprint and there are multiple 
studies that state for every 1 ton of garbage that is diverted from a land fill and 
used to create energy, there is a 1 ton reduction in GHG emissions.  Using this 
factor, ReVenture will reduce GHG emissions by 370,000 tons annually!  
Additionally the job creation that will happen as a result of ReVenture will have a 
substantial impact on Charlottes endeavors to become the New Energy Capital.]  
 


1. “Regions who have made the commitment to increase recycling rather than 
disposal are realizing the tangible benefits to their local communities.  For 
example, California requires recycling and reuse at 50% of all municipal waste 
and this accounts for 85k jobs and $4 billon in salaries and wages  Stated the 
concerned about levels of toxic emissions.  Overall, just the identified emissions 
from staged incinerators include: particulate matter, VOC’s, heavy metal, carbon 
dioxide, mercury, dioxins, carbon monoxide, furons, sulfur dioxide, etc.  Even 
small amounts are harmful to the human health and the environment.  The most 
potent carcinogen to mankind is dioxins.  There is no known safe level for 
exposure.”  


 
[If ReVenture is successful, Charlotte will effectively become a “0 Waste” 
community as we will be significantly increasing the amount of recycling and 
using the remaining non-recyclable material to create energy.  With respect to his 
comment about toxins, we have stated that our project will have a “minor source” 
air quality permit and we remain absolutely committed to this project criteria.  We 
have elected to pursue a gasification technology as it will create the least amount 
of air emissions available with current technology.  Our air permit will be reviewed 
by both Mecklenburg County and NC DENR, making it one of the most scrutinized 
air permit applications in the Southeastern US.]  


  
2. “Gasification incinerators have a dismal track record plague with malfunctions, 


explosions and shutdowns.  For instance, Thermoselect in Karlsruhe Germany 
has the largest solid waste incinerators in the world”…………..the end (city 
council cut him off- he was out of time)  


 
[There are multiple examples of Biomass to energy, or waste to energy projects 
throughout Europe that are highly successful and we will be happy to provide a 
comprehensive list of these facilities.  If he is not supporting the concept of using 
the non-recyclable waste to create energy, then he is supporting putting this 
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material in a landfill which seems counterintuitive to any environmentally 
concerned individual. 
 
If you closely read most environmental groups opposition to “Biomass”, its 
focused projects that are using wood waste or wood debris as their feedstock.  
These environmental groups argue that this concept will promote de-forestation, 
(a point I generally agree with).  The feedstock we are using is not based on wood 
debris.  We are actually looking at several composting technologies for the small 
amount of urban yard waste we will be receiving.]  
 
Shannon asked for the council to refer this to the environment committee for further 
consideration. 
 
[Ron, we have made every effort to reach out to multiple environmental groups 
including the Sierra Club, Catawba River Keeper, Clean Air Carolina, Catawba 
Land Conversancy and the Lake Wylie Marine Commission among others.  Many 
of these groups have written letters of support for ReVenture, (they can be found 
on our web site, www.reventurepark.com) and they all have appreciated the open 
dialogue.  They see the benefit in “recycling” a Superfund site into an Eco 
Industrial Park.   
 
I have reached out to Shannon on multiple occasions to address his concerns; 
however he has chosen not to return my calls.  I am confident that once he 
understands the full scope of ReVenture, he will be hard pressed to oppose our 
project.  We are working diligently to ensure ReVenture is the absolute 
embodiment of sustainable re-development] 
 
I will be forwarding additional information and articles supporting our position that our 
proposed project is an environmentally sensitive and socially responsible project.  
Please do not hesitate to call me if there is any additional detail you may require. 
 
Regards,    
     
 
 


 


 
Tom McKittrick 
President      
Forsite Development, Inc.       
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject:  Tethering (Chaining/Tying) of Canines 
 Action:   Motion made to send proposed restrictions to full Council for approval and if  


  approved to report data in 6 months (passed unanimously) 
 


II. Subject: Towing Ordinance 
 Action:   Directed staff to meet with towing industry over the summer to get feedback on  


  the draft ordinance #2. 
 


III. Subject: Noise Ordinance 
 Action:   Directed staff to prepare a draft ordinance and being meeting with appropriate  


  parties.           
 
  
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present:  Patsy Kinsey, Andy Dulin, Edwin Peacock 
Time:  12:05 pm – 1:00 pm 
 


ATTACHMENTS 
  
 


1. Agenda Package 
2. DMV Definition Handout 
3. Noise Ordinance.ppt 


 
 


 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 


Acting Chairwoman Patsy Kinsey called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the 
room to introduce themselves. She said there are three items on the agenda and there would 
be no decisions made today, unless the Committee felt ready.  She reminded the audience 







 


Community Safety Committee 
Meeting Summary for June 14, 2010 
Page 2 of 9  
 
 


that this is not a public hearing and if the Committee wished to ask a question to the 
audience, then they would.  She then turned it over to Assistant City Manager Eric Campbell.  
 
I. Tethering (Chaining/Tying) of Canines 


 
Mr. Campbell said that the Committee has received two presentations on this item.  Animal 
Care and Control has provided the recommended outline of the changes in the Committee’s 
packets (copy attached).  He said this is not the way it would show up if it is moved forward 
to the full Council, but it is an outline of the areas that would be covered.  Mr. Campbell said 
if the Committee decides not to move this forward then it would come back at the September 
meeting, because the Committee does not plan to meet in July or August.  Chairwoman 
Kinsey asked the Committee to start asking any questions they may have. 
 
Dulin:  Help me see in this document the hybrid of where the City of Charlotte and the 
Coalition of Unchained Dogs are meeting.  Where are we together? 
 
Balestra:  After exploring what other counties and municipalities were doing with tethering, 
it was determined that we were a little premature to go to a full out ban on tethering.  We 
needed to come up with a halfway point to regulate tethering.  It will give us an opportunity 
to study some data as we progress and in a couple of years, we might align more with what 
the Coalition is asking for, which is the full tethering ban.   
   
Dulin:  I’m glad we addressed the weight of the chain in here.  How are we going to enforce 
the weight of the chain? 
 
Balestra:  When we came up with these regulatory ordinance items, the objective and 
strategy was, and is, compliance.  We are trying to eliminate the extremely blatant violations 
like logging chains.  From an officer’s standpoint, we would come up with something that is 
relatively easy to enforce.  Most cities have come up with the weight measurement of either 
1/8 the body weight of the animal or 10% of the weight.  It should be easy enough for an 
officer to manage it.   
 
Dulin:  Does the weight deal with the entire length of the chain or just what’s right under the 
dog’s neck? 
 
Balestra:  That’s the entire chain.  We will have a minimum of 10 feet in length.  We did 
weigh some chains and a chain that has a 450 lb. load capacity and is 10 feet in length, is less 
than 4 lbs.  We’ve also addressed the use of swivels, appropriate collars and harnesses, and 
obstacles in the area.   
 
Peacock:  Under Section 3-71, item # 8 dealing with pulley systems, I’ve seen leashes used 
that are made from nylon webbing and have a pulley and people clip that on to a running 
line.  Is that allowed? 
 
Balestra:  We don’t feel types of ropes are appropriate.  Animals can sever right through 
those.  We define a tether as a plastic coated cable or a chain. 
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Peacock:  Under the same section, #10 – can you expand on that item?   
 
Balestra:  That may have to go.  The attorney’s thought that may be too subjective from the 
officer’s standpoint.  Also for item #11, we know there are townhomes out there that don’t 
have frontage property or rear property of 10 feet.  We didn’t want to exempt them from 
putting their dogs outside altogether, so we put in there that they could temporarily tether 
their dog under certain circumstances and that is also why we wanted the officer to be able to 
have some autonomy and say if they believe something is acceptable or not. 
 
Peacock:  So, you are saying #10 and #11 may be edited or removed? 
 
Balestra:  Yes. 
 
Peacock:  Okay.  I read it as two ways; 1) maybe a little bit too liberal, but 2) also 
demonstrating you are trying to be as flexible as possible with different situations.  I 
recommend that we have something similar to that, but within legal parameters.   
 
Dulin:  Well, now we know that these might be edited, so what else are we missing here?  I 
was ready to move something forward today, but I don’t want to move this forward and have 
it edited and come back to Council and not have seen if first.   
   
Balestra: I think the attorneys would like a little time to do grammatical, legal editing.  In 
principal, it would look very similar. 
 
Campbell:  If you vote to move something forward, what you see is what’s going before 
Council.  The only change you would see are technical corrections to make sure it fits 
appropriately in the ordinance and that is doesn’t contradict itself legally.  It’s not going to 
change.  We would bring it back to Committee if that was the case.   
 
Dulin: Okay, I’m fine with that.  Talk to me about where the Coalition is a winner in this 
thing. 
 
Balestra:  Currently, there are no specific ordinances that address the weighted logging 
chains, lengths of tethers, types of collars and minimum housing conditions.  I think we made 
great improvements on our ordinance for the welfare of companion animals.  We aren’t all 
the way to the point where we can have every dog in a fence.  That would be nice, but we 
aren’t there.  I can accumulate local data over the next couple of years and we can continue 
to monitor it. 
 
Dulin:  Can you chart where the dog bites are coming from in the current software you use? 
 
Balestra:  I can adjust the software to do that with no charge. 
 
Dulin: I don’t want to wait two years to have this looked at.  This Coalition is too well 
organized and passionate for us to say “thanks for the help, we’ve tightened it up some, see 







 


Community Safety Committee 
Meeting Summary for June 14, 2010 
Page 4 of 9  
 
 


you in 2 years.” I’d like to be able to hear about it in 6 months to 1 year in a Friday packet.   
 
Peacock:  What’s the schedule if we were to take action today? 
 
Campbell:  If it were moved out today, because we are on summer schedule, we would put it 
on the September meeting agenda. 
  
Council member Peacock made a motion and was seconded by Council member Dulin to 
recommend moving the proposed restrictions forward to full Council and to get an update 
from Mark Balestra in 6 months on the local data compiled.  (Motion passed unanimously) 
 
Council member Dulin addressed the Coalition and said that it’s a win on both sides.  He said 
he knew it was not everything they wanted, but it’s helped move the ball forward.  He 
pointed out that they have put in to get updates to be able to continue tracking this issue.  He 
thanked them for their passion.  Ms. Neya Warren thanked the Committee and Mark Balestra 
for giving it attention and trying to learn about it.     
 
II. Towing Ordinance 


 
Mr. Campbell said this is a continued review of the Towing Ordinance.  He said the 
Committee, at the last meeting, asked staff to take some of the restrictions that had been 
discussed and bring them back in a draft ordinance form.  He said Major Eddie Levins will 
walk through the “Summary of Major Changes to CSC Draft #2” document and the draft 
ordinance (copies attached).   
 
Major Levins began reviewing the “Summary of Major Changes to CSC Draft #2” document.  
He said that Mark Newbold worked really hard to make sure that the definitions were in 
place.  There was an issue with the class of vehicles and how they were categorized because 
the fees were based on those.  He said they decided to go with the state’s standard, which is 
three classes of vehicles.  Class A is a tractor trailer, Class B is a small bus or a van with a 
certain number of passengers in it and Class C would be a passenger vehicle or a pickup 
truck.   
  
Major Levins said the next bullet regarding Section 6–654 deals with fees. He said they did 
not insert fees as to what it would take to tow a Class A or B vehicle.  At the last meeting 
they gave the Committee a sliding scale of what other cities were using, so it would be up to 
the Committee on where to go with that. 
 
Dulin:  You are looking for direction from us on where you want to go on the fees? 
 
Levins:  Yes, because they range so greatly. 
 
Kinsey:  I can’t remember the rates; we’ll have to look at that again.   
 
Dulin: The one thing I would point out is Tim Hardin of United Towing was quoted in the 
paper as saying that their towing fees are the same as they were in 2003 and their cost of 
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business is going up too.   
 
Campbell:  I was going to suggest that as we break for the summer months, when it comes to 
the commercial vehicle fee, to allow staff the opportunity to talk with the industry tow folks 
to see if we can come to a number that would be appropriate for the commercial vehicles. We 
think engaging them over the summer will allow us to get a better feel for everything. 
 
Dulin:  Well, we have a few industry folks here that come to every meeting, so we need to 
make sure you have them included. 
 
Kinsey:  That’s a good suggestion.  Please make sure we have their name and contact 
information.   
 
Major Levins continued to the next bullet and said that in Section 6-564 (e) they added in 
that all towing companies must accept all major credit cards.  The next bullet discusses the 
amendment to Section 6-565.  Originally, there was no drop fee and then the first draft that 
was distributed had a drop fee put in the ordinance.  So, they have taken it back out.  He said 
they also clarified that the wrecker must release the vehicle free of charge if the owner or 
operator asks prior to the vehicle leaving the property.   He stated that they received a 
complaint today from a woman who was upset and took some pictures.  She said this change 
will allow people to snatch the car and then go secure it somewhere else.  Major Levins said 
they would probably need to go back and address that to make sure the car is safely secured 
before leaving the lot.   
 
Dulin:  If they have to drop it, does it also mean they have to take off the boot without a fee? 
 
Levins: We cleared the ordinance up enough to say that they can’t do both anymore.  It’s one 
or the other.  If they booted the car they would have to pay a boot fee.   
 
Dulin: There was an article in the paper about Senator Rucho’s bill.  We’ve had no 
communication with him in coordination.  There are a couple of things I agree with in his 
bill.  One is the 15 mile towing distance.  We should be covered with that in our ordinance 
because we are saying they can’t leave the Charlotte, right? 
 
Levins:  We heard from the companies that they don’t really take them that far away.  
 
Campbell:  We have offered an amendment to Senator Rucho’s bill that was accepted.  It will 
ensure it doesn’t conflict with our efforts.   
  
Kinsey:  I spoke with Senator Rucho as well and he is fine with what we are doing.  So, what 
is the timetable for this? 
 
Campbell:  We are proposing that if you are comfortable in concept with what’s before  you, 
then over the summer break we will set up some type of meeting with the tow industry to get 
their feedback and comments on the ordinance as drafted.  We would bring those comments 
back to the Committee in September.  We’ll have their concerns listed out and then the 
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Committee can decide if they want us to go back and edit or change anything.  
 
Dulin:  I would like to participate in those meetings with the industry.  I might or might not 
be in town, but if I’m here I’d like to come and sit in on those meetings.  I had a site visit 
with Tim and Doug, and I’m really torn with this thing.  I saw people parking where they 
shouldn’t just like I did at the Keyman lot.  These guys have a contract with the owner of the 
Keyman lot and they are a legal business in Charlotte.  Their employer says to keep this 
parking lot clean of cars that are not doing business at the Keyman building.  These guys are 
just exercising their contract.   
 
Kinsey:  It seems the owner of the lot should have some responsibility. Have we 
communicated with these various owners?  They should bear some responsibility or at least 
be knowledgeable about what we are doing.   
 
Peacock:  I’d like to know the top 5 sites for where this problem exists.  Please get that to me.   
Those owners need to be involved.  There could be a tendency for us to do too much when 
much of this could be resolved through conversation and better signage.  I think what we are 
working on will be helpful. 
 
Levins:  We can get the top 5 sites to you.  It’s really kind of spread out.  Some of the big 
offenders are the apartments in University.   
 
Chairwoman Kinsey thanked everyone for the presentation and said to move on to the Noise 
Ordinance. 
 
III. Noise Ordinan  
 
Mr. Campbell said that Major Levins would be reviewing the presentation today since 
Sergeant Pellicone had to be out of the office.  Major Levins began reviewing the “CMPD 
Perspective on Noise Ordinance” presentation (copy attached). 
 
Major Levins said the Committee asked to get CMPD’s perspective on noise enforcement.  
CMPD received 14,155 calls in regards to noise in 2009.  They are responded to as routine 
calls.  That gives them 28 minutes to dispatch and 30 minutes to respond.   Officers in the 
field have a hard time trying to decide how to deal with the call.  They do know how to 
respond to loud and disturbing noises and have a way to cite people for that.  However, not 
all the officers are trained on how to use the noise meter.  CMPD has 16 noise meters and 
they are spread throughout the department and are usually assigned to one officer in each 
division.   
 
Major Levins described the difficulty in enforcement of the ordinance.  There are many 
different ways to measure noise and creating a certain standard would be helpful to CMPD.  
The hotels and motels in the Uptown area are not adequately addressed in the ordinance 
because they aren’t zoned residentially and the ordinance has to do with residential property.   
Major Levins said measuring the complaints are very difficult because of the ambient noise, 
which isn’t addressed in the ordinance.  Another issue is where to take the measurement 
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from.  Do you measure at the door or closest point of the building where the noise is coming 
from?  
 
Dulin:  Ms. Kinsey has a difficult time with Philosopher’s Stone and clamping down on them 
is fine.  However, I don’t want to hurt other parts of the City, particularly Uptown, if we 
tighten down on residential sections.  Has there been any talk about breaking it out and 
having zones? 
 
Hagemann:  That is an option and some other cities have that.  We are in the process of 
gathering some examples of it and when we come back we will lay out some options of how 
to think about that.   
 
Dulin:  My wife and I went to a concert at the NC Music Factory the other night.  I’ve heard 
that there have been some complaints from the Greenville neighborhood.   
   
Levins: With the NC Music Factory, the weather has a lot to play into it.  If it shoots under 
the freeway towards the Greenville neighborhood, then they are going to hear it more.  The 
base sound is what they typically hear and that’s the hardest thing to measure. 
  
Sergeant Moorefield: That seems to be the complaint.  From my understanding, there is one 
apartment and condo building in Greenville that is getting most of the noise.  It seems to be a 
tunnel effect. 
 
Major Levins continued and said they deal with two types of noise permits: 1) right-of-way 
permits (i.e. Speed Street) and 2) all other locations (i.e. neighborhood parties).  One of the 
issues with the permitting is the authority of regulating a permit.  Sgt. Moorefield added that 
the only time they would deny a permit is if someone already has a permit for that area.  He 
said they run into that a lot around the Square with street preachers or someone holding a 
rally.  Major Levins said another issue is defining the right-of-way.  Is it the distance from 
the middle of the street onto the line of the property?  Another issue is determining if we 
should allow permits right next to each other (back-to-back events). 
 
Kinsey:  When does the number of hours per year that they are allowed to have, play into 
that? 
 
Moorefield:  That’s only on private property.   
 
Levins:  Fifth Street, near the arena, is a popular place now and the Time Warner Cable 
Arena is trying to get the permits before a street preacher can get it.  It’s come to people 
competing for permits.   
   
Dulin:  Is the EpiCentre limited to the number of hours they can have music? 
Moorefield:  I don’t think so.  There is no real distinction from inside noise and outside 
noise.  
 
Peacock:  I missed the last Community Safety Committee meeting, but I thought we would 
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be seeing some language from you all soon.  Is that in the works right now? 
 
McCarley:  We are waiting for you all to make the big decisions about which way you want 
to go before we start drafting language.  We have some guesses where you will end up, but 
we still need Committee direction. 
 
Campbell:  One of things we had in mind was to bring in the affected groups and talk about 
Center City noise issues specifically, and then move over to the neighborhood noise issue.  
Each area is a different issue all together.   
 
Peacock:  What I heard from you all two meetings ago was, essentially, we had outgrown our 
current ordinance for the sheer fact of how we have developed as a City and that there needs 
to be something to help police to be effective and to ensure our laws are staying up with how 
our City is growing. 
 
McCarley:  Yes, it is broken and we need to do something about it.   
 
Peacock:  Okay, I don’t know what other direction I need to give other than to say that I think 
we need to see what you, the Attorney’s Office, are thinking because I suspect the 
Committee wants staff feedback. 
 
McCarley:  I think Philosopher’s Stone is an easy one.  I think when bar, restaurants and 
neighborhoods are discussed, you will tell us “they can do it some, it has to be a limited 
number of hours per year and there has to be a cut off time.”  The tougher one is what you do 
with Uptown noise, where you have the Ritz Carlton competing with the EpiCentre.  I can’t 
predict where you are going to go with that.  This is a choice between the night club scene in 
Uptown and the developing residential and hotel market in Uptown.  You probably need to 
hear from both sides before you pick a direction.  I think CMPD and the Attorney’s Office 
will come back with recommendations to have zones and different rules to fit different zones.  
That’s a great approach to handle everything, but the competing interests in Uptown are not 
an easy fix. 
 
Peacock:  I’d like staff to present us with options for the different zones and for staff to go 
ahead and congregate together the appropriate people and talk with them.  You can let the 
Committee members know when you are meeting with them and we can join in or just be 
briefed afterwards.   
 
Kinsey:  It’s been my understanding from the beginning that this is not an easy or quick 
process.  It will probably be the end of the year before we come up with anything, but I think 
we are headed in the right direction.  I’m getting calls from people wanting to know when we 
will be meeting because they want to be involved, so just let me know when you set 
something up.  
   
Campbell:  We will do some initial contacts over the summer and figure out where the key 
issues are.   
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Kinsey:  I was at a neighborhood meeting last Wednesday and there was a lot of conversation 
about this.   
 
Council member Kinsey thanked everyone for the information and adjourned the meeting at 
1:00 p.m. 
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I. Tethering (Chaining/Tying) of Canines 
Staff Resource:  Mark Balestra 
The City’s Animal Care and Control staff will present the Committee with 
proposed regulations and restrictions related to the tethering (chaining/tying) of 
canines within the City of Charlotte.  If desired, the Committee may forward a 
recommendation to the full Council.   
Attachment: 1. Draft Regulations and Restrictions.pdf 
 
 


II. Towing Ordinance 
Staff Resources: Mark Newbold & Eddie Levins 
The Committee will continue its review of the City’s towing ordinance and 
CMPD’s towing enforcement strategies.  No decision is requested at this meeting 
Attachment:  2.  Draft 2 & Summary.pdf 
 
 


III. Noise Ordinance 
Staff Resources: Mac McCarley & Bob Hagemann  
Staff will continue to review the current noise ordinance and facilitate Committee 
discussion regarding community noise issues.  No decisions or recommendations 
are requested at this meeting. 
Attachment:  3.  Noise Ordinance.ppt 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Next Scheduled Meeting:  Thursday, September 16 at noon in Room 280  







Sec. 3-3. - Definitions. 


The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this chapter, shall have 
the meanings ascribed to them in this section, except where the context clearly 
indicates a different meaning:  


Adequate shelter means an enclosed area accessible by an animal, of sufficient 
size and nature so as to provide the animal with reasonable protection from 
adverse weather conditions.  


Aggression-trained dog means any dog that has been trained or conditioned, to 
any extent, to bite, attack or exhibit aggressive behavior towards humans or 
other domestic animals for any purpose, including, but not limited to, the security 
of business property or personal security.  


Aggression-training facility means any person who schools, trains or conditions 
canines to bite, attack or exhibit aggressive behavior towards humans or other 
domestic animals for any purpose, including, but not limited to, the security of 
business property or personal security.  


Animal means every nonhuman, animate being that is endowed with the power 
of voluntary motion, including, but not limited to, dogs, cats, livestock and other 
mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians and fish.  


Animal control officers means persons properly appointed by the city to enforce 
all sections of this chapter and applicable state laws and who are responsible for 
discharging such other duties and functions as may be prescribed by the board 
of commissioners and the city council as set forward by this chapter or any other 
applicable ordinance or state law or pursuant to interlocal agreements cited in 
section 3-2.  


Bureau means the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Animal Control Bureau.  


Bureau manager means the manager of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Animal 
Control Bureau. The bureau manager shall have all the powers conferred by 
state law upon a county dog warden and by this chapter upon animal control 
officers or by any other applicable ordinances.  


Cat means a domestic feline of either sex.  


City-sponsored event means any event generally open to the public that is 
 funded in whole or in part by, or endorsed by, the city.  


Computation of time. In computing any period of time, any day which the bureau 
is open shall be counted. This includes Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays, 
when applicable.  


County dog warden means the manager of the animal control bureau, who shall 
have all powers conferred by state law upon the county dog warden or by this 
chapter upon animal control officers.  


County rabies ordinance means the county ordinance for the control of rabies 
 and other zoonoses.  
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Dangerous means any animal whose behavior, temperament, size, or any 
combination thereof, when considered under the totality of the circumstances, 
including the nature of the surrounding area, constitutes a reasonable risk of 
injuring a human or animal or damaging personal or real property. That behavior 
includes, but is not limited to, an animal's biting or attacking or attempting to 
attack a human or another animal. However, this definition shall not apply to any 
animal that has been subject to provocation or if the victim has been trespassing, 
as defined in this section, upon the animal owner's premises.  


Dog means a domestic canine of either sex.  


Domesticated means those species of animals that are indigenous to the county 
and normally and customarily share human habitat in the county and are 
normally dependent on humans for food and shelter in the county, such as, but 
not limited to, dogs, cats, cattle, horses, swine, fowl, sheep and goats.  


Equine means any horse, pony, mule, donkey or hinny.  


Exotic or wild animal means an animal that would ordinarily be confined to a zoo; 
one that would ordinarily be found in the wilderness of this or any other country; 
one that is a species of animal not indigenous to the United States or to North 
America; or one that otherwise is likely to cause a reasonable person to be 
fearful of significant destruction of property or of bodily harm, and the latter 
includes, but is not limited to, monkeys, raccoons, squirrels, ocelots, bobcats, 
wolves, hybrid wolves, venomous reptiles, and other such animals. Such animals 
are further defined as being those mammals or nonvenomous reptiles weighing 
over 50 pounds at maturity, which are known at law as Ferae naturae. Exotic or 
wild animals specifically do not include animals of a species customarily used in 
the state as ordinary household pets, animals of a species customarily used in 
the state as domestic farm animals, fish confined in an aquarium other than 
piranha, birds, or insects.  


Exposed to rabies means any animal or human bitten by or exposed to any 
animal known or suspected to have been infected with rabies.  


Guard dogs means dogs primarily kept for the purpose of protecting premises 
from intruders or for the purpose of attacking a person coming in the vicinity of 
the dog.  


Harboring an animal. An animal shall be deemed to be harbored if it is fed or 
sheltered 14 days or more, unless the animal is being boarded for a fee.  


Health director means the director of the county health department.  


Impounded means any animal that is received into custody by any employee of 
 the bureau.  


Inoculation means the vaccination of a dog or cat with antirabic vaccine approved 
by the United States Bureau of Animal Industry, the state department of 
agriculture and the state board of health at such time as shall be required by 
state law, the state board of health and/or the local health director bureau 
manager, as defined in G.S. 106-364(2).  


Livestock means all animals of a domesticated, agricultural nature, including, but 
not limited to, equine animals, bovine animals, sheep, goats, llamas, and swine.  







Neutered male means any male dog or cat which has been rendered sterile by a 
 surgical procedure (orchiectomy).  


Owner means any person owning, keeping, having charge of sheltering, feeding, 
harboring or taking care of any animal for 14 or more consecutive days, unless 
the animal is boarded for a fee. If a commercial kennel is involved for breeding, 
ownership shall be indicated by the kennel operator by showing the registration 
of the animal in the name of the actual owner of the animal.  


Pasture means an auxiliary fenced area with sufficient grass for grazing.  


Premises means a definite portion of real estate, including land with its 
 appurtenances, a building or part of a building.  


Provocation means any act done towards an animal that a reasonable person 
would expect to irritate or enrage such an animal to the extent that the animal 
would be likely to bite or attack, including, but not limited to, teasing, harassing, 
beating, torturing, injuring, or intentionally causing pain to an animal. Provocation 
does not include any actions on the part of an individual that pertain to 
reasonable efforts of self-defense or defense of others.  


Security dogs is synonymous with Guard dogs.  


Shelter means any facility designated by the city for the purpose of sheltering any 
 animal lawfully impounded by the bureau.  


Spayed female means a female dog or cat that has been rendered sterile by 
 surgical means (ovariohysterectomy).  


Tether means a metal chain or coated metal cable used to restrain a dog. 


Tethering refers to the practice of securing a dog to a stationary object by means 
of a, metal chain, coated steel  cable  keeping the animal restrained. This does 
not refer to periods when animals are being walked on a leash or for temporary 
grooming or other professional services. 


Trespass means the wrongful or legally unauthorized entrance onto or invasion 
of the property of an animal owner or lawful possessor.  has occurred. A child 
under the age of seven shall not be deemed to be a trespasser.  


(Code 1985, § 3-3) 


 







Sec. 3-31. - Bureau. 


(a) 
Created; authority. The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Animal Care & 
Control Bureau is a consolidated bureau created by the execution 
of an interlocal agreement between the county and the city. 
Pursuant to that agreement, the bureau is under the authority of the 
city.  


(b) 
Duties of manager and officers. There shall be a bureau manager 
of the bureau. The bureau manager and animal control officers 
shall be charged with the responsibilities of the following:  
(1) 


Enforcing and carrying out the sections of this chapter and of 
any other ordinance assigning animal control duties and of 
all relevant state laws, except that the bureau manager and 
animal control officers shall have no duties or responsibilities 
whatsoever with respect to organizing and carrying out any 
rabies vaccination clinics.  


(2) 
Making canvasses, including homes and businesses, for the 
purpose of: 
a. 


Ascertaining that all dogs, cats and ferrets are 
properly licensed, if required; 


b. 
Ascertaining that all dogs and cats are currently 
vaccinated against rabies; 


c. 
Organizing and carrying out any such canvas having 
sole and exclusive authority, control and responsibility 
for such actions; and  


d. 
Ascertaining that sections of this chapter are being 
followed. 


(3) 
Investigating complaints regarding animals. 


(4) 
Enforcing the laws with regard to the vaccination of dogs and 
cats against rabies and enforcement of the county rabies 
ordinance; investigating all reported animal bites or other 
human physical contact of the suspected rabid animal, 
enforcement of quarantine of any animal involved, and 







submission of bite reports and reports of human contacts to 
the health director. The county ordinance for the control of 
rabies and other zoonoses declares that the health director 
is responsible for county programs to monitor and control 
rabies and other zoonotic diseases.  


(5) 
Supervising the animal shelter and bureau employees. 


(6) 
Protecting animals from neglect and abuse. 


(c) 
Uniform. Every employee of the bureau, while performing the 
respective duties in subsection (b) of this section, shall wear any 
required uniform and badge as determined by the bureau manager.  


(d) 
Weapons. The employees of the bureau shall not carry on their 
person any firearms of any kind unless specifically authorized by 
the bureau manager or his designee. However, employees of the 
bureau may store at the animal shelter, or carry in bureau vehicles, 
firearms, including tranquilizer guns, approved for use by the 
bureau manager or his designee. Such firearms may be used when 
necessary to enforce sections of this chapter or other applicable 
laws for the control of wild, diseased or dangerous animals or for 
public safety when the bureau manager deems the action 
necessary. While acting with weapons in their official capacity, 
employees of the bureau shall be exempt from any section of this 
Code otherwise requiring permits or city council approval.  


(Code 1985, § 3-7; Ord. No. 2840, § 1, 12-13-2004) 


 







Sec. 3-62. - Abuse of animals. 


(a) Prohibited. It shall be unlawful if a person negligently or willfully:  
 


(1) Fails to provide adequate food and/or water for any animal he owns, possesses, 
or harbors; 


 
(2) Overworks or overdrives any animal causing physical pain, suffering or death; 
 


(3) Beats, tortures, injures, torments, poisons or mutilates any animal causing 
physical pain, suffering or death; 


 
(4) Fails to provide adequate medical attention for any sick, diseased or injured 


animal he owns, possesses, or harbors; 
 
(5) Keeps any animal under unsanitary or inhumane conditions which are 


detrimental to the animal's health and general welfare or fails to maintain a 
condition of good order and cleanliness which reduces the probability of 
transmission of disease;  
 


(6) Teases, molests, or in any way bothers or harasses any animal; 
 
(7) Sets any rabbit, hare, raccoon or other such animal loose for the purpose of 


chasing, hunting or having a race thereafter; 
 
(8) Promotes, stages, holds, manages, conducts, carries on or attends any game, 


exhibition, contest, fight or combat between one or more animals or between 
animals and humans;  


 
(9) Fails to provide an adequate shelter for an animal he owns, possesses, harbors, 


or encloses, wherein the animal can be protected from extremes of weather 
(heat, cold, rain, etc.) and allowed to remain dry and comfortable during 
inclement weather;  
 


(10) Conveys any type of animal in a motor vehicle or in a wagon or trailer pulled by a 
motor vehicle or in a truck or the back of a truck without having such animal 
reasonably secured so as to prevent the animal from leaping or being thrown 
from the vehicle or in such a way as to cause pain, suffering, unreasonable 
discomfort or death to the animal;  


 
(11) Places or confines an animal or allows an animal to be placed or confined in a 


motor vehicle under such conditions or for such a period of time as to endanger 
the health or well-being of such animal due to temperature, lack of food or drink, 
or such other conditions as may reasonably be expected to cause suffering, 
disability or death:  


 
a. After making a reasonable effort to find the driver of a vehicle in which 


an animal is confined, an employee of the bureau, in the presence of a 
police officer, may use the least intrusive means to break and enter the 
vehicle if necessary to remove the animal where probable cause exists 
to believe that the animal is in the vehicle in violation of this subsection.  
 
 
 







b. The officer removing the animal shall then impound it and leave in a 
prominent place on the motor vehicle a written notice of the animal's 
impoundment, a brief description of the animal, and where and when 
the animal may be reclaimed. In addition, the officer may also use any 
other enforcement method authorized by section 3-33.  


 
c. So long as an animal is within sight of an employee of the bureau or a 


police officer, section 3-32 shall not be interpreted to require that any 
warrant be obtained before removing the animal so long as such 
removal is otherwise consistent with the United States Constitution.  


 
(12) Fails to provide sufficient shade, when sunlight is likely to cause overheating and 


discomfort, to allow all animals kept outdoors to protect themselves from the 
direct rays of the sun; or  


 
(13) Keeps animals outdoors without access to shelter to allow them to remain dry 


and comfortable during inclement weather. 
 
(14)  Outdoor kennels used for the primary purpose of restraining dogs shall not be 


smaller than 10’ x  6’ and shall be kept in a state of repair to prevent injury. No 
10’ x 10’ or smaller kennel shall have more than two dogs occupying the space 
for permanent housing.  Carriers, crates or other similar devices used for training 
or temporary housing are only to be utilized indoors. This shall not apply to the 
housing of dogs whose primary purpose is hunting activities.   


 
(b) Convictions. If a person has been criminally convicted twice of a violation of this section or 


of G.S. 14-360, G.S. 14-361, G.S. 14-361.1, G.S. 14-362 or G.S. 14-363 and any two 
such convictions have both occurred within the last five years preceding a request by such 
person for an animal license or permit, the animal license or permit request shall be 
refused. In that situation, the person shall be eligible to apply for an animal license permit 
five years after the date of the last criminal conviction.  


 
(c) Euthanizing exception. Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit the bureau or 


veterinarians from euthanizing dangerous, unwanted, injured or diseased animals in a 
humane manner; nor to prohibit slaughterhouses or medical facilities from the proper, 
humane and lawful carrying out of their activities or duties.  


 
(d) Pet shops. Animal control officers shall have the authority to conduct inspections of pet 


stores, to the extent not preempted by state law, in order to determine if there is any 
abuse of animals. Pet shops shall also be subject to the county ordinance for the control 
of rabies and other zoonoses as administered and enforced by the county health 
department. Abuse of animals shall include any act described in this section or any other 
act that is detrimental to the well-being of the animal. It shall be unlawful for any pet store 
employee or pet store owner to violate this section.  


(Code 1985, § 3-15) 







Section 3-71 Restraint of Animals 
 


 (a) Physical restraint. It shall be unlawful for any person owning or having possession, charge, custody or 
control of any animal, excluding cats, to keep such animal on his own premises or off the premises, unless 
such animal is under sufficient physical restraint, such as a leash, cage, bridle or similar effective device 
which restrains and to control the animal, or within a vehicle or adequately contained by a fence on the 
premises or other secure enclosure. If the physical restraint used is a leash, bridle, or other device requiring 
a person to control the animal, the person using such restraint must be of sufficient age and physical size or 
ability to reasonably restrain the animal. If the secure enclosure is an invisible fence system, then all 
components of the system must be in working order and in proper place. Additionally, there must be a 
visible, permanent sign on the premises stating that there is an invisible fence.  


 
 (b) Tethering. Dogs may be tethered to a stationary object only if conditions 1-9 are followed: 


 
1. A tethers must be equipped with a swivel on both ends. 
 
2. A Tethers must be a minimum of 10 feet in length and be made of either metal chain or 


coated steel cable. 
 
3. Tethers must be attached to a collar or harness worn by the dog and under no 


circumstances shall the tether be placed directly around the dog's neck. Tethers are never 
to be used in conjunction with training collars such as choke or pinch-style collars.   


 
4. The weight of the tether must not exceed 10% of the total body weight of the dog but 


should be of sufficient strength to prevent breakage.  
 
5. The tether by design and placement must allow the dog a reasonable and unobstructed 


range of motion without the possibility of entanglement. 
 
6. The dog must be four (4) months of age or older to be tethered. 
 
7. Only one dog may be attached to a single tether. 
 
8. Pulley systems, running lines, and trolley systems cannot be used in conjunction with 


training collars such as choke or pinch-style collars.  The attached tether may not be 
made of rope, twine, cord or similar material.  


a. Pulley, running line or trolley systems should be at least 10 feet in length and no 
more than seven feet above ground.   


b. The attached tether should be no less than 10 foot in length. 
 


9. No tether shall be affixed to a stationary object which allows a dog to come within 5 feet of 
any property line. 


 
10. The Animal Care & Control Officer may have in their sole discretion the power to order 


any resident a minimum tethering requirement when such a condition is found to be 
detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of the dog.  


 
11. Exemptions. Citizens residing in townhomes, apartments, condos or similar multi-family 


housing units with lot sizes insufficient to meet the length and property lines requirements 
specified in sections 2, 8 and 9 above, may only tether dogs for temporary exercise and 
relief.  


 
 
 
 







(b) (c) Adult with animal on premises. If a responsible adult is physically outdoors, and immediately 
adjacent to the animal, on the land where the owner of the animal resides, and the animal is under 
the person's direct control and is obedient to that person's commands, this section shall not apply 
during the duration of the time the animal is in the company and under the control of that adult and 
the animal is on the premises. An adult is defined as a person 18 years of age or older.  
 
 
(c) (d) Public parks. It shall be unlawful for any person owning or having possession, charge, 
custody, or control of any dog to take the dog into or allow the dog to enter any public park without 
being at all times under the restraint of a leash, except while in designated off-leash areas, in 
accordance with the rules and regulations pertaining to such off-leash areas. This subsection shall 
not apply to the following:  
 


(1) Parks that have been designated as leash-free parks by the governmental agency 
responsible for the park. 
 
(2) Guide and hearing-aid dogs that are in the company of blind or deaf persons or being 
trained for such purposes. 
 
(3) Dogs employed or hired by law enforcement agencies or by the governmental agency 
responsible for the park to perform a governmental purpose within the park.  
 
 


(Code 1985, § 3-26) 


 







Counties and Cities with tether weight restrictions of 10% or no more than 1/8 of a 
dog’s body weight is used 


 
Holly Springs, NC 
Catawba County, NC 
Austin, TX 
Kern City, CA 
Orange County, FL 
Bloomington, IN 
Marion, IN 
Dodge City, KA 
Topeka, KA 
Wichita, KA 
Jefferson City, KY 
Montgomery City, MD 
Middletown, OH 
Washington DC 
Moundsville, WV 
Linn, WI 
Bowling Green, KY 
Louisville, KY 
Oak Ridge, TN 







Summary of Major Changes to CSC Draft # 2 
 


• Added recitals that establish the need for the amendment. 
 
• Amended definition of motor vehicles to include all Class A, B, and C 


vehicles as defined by G.S. 20-4.01 
o Statewide method of classifying motor vehicle. 
 


• Amended 6 – 654 to expand fee cap to all class A, B, and C motor 
vehicles. 


o Sliding fee scale dependent on weight of vehicle 
 


• Amended 6-564 (b) to further clarify that no additional fees can be 
charged for a non-consensual tow regulated by this Article. 


 
• Added 6-564 (e) requiring towing service or booting service must accept 


cash or all major credit cards. 
 


• Amended 6- 565 and removed drop fee and further clarified that towing 
service must drop vehicle free of charge if owner or operator asks prior to 
vehicle leaving the property. 


 
• Amended 6- 565  (c) to require towing service and any storage facility to 


accept cash and all major credit cards. 
 


• Added 6 – 565 (e) requiring that the lot or storage facility to which the 
vehicle is towed must be located in the city limits.  







 


ORDINANCE NUMBER: ___________   AMENDING CHAPTER 6 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 6 OF THE CHARLOTTE CITY CODE 
ENTITLED “BUSINESSES AND TRADES” 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Charlotte has a significant governmental interest in 
protecting the health, safety, and welfare of the general public and preserving the 
public order; and  
 
 WHEREAS, G.S. 160A-174 allows a city by ordinance to define, prohibit, 
regulate, or abate acts, omissions, or conditions, detrimental to the health, safety, 
or welfare of the public, and the peace and dignity of the city; and 
 
 WHEREAS, some practices related to the non-consensual towing of motor 
vehicles from private property has resulted in the public and members of the 
towing industry being exposed to harm; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council desires to minimize and control the harmful 
and adverse effects that occur during the non-consensual towing of motor 
vehicles; and  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of 
Charlotte, North Carolina, that: 
 
Section 1.  Chapter 6, Article XI “Businesses and Trades” of the Charlotte City 
entitled “Towing and Booting Businesses” is amended to read as follows: 
 


“ARTICLE XI.  Towing and Booting Business 
 
 
Sec. 6-561.  Definitions. 
 
The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this article, shall have the 
meanings ascribed to them in this section, except where the context clearly 
indicates a different meaning: 
 
Motor Vehicle means a Class A, B, or C Motor Vehicle as defined in G.S. 20-4.01  
 
Private parking lot means any parking lot or area owned by a private entity that 
provides parking spaces for a fee or requires the permission of the owner, lessee 
or agent before a person may park at that location. A private parking lot includes 
vehicle parking spaces in an apartment complex.  
 
Tow means to haul, carry, pull along, or otherwise transport or remove a motor 
vehicle by means of another vehicle.  


M Newbold 6/10/2010 
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Towing service includes any person or other entity, whether licensed or not, that 
engages in or who owns or operates a business which engages, in whole or in 
part, in the towing or removal of motor vehicles for compensation.  
 
Trespass towing means the towing or removal of a motor vehicle, without the 
consent of the motor vehicle's owner or operator, that is parked on a private 
parking lot without the property owner or agent's consent.  
 
Wheel Lock means a boot, wheel lock or any other device that is attached to a 
vehicle that is designed to immobilize the vehicle.  
 
Sec. 6-562. Towing of vehicles for compensation. 
 
No towing service shall conduct a trespass tow of a Motor Vehicle from a private 
parking lot for compensation when the point of origin of the tow is within the 
jurisdictional limits of the city without complying with the provisions of this article.  
 
 
Sec. 6-563. Trespass towing of vehicles from private parking lots; signs 
required. 
 
(a) It shall be unlawful to tow or remove or immobilize by use of any wheel lock or 
other method, a vehicle that is parked on private property without the permission 
of the owner or lessee of the motor vehicle unless notice is posted in accordance 
with the provisions of this section on the private property from which the towing, 
removal, or immobilization occurs.  The notice shall meet the following 
requirements:  
   


  (1)  The notice must be in the form of a sign structure and not less than 24 
 inches by 24 inches and not larger than 6 square feet and constructed of 
 metal, plastic or other type of material that is enduring in nature.   The 
 notice shall be prominently posted on the private property at each access 
 or curb cut allowing vehicle access to the property and within five feet of 
 the street right of way line. If there are no curb or access barriers, notices 
 shall be posted not less than every 50 feet of the frontage of the public 
 street.  In the alternative, a sign not less than 12 inches by 18 inches in 
 size may be posted at each parking space from which an unauthorized 
 vehicle could be towed, removed, or immobilized. 
  
 (2)   The notice shall clearly display the following:   
 
  a.  In not less than one-and-one-half inch high letters on a   
  contrasting background, the words “tow-away-zone” or “towing  
  enforced.” 
 


M Newbold 6/10/2010 
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  b. In not less than one inch high letters on a contrasting   
  background, a statement that parking is never authorized by stating 
  “private property - no parking” or where parking is permitted under  
  limited circumstances, by stating “leased parking”, “parking for  ----   
  customers only”, “parking for residents only”, or a similar phrase  
  that specifically identifies the conditions under which someone may  
  park on the property. 
  
  c. If parking is not prohibited on a 24 hour continuous basis, then  
  the notice shall state the days of the week and the hours of the day  
  during which unauthorized parking is prohibited.  The notice shall  
  also state the costs for the tow or booting of the vehicle.  
 
 (3)  The sign displaying the required notices shall be permanently installed 
 with the bottom of the sign not less than 1 foot above ground level and not 
 more than 8 feet above ground level. 
   
 
Sec. 6-564.  Trespass towing of vehicles from private parking lots; fees 
 
(a) It shall be unlawful to engage in trespass towing of motor vehicles except in 
accordance with the following provisions: 
 
 (1) Fees 


a. The fees for a completed trespass tow (the complete removal of 
a motor vehicle from a private lot) for all motor vehicles as defined 
by this ordinance shall be as follows: 


1. ---------- or less for any Class A Vehicle  
 
2.  ---------- or less for any Class B Vehicle 
 
3. $120.00 or less for any Class C Vehicle  
 


b. The fee for each tow shall be all inclusive. There shall not be any 
additional fees assessed by the towing service for booting or for a 
private parking violation. No additional fees may be charged for 
using dollies, trailers, lifts, slim jims or any other equipment or 
service. 


 
c. The fee for storing a towed motor vehicle shall be $15.00 a day 
and shall not begin for 24 hours from the time the motor vehicle 
enters the lot. 


 
  d. The fee for booting a vehicle shall not exceed $50.00.  A fee for  


   booting shall not be charged if a completed trespass tow has  
   occurred. 


M Newbold 6/10/2010 
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e. A  booting service must accept cash and all major credit and 
debit cards.  


 
Sec. 6-565.  Trespass towing of vehicles from private parking lots; 
Practices. 
 
(a)  Any tow service that has initiated a non consensual trespass tow by, 
securing the motor vehicle to the tow truck by a hook, chain, cable or similar 
device, but has not completely removed the trespass vehicle from the private lot, 
shall upon the request of the vehicle owner or operator, release said vehicle 
without a charge.   


 
(b) Any tow service that is engaged in a trespass tow shall, upon request of the 
owner or operator of the motor vehicle, permit the owner or operator access to 
the trespass vehicle for the purpose of retrieving personal property from the 
vehicle without paying a fee. If personal items are removed from the motor 
vehicle by the towing service, then upon request those items will be returned to 
the owner or operator at no cost. 
 
(c) Any towing service that engages in a trespass tow or any storage facility that 
receives motor vehicles that have been towed as a result of a non-consensual 
tow from private property shall accept cash and all major credit and debit cards 
for any fee established by this Article.  
 
(d)  Any tow service that engages in a trespass tow or any storage yard that 
receives motor vehicles that have been towed as a result of a non-consensual 
tow from private property shall have a person on call 24 hours every day who 
acknowledges requests to retrieve a towed vehicle within 15 minutes of receiving 
an inquiry from the owner or operator. If the owner or operator wishes to retrieve 
the motor vehicle, then the tow service or storage facility must make the vehicle 
available within 45 minutes.  
 
(e)  The lot or facility to which a trespass towed vehicle is removed shall be 
located within the city limits of the City of Charlotte. 
 
(f) No towing service shall remove a motor vehicle from a private lot unless the 
owner or agent of the private lot signs a contemporaneous specific written 
authorization for such removal which is presented to the driver of the towing 
service. The written authorization shall contain the reason for the tow, the make, 
model, year, color, vehicle identification (VIN) and license plate number.  The 
wrecker driver shall contact the non-emergency number for the Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Police Department and provide the above information.  The vehicle 
will not be removed from the private lot until the driver has been advised of a 
complaint number. 
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Sec. 6-566.  Interference with a towing service 
   
(a) It shall be unlawful for anyone to obstruct or interfere with a towing service 
that is carrying out a trespass tow on private property or a tow conducted 
pursuant to a contract with the City of Charlotte except: 
 


(1) When the owner or operator verbally requests the towing service to 
release the motor vehicle pursuant to this Article; or  
 
(2) When the owner or operator verbally requests the towing service to 
release the motor vehicle pursuant to the provisions of a towing contract 
with the City of Charlotte; or 
 
(3) When the owner or operator verbally requests the towing service to 
retrieve personal property from their motor vehicle.   


 
 
Sec. 6-567.  Penalty  
 
Any person who violates a provision of this article shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor as provided by G. S. 14-4. 
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CMPD Perspective on 
Noise OrdinanceNoise Ordinance


Community Safety Committee


June 14, 2010


NOISE ENFORCEMENT


• CMPD noise enforcement is complaint driven
14 155 i l t d ll  f  i  i  2009• 14,155 noise-related calls for service in 2009


• Noise calls are lower priority


POLICE RESOURCES


• All officers enforce the “loud and disturbing 
noise” section of the ordinance


• Not all officers are trained to measure sound• Not all officers are trained to measure sound
• 16 noise meters – 1 per patrol division, 2 at 


Headquarters, 1 at Animal Control
• 3 meters are police models


ENFORCEMENT ISSUES


• Current ordinance does not adequately address 
Charlotte’s urban environment – Center City, 
mixed use neighborhoods


• Ordinance provisions are “one size fits all”; make 
no distinctions between residential areas, ,
entertainment districts, industrial areas


• “Loud and disturbing noise” is very subjective 
and open to individual interpretation


• Measurement of db levels in current ordinance 
deals only with amplified sound







6/11/2010


2


ENFORCEMENT ISSUES


• Measurement is difficult due to ambient noise 
levels which are not addressed in the ordinance


• Locations such as hotels/motels are not 
considered residentially occupied, making it 
difficult to address their noise concerns


• No definition of public entertainment venues and 
no guidance on how to determine capacity of 
those venues


• Location where measurement is taken


NOISE PERMITS


• Two types of permits:


– Public right-of-way
– All other locations


GENERAL PERMITTING ISSUES


• No authority to regulate permits
• No end time limitations on permits


N  i t t  d fi  t l ti  f  • No requirement to define exact location for 
permit


• Consistent permit application times


PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY PERMITS


• Public right-of-way permits are generally for 
protest and religious activity


• Need better definition of public right-of-way; • Need better definition of public right-of-way; 
does it include city owned property? Public parks?


• Distance for multiple permits
• Currently no limit on amount of hours per year 


for permits
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PERMITS AT ALL OTHER LOCATIONS


• Notification of permit; need specific process
Li it  h  i  li it f  l d  ?• Limit on hours; is limit for calendar year?


• Consistent amount of hours per year


NOISE ORDINANCE


QUESTIONS?Q


NOISE ORDINANCE


NEXT STEPS?NEXT STEPS?
CMPD Perspective on 


Noise OrdinanceNoise Ordinance


Community Safety Committee


June 14, 2010
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City Council 
Follow-Up Report 


 
July 2, 2010 


 
June 14, 2010 – City Council Business Meeting 
 
Agenda Item #3 – 2011 Annexation 
Staff Resource: Jonathan Wells, Planning, 704-336-4090, jwells@ci.charlotte.nc.us 
 
During the business meeting, Council Member Nancy Carter indicated her concern for any 
impacts the proposed annexation would have on The Wilgrove Air Park, which is located within 
the Camp Stewart South annexation qualifying area.   
 
Planning staff contacted several sources in reference to Council Member Carter’s concerns, most 
notably: 
 
Mecklenburg County Division of Air Quality: Air quality conformity is based upon larger 
geographies (county and regional) so annexation of the air park into Charlotte will have no 
effect. 
 
Charlotte zoning administration: Charlotte’s zoning jurisdiction has already been extended into 
the extraterritorial jurisdiction (including the air park) so there would be no effect. 
 
Charlotte Fire Department: From a fire safety and emergency response standpoint, the fire codes 
in the City and County are the same, so that there would be no change from that perspective.  In 
addition, response will be adequate from existing facilities including new Fire Station 40 on 
Harrisburg Road.   
 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department:  The air park is already under the jurisdiction of the 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department, so law enforcement would be unaffected.   
 
NCDOT Division of Aviation:  Since this is a private facility with no public access, there is no 
licensing requirement, and this would be unaffected by annexation. 
 
City Attorney/Airport:  Because the air park is privately owned, the City would not assume any 
additional liability by annexing it. Also, the City noise ordinance applicable to the facility is not 
materially different from the corresponding County ordinances, so any change in noise 
regulations would be minimal. 
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Agenda Item #15 – ReVenture Project Concept Framework 
Staff Resource: Ron Kimble, City Manager’s Office, 704-336-4169, rkimble@ci.charlotte.nc.us 
 
During the business meeting, Mr. Shannon Binns discussed his concerns about the process for 
waste disposal for the proposed ReVenture Project Concept.  Attached is a copy of the letter 
from Tom McKittrick, President of Forsite Development, Inc., in response to Mr. Binns’ 
concerns. 
 
City staff will ensure that Mr. Binns also receives a copy of this information. 
 
(See left side table of contents for attachment) 
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CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE 
M E M O R A N D U M 


 
July 2, 2010 


 
TO:   Curt Walton, City Manager 


Ron Kimble, Deputy City Manager    
 


FROM: Dana Fenton, Intergovernmental Relations Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Week 7 State Legislative Update 
 
 
HHOOTT  TTOOPPIICC  
 
House and Senate agreed on FY 2011 State budget on Wednesday June 30, and Governor signed 
the bill into law that evening.  Provisions in the State budget include: 
 


• Budget and appropriates $519 million in anticipated federal funds from the proposed 
extension of higher Federal Medicaid Assistance Percentage (FMAP); budget also sets 
out like amount of reductions in the event the FMAP is not extended  


• Creates the Joint Broadband Task Force for education and economic development 
purposes; task force is substantially different than what the Senate included in its 
proposed broadband study in that it does not call for a moratorium of approval of 
certificates of participation for broadband purposes by local governments while the work 
of the task force is in progress 


• Creates the North Carolina Mobility Fund with the first project being the portion of I-85 
north of the Yadkin River Bridge; NCDOT is required to submit annual report showing 
schedule of all projects to funded including the selection criteria 


• Exempts federal funds for Appalachian Development Highway System and GARVEE 
bonds issued for Phase I of the Yadkin River Bridge project from the Equity formula 


• Creates the Sustainable Communities Task Force and Sustainable Communities Grant 
Fund to help match federal dollars provided through the federal Sustainable Communities 
Initiative; council received briefing on the federal program from CCOG on June 28 


• Authorizes cities and counties of over 300,00 population to supplement the compensation 
of nonelected judicial department officers and employees                                                    
                                                                                                                                                
                                                                                                                                      


  







DDEEVVEELLOOPPIINNGG  IISSSSUUEESS  
  


  Broadband (SB 1209 – Hoyle, HB 1840) 
Senate passed substitute version of the broadband bill introduced by Senator Hoyle (SB 1209).  
The substitute calls for a study of how local governments may compete with private 
telecommunications providers in the provision of cable television and internet services to 
businesses and residents.  The substitute places a moratorium on local governments using debt 
not requiring a vote of the public to finance the purchase, maintenance and repair of a 
“communication system” that enable cable television and Internet service to be provided to 
residents and businesses.  The definition of a “communication system” has been written to 
exclude internal governmental networks similar to what the City of Charlotte is envisioning for 
the proposed public safety broadband system.   There are several exemptions from the 
moratorium for those localities that have already started to develop or have been operating such 
systems, and those that need the funding in order to match federal grants.  The moratorium will 
be in place while the Revenue Laws Study Committee examines the issue and until a bill passed 
during the 2011 session becomes effective or if a bill is not enacted the adjournment of the 2011 
session.  On June 23, Senate Rules and Operations amended HB 1840 to reflect SB 1209 in order 
to have a second vehicle ready in the event the House rejects the proposed moratorium as private 
telecommunications providers found House members are generally not supportive of a 
moratorium.  No further action the week of June 28 - July 2. 
 


  Towing from Private Lots (SB 1136 – Rucho) 
Senate passed substitute version of SB 1136 that includes language requested by the City of 
Charlotte to make clear that this legislation will not preempt the ability of local governments to 
maintain towing ordinances, including rates that towers can charge.  As introduced by Senator 
Rucho SB 1136 strengthens regulation of towing from private lots in certain localities, including 
Charlotte, and added Mecklenburg County to the list of localities covered by the statute.  Bill 
was introduced in reaction to a vehicle parked without permission in a private lot in Huntersville 
that was subsequently towed to the towers lot in Shelby.  Due to the distance, the owner was 
unable to pick up the vehicle for a considerable amount of time.  Bill would require signs to 
display name and phone number of towing company, prevent transport of vehicle more than 15 
miles away from place of removal and limit fees charged to those that are “reasonable”.  SB 
1136 reported from House Local Government II and House Finance, and is now on the House 
floor. 
 


  911 (HB 1691 - Bryant) 
Legislation calls for substantial changes to the 911 system governing how funds received from 
the State for the receipt of emergency calls may be used and their distribution methods.  The 
expanded uses of funds for dispatch uses will be beneficial to the City.  However another 
provision reverting from a statutory based per capita method of distribution to a formula 
developed by the 911 Board would insert a level of uncertainty into the annual budgeting 
process.  The City receives approximately $4.8 million per year from the fund.  Amendment 
requested by the City requiring 911 Board to report to the General Assembly within 45 days of 
changes to the formula, which is designed to continue General Assembly interest in this issue in 
the future was included in the version that was reported out of committee.  Reported from Senate 
Finance and is now on Senate floor. 







 
  Interbasin Transfers (HB 1765 - Gibson) 


Bill introduced at the request of the Environmental Resource Commission to authorize the 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources to use injunctive relief to ensure compliance 
with Interbasin Transfer laws amended to remove the proposed injunctive relief.  It became 
apparent while meeting with staff from the City of Charlotte and Union County that DENR 
already possesses sufficient authority to enforce IBT statutes.  Substitute version of HB 1765 
reported out of House Environment and Natural Resources and House Finance, and passed 
House. 
 


  River Basin Modeling (HB 1743) 
Legislation calling on Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) to develop 
single hydrologic model for each of the river basins in the State, including the Catawba River.  
These models would eventually govern withdrawal limits from each basin.  City staff worked 
with other stakeholders, including the bill sponsors to ensure that the efforts expended to develop 
a Catawba River Basin model are recognized in the legislation by allowing DENR to use and 
modify hydrologic models developed by other groups.  HB 1743 reported from Senate 
agriculture and passed Senate.  Bill now goes back to House for concurrence. 
 


  ABC Reform (HB 1717 – M. Lucas) 
Companion bills were introduced to reform local Alcoholic Beverage Control system.  The 
issues for the City are ensuring current streams of revenue from such activities, and enforcement 
activities by CMPD continue.  Mecklenburg ABC Board has local legislation (S.L. 1997-224) 
authorizing Board to enter contractual arrangements for additional law enforcement services, 
which is purportedly not impacted by these bills; amendment has been drawn up for Senate 
sponsor to request in upcoming committee meeting to clarify this understanding.  HB 1717 was 
reported favorably out of House ABC and House State Government/State Personnel and passed 
House.  HB 1717 was reported out of Senate Judiciary II and referred to Senate Finance. 
 


  Sales Tax on Accommodations (SB 1185 – Hartsell / HB 1828 – Luebke) 
Companion bills introduced to clarify that the sales tax on hotel accommodations is based on the 
sales price paid by the consumer regardless of whether it is paid to the hotel or to a third party.  
Third party providers such as Hotel.Com charge and remit sales taxes on the amount the third 
party pays for rooms instead of the amount the consumer pays for rooms resulting in lower 
revenues remitted to local governments.  The issue for the City is that it would receive additional 
revenue if this legislation is enacted.  This issue is purportedly addressed through the state 
budget that passed June 30. 
 


 Internet Sweepstakes Café (HB 80, SB 1407 – Boseman / HB 2030 – K. Alexander) 
Senate passed substitute HB 80 to ban all Internet Sweepstakes Cafes, a move supported by the 
League of Municipalities.  Legislation to preempt all local ordinances related to internet 
sweepstakes cafes and place control of such under the State Lottery Commission (SB 1407) and 
to regulate cafes (HB 2030) were introduced but have not been heard and have not been 
scheduled.  House reportedly would prefer to study the issue further and consider legislation in 
2011 session.  No further action the week of June 28 – July 2. 
 







 Eminent Domain (HB 1659 – Stam) 
Legislation introduced to amend the State Constitution to ban the use of eminent domain for 
economic development for general economic development purposes, even though state statute 
already forbids such use.  Reported from House Judiciary II and passed House, and referred to 
Senate Rules. 
 


 Governmental Ethics Reform (HB 961 – Glazier, SB 716 - Clodfelter) 
Senate committee passed substitute version of House ethics legislation (HB 961) to more 
comprehensively address ethic reform.  Sections in bill impact local governments including 
amendment to Personnel Privacy Act requiring local governments to provide date and time of 
each increase and decrease in salary and promotion, demotion, transfer, suspension, separation, 
or other change in position classification instead of the most recent, and allows for mediation of 
public records disputes through the courts prior to lawsuits being filed.  House committee passed 
substitute version of Senate legislation that includes many of the provisions in HB 961, as well 
as provision requiring lobbyists employed by local governments and other political subdivisions 
to register and report expenses in the same manner as other lobbyists. 
  







LLEEGGIISSLLAATTIIVVEE  AAGGEENNDDAA  
  


  Business Privilege License Tax 
At this point in time, legislation has not been filed impacting the City’s ability to collect the 
Business Privilege License Tax.  While it has been reported that some members would desire to 
address this issue in the short session, there is a greater desire to adopt a state budget before the 
end of June and adjourn shortly thereafter while addressing this and other tax issues in 2011. 
 


Annexation 
2009 HB 524, which was passed by the House on July 23, 2009 and sent to the Senate, was 
rereferred by the Senate from Senate Finance to Senate Rules and Operations. 
 


Retention of State’s Minimum 50% of Non Federal match on Transit Projects 
No action taken on this issue. 
 


State Participation in Non Federal Transit Projects 
No action taken on this issue. 
 


State Maintenance Funding on Rail Transit Projects 
No action taken on this issue. 
 


Charlotte Firefighters Retirement System (HB 1934 – M. Alexander / SB 1336 (Graham) 
City requested legislation, HB 1934 reported favorably out of both House Local Government I 
and House Pensions and Retirement, and passed House on June 10.  HB 1934 reported from 
Senate Pensions on Wednesday, June 16, and passed Senate on June 17.  HB 1934 signed by 
Governor June 21. 
 


Law Enforcement Officers Emergency Fund (HB 1935 – M. Alexander / SB 1402 – Graham) 
City requested legislation, HB 1935 (M. Alexander) reported favorably out of House Local 
Government I and House Pensions and Retirement, and passed House on June 10.  HB 1935 
reported from Senate Pensions on Wednesday, June 16, and passed Senate on June 17.  HB 1935 
signed by Governor June 21. 
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Monday, July 5 
INDEPENDENCE DAY HOLIDAY OBSERVED 
   
July and August calendars are attached.  (See left side table of contents) 
 


INFORMATION: 
 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg’s Draft Housing Locational Policy – Summer Public Forums Update 
Staff Resource: Pamela Wideman Lopez, N&BS, 704-336-3488, pwlopez@charlottenc.gov  
 
At the June 14, 2010 Council Dinner Meeting, City Council was briefed on the Housing and 
Neighborhood Development Committee’s recommendation to conduct five public forums 
throughout July and August to answer questions and gather feedback about the draft revised 
Housing Locational Policy.  
 
A few of the dates previously communicated have been changed to accommodate Council 
member’s schedules.  Below please find the current list of dates and locations for the forums.   
 
Wednesday July 7, 2010 – South Region 


• 6:30 – 8:30 p.m.  
• St. Matthews Catholic Church, 8015 Ballantyne Commons Parkway  


Tuesday, July 27, 2010 – East Region 
• 6:30 – 8:30 p.m. 
• Hickory Grove Baptist Church, 6050 Hickory Grove Road  


Tuesday, August 3, 2010 – North Region  
• 6:30 – 8:30 p.m. 
• Vance High School, 7600 IBM Drive  


Monday, August 16, 2010 – Central Region 
• 6:30 – 8:30 p.m.  
• CMGC – 600 E. 4th Street  


 
The West Region forum is currently being scheduled and will be communicated as soon as it is 
confirmed.   
 
At the completion of the forums, Neighborhood & Business Services staff will present the 
collective public feedback to the Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee for the 
purpose of finalizing the locational policy.  Following a recommendation by Committee, a public 
hearing will be scheduled followed by City Council review and consideration of the policy.   
July 8 – US 29/NC 49 Project Media Tour 
Staff Resources:  Sonji Mosley, E&PM, 704-336-3214, smosley@charlottenc.gov  
Kristen Behlke, E&PM, 704-336-8917, kbehlke@charlottenc.gov 
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City Council is invited to join local media who will be touring the US 29/NC 49 Roadway 
Improvement Project on Thursday, July 8.  The purpose is to share project benefits and talk 
about the current construction phase and detour routes prior to the first major shutdown of 



mailto:pwlopez@charlottenc.gov

mailto:smosley@charlottenc.gov

mailto:kbehlke@charlottenc.gov





southbound NC 49 beginning Monday, July 12.  The media event will begin at 10 a.m. with a 
project briefing in the Community Room at IKEA (8300 IKEA Boulevard), followed by a bus 
tour of the project site.  
 
This project will improve safety, connectivity and development opportunities in the area.  The 
project limits are US 29 (North Tryon Street) from Orchard Trace Drive to Brookside Lane.  
Construction is expected to take 800 days, a little more than 2 years. 
 
Week Seven State Legislative Report 
Staff Resource: Dana Fenton, City Manager’s Office, 704-336-2009, dfenton@charlottenc.gov 
 
Attached is the Week Seven State Legislative Report of issues being monitored at the North 
Carolina General Assembly.  Among the accomplishments of the General Assembly thus far this 
session is the passage of Charlotte’s two local bills for amendments to the Charlotte Firefighters 
Retirement System and Law Enforcement Emergency Fund, both of which were signed into law 
on June 21, and enactment of the FY 2011 State Budget on June 30. 
 
The General Assembly still has many more pieces of legislation to consider but the leadership is 
striving to adjourn by Friday, July 9. 
 
(See left side table of contents for attachment) 
 
Mecklenburg County Storm Water Services Facebook Page 
Staff Resource: Jennifer Krupowicz, E&PM, 704-432-0970, jkrupowicz@charlottenc.gov 
 
Mecklenburg County’s division of Storm Water Services has created a Facebook page. Like 
many other government services, citizens struggle to differentiate between City and County 
Storm Water Services and so it may be perceived that the City division of Storm Water Services 
has on presence on Facebook.  
 
This page was created in accordance with the County’s social media policy. County Storm Water 
Services staff will ultimately be responsible for the content and maintenance of the Facebook 
page.  
 
City Storm Water Services staff has been allowed input regarding the goals and intent of the 
Facebook page. The Facebook page will align with both City and County Storm Water Services  
INFORMATION (continued): 
 
outreach initiatives. The page is not intended to take the place of any reporting or information  
mechanism already in place such as 311, Emerald or the existing charmeck website. 
 
Storm Water Services’ volunteer programs such as Adopt-A-Stream and Storm Drain Marking 
will be the focus of the Facebook page.  
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Council Follow-Up Report 
(See left side table of contents for attachment) 
 
Contents include: 
-June 14 City Council Business Meeting 


• Agenda Item #3 – 2011 Annexation 
• Agenda Item $15 – ReVenture Project Concept Framework 


 
June 14 Community Safety Committee Meeting Summary 
 
(See left side table of contents for attachment) 
 
June 24 Transportation and Planning Committee Meeting Summary 
 
 (See left side table of contents for attachment) 
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Charlotte City Council 
Transportation & Planning Committee


Meeting Summary for June 24, 2010 
 


 
 
 
 
 
  


 


 
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject: University Research Park Area Plan 


Action: Motion made to forward Area Plan to full Council for adoption (passed  
  unanimously) 
 


II. Subject:    Centers, Corridors & Wedges Framework 
      Action: Motion made to defer item to the July Committee meeting (passed   
  unanimously) 
 


III. Subject: Urban Street Design Guidelines 
Action: None – information only 


 
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present:  David Howard, Warren Cooksey, Patsy Kinsey 
Time:  2:04 pm – 2:35 pm 


 


ATTACHMENTS 
  
 


1. Agenda Package 
 
 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
Chairman David Howard called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to 
introduce themselves.  He said the Committee has seen all three items on the agenda, so it should 
be a short meeting.   
 
I. University Research Park Area Plan 
 
Chairman Howard said the first item on the agenda is the University Research Park Area Plan, 
which has been to Council for a public hearing and is back in Committee for action.  He 
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suggested that instead of going through a presentation, for the Committee to ask any questions 
they might have for Ms. Kathy Cornett.  The Committee had no questions or comments.  A 
motion was made by Council member Cooksey and seconded by Council member Kinsey to 
forward the plan to the full Council for adoption.  (Motion passed unanimously) 
 
II. Centers, Corridors and Wedges (CCW) Framework 


  
Chairman Howard suggested using the same process as the first agenda item and just jumping 
straight into questions and/or concerns. 
 
Kinsey:  I’m not going to support sending it forward.  I’m still very concerned about the 
Corridors; particularly, with established older neighborhoods.  I know the Area Plans trump this, 
but there are a lot of areas that I fear don’t have an updated Area Plan.  I don’t think Chantilly or 
Lockwood has one, and the Elizabeth Plan is not complete.  I suspect there are also other 
neighborhoods in Districts 2 and 4 that may not have a Plan.  In the written material, it says 
“established neighborhood areas should be maintained and enhanced.”  Why not say “shall be 
maintained and enhanced?”  Another part says “should be protected with a transition.”  Why not 
say “shall be protected with a transition?”  We have very valuable older neighborhoods in the 
Corridor and I’m just very uncomfortable with this.  When we are at the switch, I’m okay as long 
as Debra Campbell and I are here.  I’m concerned about long-term protection. 
   
Cooksey:  So, is the nature of your concern that you prefer “shall” than “should” or is there other 
language that you prefer to see in the framework in order to get your approval? 
 
Kinsey:  I think “shall” would help, but I would have to go back through it again and see if there 
is anything else.  My main concern, which Ms. Campbell already knows, is the older established 
neighborhoods currently within a Corridor and being eaten around the edges.  
   
Cooksey:  Given the time honored statement that Plans are policy guidelines and are not 
ordinances, do any of our Plans use “shall” type of language? 
 
Campbell:  Generally not, but there could be some that slipped by.  I’d like to add that the reason 
we added the language about established neighborhoods was to respond to Council member 
Kinsey’s concern and to respond to the neighborhood’s opinions. They were comfortable once 
we put the established neighborhood category in, which makes it as unique as a Station Area or 
any other type of category of geography that has been included in the document.  We clearly do 
not want the CCW Framework to be the document that we make land use decisions with.    
 
Harmon:  On page 18 of the Draft CCW Framework (link to document listed on the agenda) we 
added language about the transition and indicate the predominant use will continue to be single-
family residential.  We also talk about the uses that are appropriate in those neighborhoods.   
 
Campbell:  The reason we didn’t have a blanket statement about Corridors is because they are so 
diverse.  We were very careful throughout the update process to explain to developers and 
neighborhoods that this would not be a decision piece. 
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Howard:  This strategy pulls any development up to the streets where it makes sense. 
 
Kinsey:  That’s what scares me.  Along 7th Street, there is all this high density, like the Winter 
Property.  I’m getting more and more nervous about that property, and I think we may have 
made a bad decision there. 
 
Campbell: That was based on an existing adopted Plan at that time, not CCW.  We are updating 
that specific Area Plan.  If we went to an established neighborhood that doesn’t have an updated 
Plan, we would use the Urban Street Design Guidelines, the General Development Policies, 
common sense and a number of other things to determine if a location is appropriate for higher 
intensity.   I understand your concerns, but I sincerely think we have tried really hard to respond 
to your concerns and the ones raised by the neighborhoods.  
 
Cooksey:  I’ve got some different language that I want to offer.  On page 1, in the second 
paragraph of the Executive Summary, I think the language could be a little stronger.  Maybe it 
could read: “The CCW Growth Framework provides an overall vision for future growth and 
development.  It also provides general guidance for the development of future Area Plans.  
However, specific direction for decision making will continue to be provided by policy 
documents such as Area Plans, General Development Policies and by regulations such as Zoning 
and Subdivision Ordinances.”  I would like to offer that as a way of clarifying the hierarchy of 
where this framework fits as a guideline.   
   
Kinsey:  I think that’s better, but I don’t think I would vote yes today.   
 
Cooksey:  I’m sensitive to that concern and would like to see it worded differently to better 
communicate what this Council wants to do.  
 
Campbell:  There is not a rush, and we would prefer to have everyone on the same page.  We 
might be able to incorporate some of the language you suggested and try to meet one-on-one 
with the Committee members, if interested. 
 
Council member Cooksey made a motion and was seconded by Council member Kinsey to defer 
the item to the Committee meeting in July.  (Motion passed unanimously)   
 
III. Urban Street Design Guidelines 


 
Chairman Howard said the next item on the agenda is an update on the first public meeting for 
the Urban Street Design Guidelines (USDG). Mr. Davis began reviewing the “Urban Street 
Design Guidelines Ordinance Implementation” presentation (copy attached). 
 
Mr. Davis explained that the purpose of the public meeting was to introduce the key content of 
the USDG ordinance changes and to distribute the first draft language for the Subdivision 
Ordinance, Tree Ordinance, and Zoning Ordinance amendments.  The meeting was held in Room 
267 of the Government Center.  Of the 1,200 invitations sent out, only 26 people attended.  Of 
those 26 people, 21 had something to do with the development industry, 2 were neighborhood 
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people, and 3 were associated with the Charlotte Area Bicycle Alliance (CABA). 
 
Mr. Davis said that during the meeting they had multiple question and comment breaks.  Some of 
the questions asked had to do with the implementation process, the street network, alternative 
compliance, local street selection and street trees.  The comments they received were concerns 
about NCDOT’s support of the ordinance language and whether that creates inherent resistance 
to permits approval.  He said they will be working with NCDOT throughout this whole process, 
which they told the group.  Other comments received were that flexibility continues to be very 
important to successful ordinance implementation.  The other comments dealt with alternative 
compliance and their concerns that the process may be too formal and the communication may 
only occur through attorneys, as opposed to land use transportation professionals.  He said they 
have some work to do on trying to understand how that process can work.   
   
Mr. Davis said the first meeting was very useful.  They will continue reaching out to people to 
participate in the public meetings.  They have uploaded all of the items from the public meeting 
to the website, and will continue to update it as they go along.   
 
Howard: Will you go out to the public to have these meetings or will you continue to have them 
here? 
 
Davis: They will continue to be in Room 267.  However, if someone cannot make those 
meetings, I will go out and spend that time with them, if they are interested.   
 
Howard:  Are you going to reduce the 1,200 person invitation list?   
 
Davis: No, we’ll continue to reach out to that same 1,200.  We did get quite a few people saying 
they regretted not being able to make the meeting and would try to attend the next meeting. 
 
Chairman Howard thanked everyone for the information and adjourned the meeting at 2:35 p.m.   







 
Transportation & Planning Committee 


Thursday, June 24; 2:00 – 3:30 PM 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center 


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


Staff Resource: Jim Schumacher 
 


AGENDA 
 
 
 


I.       University Research Park Area Plan –  20 minutes 
Staff Resource: Kathy Cornett  


 Action:  Recommend City Council adopt the draft University Research Park Area Plan 
 Volume I: The Concept Plan, with the staff proposed changes and receive Volume II: The 
 Implementation Plan as information.   


Attachment:  1. URP.ppt 
           2. URP Proposed Changes 
Link to Plan: 
http://ww.charmeck.org/Planning/Land%20Use%20Planning/URP/URP_Draft.pdf 
 


II. Centers, Corridors & Wedges Framework – 20 minutes 
  Staff Resource:  Laura Harmon 


 Action:  Recommend City Council adopt the Centers, Corridors and Wedges Growth 
 Framework, with the staff proposed change.   


 Attachment:  3.  CCW Proposed Changes 
 Link to Plan:  


http://ww.charmeck.org/Planning/Land%20Use%20Planning/CentersCorridorsWedges/CentersC
orridorsWedges(GrowthFramework_Draft)(May2010).pdf 


 
III. Urban Street Design Guidelines – 15 minutes 


Staff Resources:  Mike Davis & Shannon Frye 
Staff will present a summary of Public Meeting #1 and comments received to-date. 
Attachment:  4. USDG Report on Public Meeting #1.ppt 


 
 
 
 
 


 
Next Scheduled Meeting: Thursday, July 22 at 2:00 p.m. in Room 280 


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



http://ww.charmeck.org/Planning/Land%20Use%20Planning/URP/URP_Draft.pdf

http://ww.charmeck.org/Planning/Land%20Use%20Planning/CentersCorridorsWedges/CentersCorridorsWedges(GrowthFramework_Draft)(May2010).pdf

http://ww.charmeck.org/Planning/Land%20Use%20Planning/CentersCorridorsWedges/CentersCorridorsWedges(GrowthFramework_Draft)(May2010).pdf
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University Research Park Area Plan


Transportation and Planning Committee
Meeting 


June 24, 2010


URP Area Plan 
Review to Date Since April 12th


• Planning Committee Public Comment –
April 20  2010April 20, 2010
– 2 speakers in favor of the plan


• City Council Public Comment –May 24, 2010
– 1 speaker in favor of the plan


• Planning Committee Recommendation –
June 15, 2010
– Unanimously recommended  adoption of the plan.
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Request for Committee Action


• Transportation and Planning Committee 
Recommendation – June 24, 2010,


• City Council Action – June 28, 2010


University Research Park Area Plan


From the 
Transportation and Planning Committee


Meeting on


April 12, 2010
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URP Area Plan Presentation


• Introduce the University Research Park (URP) 
Area Plan 


– Describe the Plan Purpose and Process


– Identify the Plan Context and Boundaries


– Introduce the Plan Goals


– Introduce the Key Draft Recommendations


• Request to Refer to Council for Public Comment


URP Area Plan Team


• University City Partners – funding plan
– Steering Committee


• Consultant Team
– Land Design
– Kublins Transportation Group
– George Henry George


• City and County Staff
– Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Department
– Charlotte Department of Transportation
– Mecklenburg County Park and Recreation
– Other City/County Agencies
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Plan area includes one 
Activity Center and part of 
a Wedge.


Majority of the area within 
a Mixed Use Activity 
Center.


Mixed Use Activity Centers 
encourage diverse uses to 
support existing office 
uses in a compact, 
walkable pattern.


Activity Center boundaries 
refined as part of this area 
planning process.


Plan Area


~2,300 Acres


~700 Acres undeveloped


~1,600 Acres developed


Over 25,000 employees in 
plan area


Incorporated into 
University City MSD in 
20082008
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URP Area Plan Vision


Building on the successes of the University 
Research Park in previous years, the URP 
area is envisioned to be a premier area is envisioned to be a premier 
employment center in the region with a 
diverse mixture of uses, sophisticated 
infrastructure and attractive amenities 
that will facilitate the evolution of the 
place into a vibrant destination.  


With opportunities for better utilization of 
vacant land  improvements to the existing vacant land, improvements to the existing 
transportation network, an expanded 
range of uses and better linkages -
physically and economically – to its 
surroundings, the URP will be a more 
sustainable development and the 
preferred location in the region.


Why Develop a Plan for the 
URP?


Lacks a cohesive vision.


Research zoning (RE) 
inconsistent with Mixed 
Use Activity Center 
concept.


Poor connectivity – lack 
of signage and 
wayfinding; uninviting 
atmosphere.


Lack of identity –
confusing for potential 
tenants and visitorstenants and visitors.


Increased competition 
from other mixed use 
employment centers.


Doesn’t capitalize on 
natural features.
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Plan Process and Schedule


• Public Kick-off Meeting – October 1, 2009


• Four Steering Committee Meetings
– September 2009-February 2010


• Three Day Workshop – November 16-18, 2009


• Wikiplanning Outreach – October 2009-June 2010


• Final Public Meeting – April 1, 2010


• Planning Committee Public Comment, Review and Action –
April-May 2010


• City Council Public Comment, Review and Action -
April-June 2010 


Plan Purpose


• Update the Northeast District 
Plan to provide more specific 
guidance for growth and 
development in this Activity p y
Center;


• Better integrate research park 
design, land use planning and 
transportation policy; and


• Help create a cohesive vision 
for the MSD and a for the MSD and a 
framework for an attractive 
business park that will draw 
new businesses and help 
spur economic development 
in the area.
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URP Area Plan 
Issues and Opportunities


• Opportunities
– Location : proximity to 


Center City, UNC-Charlotte 
and UNC-Charlotte’s Carolina 


• Challenges
– Multiple Ownership: difficult 


to take advantage of 
undeveloped areasand UNC Charlotte s Carolina 


Research Institute


– Building Space Available 
for immediate use or 
Redevelopment


– Open Space and park-like 
tti


undeveloped areas


– Steep Terrain, Creeks and 
Floodplain


– Insufficient Infrastructure: 
particularly transportation


setting


– Sustainable Development 
Approach


– Research Zoning: doesn’t 
allow for mixed use 
environment


– Lack of Identity


URP Area Plan Goals


• Land Use: Strategically use 
undeveloped land, while 
incorporating diverse uses.


• Natural Environment: Create a 
conservation community that 
emphasizes parks and greenway. 
Capitalize on “green” nature of URP.


• Community Design: Enhance the 
URP brand and identity in the region 
by designing unique gateways, 
streetscape and signage 
opportunities.


• Transportation: Improve 
connectivity through a variety of 
modes, providing people with 
choices while facilitating the 
integration of new land uses.
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URP Area Plan 
Concept Map


8 Distinct Districts Rather Than “One 
Size Fits All”


District A – Retail District


District B – Enterprise District (Multi-
tenant and Corporate Office)


District C – Park District (Park and 
Residential Uses)


District D – Employment District


District E – Edge District (Small Office, 
Medical Office, YMCA)


District F – Endeavor District (Large 
Format Office)


District G – Governor’s Village (CMS 
Campus)


District H – Mix of Office, Residential 
and Retail (Vacant Today)


URP Area Plan 
Key Draft Recommendations


• Expand the Mixed Use Activity 
Center and create unique districts 
within the Center.


• Introduce a mixture of land uses -
modify the RE zoning districts to 
allow a more urban and mixed use 
environment.


• Enhance the transportation network 
and improve accessibility into and 
within the Plan Area - identify 
additional street network for future 
growth.


• Protect environmentally sensitive 
features, including tree canopy.


• Incorporate 120 acre central park 
and expand and improve greenway.
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URP Area Plan 
Key Draft Recommendations


• Identify gateways 
and improve 
wayfinding with a 
signage program


• Create a brand and 
identity for URP.


• Create an 
environmental art 
program.
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University Research Park Area Plan 
Proposed Changes to May 3, 2010 Draft 


June 10, 2010 
 


#  Language in Draft  Suggested Change 
 


Why Suggested Change 


1.  Page viii and 37 – Transportation Goal; 
Improve connectivity to serve…integration 
of new land uses. 


Goal – to create an interconnected transportation system that improves 
transportation choices, increases connectivity within the URP area and the 
University City area and facilitates the proposed URP land uses. 


More specificity. 


2.  Page viii and 37 – Transportation Policy #1 
– Support a variety of transportation 
modes. 


Support a variety of transportation choices by creating an interconnected 
network of streets, accentuating the greenway trail system throughout the 
URP and creating new connections across I‐85. 


More specificity. 


3.  Page 7 – 2035 Long Range Transportation 
Plan. 
Blue Line Extension (BLE). 
 


BLE is included in the LRTP, but not within the plan area.  It should be 
listed with other transportation projects that assist with circulation. 


Clarification. 


4.  Page 7 – 2030 Plan discussion and official 
name for the BLE. 


The 2030 Transit Corridor System Plan is a long‐range multi‐modal transportation 
plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC) on November 15, 
2006. The plan identifies five primary transportation corridors for rapid transit, 
calling for 25 miles of commuter rail, 21 miles of light rail (including the 9.6 miles 
of the existing LYNX Blue Line), 16 miles of streetcar, 14 miles of bus rapid transit, 
and an expanded network of buses and other transit services.  The University 
Research Park Area Plan boundaries are located just west of the proposed LYNX 
Blue Line Extension Northeast Corridor Light Rail Project. The proximity to this 
proposed project, particularly to the proposed light rail stations, University City 
Boulevard Station, McCullough Station and JW Clay Station, were taken into 
consideration while developing the plan and recommendations pertaining to 
transportation.” 
 


Clarifies official name for 
BLE project and that the 
project is proposed rather 
than planned. 


5.  Page 8 – references to “trolley service.”  
“This close proximity to a major transit 
corridor lends the opportunity for a future 
trolley collector and bike facilities within 
the URP.” 


“The close proximity to a major transit corridor lends the opportunity for future 
pedestrian, bike and bus circulator routes within the URP area.” 


CATS has no plans for a 
trolley and the term is 
confusing. 
 


6.  Page 8 – picture caption.  “CATS has plans 
to extend LYNNX…” 


“CATS has plans to extend LYNX…” Typo. 


7.  Page 16 (top of page) Add the words 
“proposed” before LYNX Blue and “Extension” 
after; delete reference to “trolley”. 


“The proposed LYNX Blue Line Extension would benefit from additional 
development in the URP, especially if such development is linked to the proposed 
light rail station by improved pedestrian, bicycle and bus routes.” 


Clarification and trolley is a 
confusing term. 


8.  Page 17, #10 “…as specified heir in…”  “…as specified herein…” Typo. 







9.  Page 20, #19.  Delete.  Same as #17. Typo. 
10.  Page 27, #57, “…proposed Shopping 


Center Dive.” 
“…proposed Shopping Center Drive.” Typo. 


11.  Page 37, #67, “…access to transit.”  “…access to transit and across I‐85.” Clarification and more 
specificity. 


12.  Page 40, #71, “…connect to streets 
immediately outside the planning area are 
to extend that connectivity well beyond 
the URP, as shown in the plan.” 


“…connect to streets immediately outside the planning area.”  Clarify. 


13.  Page 40, #74, “Establish a road network…”  “Establish a street network…” Refine terminology. 
14.  Page 43, Table 4: Recommended 


Streetscape Improvements/Road Diets 
Recommended Streetscape Improvements/Road Conversions Refine terminology. 


15.  Page 43, “*One side required for…private 
sector will require two sides.” 


“*One side required for…private development may require both sides.” Clarification. 


16.  Page 66 (A 1.6) “Public transportation 
services are provided…an average of 
69,679 passengers per month. 


“Public transportation services are provided by Charlotte Area Transit Service 
(CATS). CATS currently provides the following services within the URP Area plan 
boundaries: local bus route 22, cross‐town bus 29, as well as express bus routes 
54x and 81x. There are also two existing park and ride facilities located off of 
Harris Boulevard and Mallard Creek Road. In 2009, the routes serving the URP 
community carried an average of 68,679 passengers per month. (Refer to Map A‐3 
for existing public transportation facilities).   


 
Future CATS plans propose to extend the existing LYNX Blue line light rail service 
from Center City Charlotte to I‐485, near the Mecklenburg‐Cabarrus County lines.  
Although the proposed LYNX Blue Line Extension project would be located east of 
the URP Area plan study boundaries, along North Tryon Street/US‐29, it is likely to 
shape future development within the proposed station areas.“ 
 


Clarification. 


17.  Page 67 – Map A‐3  Delete light rail and stations from the Existing Transportation Network map. These are not existing 
services. 


 
*General note: In addition, minor typographical changes that do not impact the intent of the plan will be made. 







Centers, Corridors and Wedges Growth Framework 
Proposed Changes to May 2010 Draft 


June 22, 2010 
 


#  Language in Draft  Suggested Change 
 


Why Suggested Change 


1.  Page 12, Transportation, Center City: 
Access to Center City is expected to be primarily by 
automobiles or transit, with walking and local transit 
being the primary modes for circulating 
within the Center City. 


Access to Center City is expected to be primarily by 
automobiles or transit, with walking, and local transit  and 
bicycling being the primary modes for circulating 
within the Center City. 


To enhance transportation 
in Center City by providing 
greater emphasis on 
bicycling 


 
*General note: In addition, minor typographical changes that do not impact the intent of the plan will be made. 
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Urban Street Design Guidelines 
Ordinance Implementation


Report on Public Meeting #1


June 24, 2010


Mike Davis, PE 
Department of Transportation


Shannon Frye
Planning Department


Report on Public Meeting #1


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


• Discussed application of local streets in more 
detail


• Discussed how transitions in street types are 
handled between land uses.


• Continued discussion of new Alternative 
Compliance option (“Door 3”)Compliance option ( Door 3 )


Overview of Public Meeting #1 


Purpose: Introduce the key content of the USDG ordinance 
changes and distribute the 1st draft language for the changes and distribute the 1 draft language for the 
Subdivision Ordinance, Tree Ordinance, and Zoning 
Ordinance amendments.


Logistics: Held in Room 267 of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
Government Center from 6pm to 8pm.


Attendance: Approximately 1,200 invitations sent to representatives 
of the real estate development industry, prior USDG 
stakeholders, neighborhood leaders, and various other 
organizations.
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Attendance Rate


2%


Of the approximately 1,200 people invited:


Attended


Did not attend


98%


(Does not include City staff)


Participants and Staff


Of the people in the room:


Staff, 13


Participants  Participants, 
26
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Participant Constituency


Of the 26 participants:


Non-Industry, 
5


Industry, 21
Development


Summary of Questions & 
Comments


Multiple question breaks were provided throughout the 
presentation. Questions and comments can generally be 
organized in three categories:


1) Questions meant for clarification of staff’s intent.


2) Comments that apply to existing ordinance requirements


3) Comments that apply to proposed ordinance requirements
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Clarifying Questions


The following are categories of questions that were asked for the 
purposes of better understanding staff’s intent with the 
ordinance implementation:


Clarifying questions:
-Implementation Process (5)
-Street Network (5)
-Alternative Compliance (4)
-Local Street Selection (4)
-Street Trees (1)


Summary of Comments


The following are comments made on staff’s presentation of the 
proposed ordinance updates:


1) Concern that NCDOT will not support certain concepts and 
whether that creates inherent resistance to permit approval.


2) Flexibility continues to be very important to successful    
ordinance implementation.


3) Alternative Compliance:
Concern that the process may be too formal and - Concern that the process may be too formal and 


require the use of communication through attorneys as 
opposed to transportation and planning professionals.


- Concern about possible lack of accountability by a 
“Development Review Board”
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Staff Conclusions


Public Meeting #1 was useful for rolling out the draft ordinance 
updates and understanding what topics were most concerning or 
need the most work. From the discussions with meeting 
participants, the following are staff’s key conclusions:


1) Flexibility continues to be very important in the development and 
application of ordinance language


2) “Door 3” looks promising but needs careful consideration to 
ensure process involves the right people and process.


3) NCDOT is an important partner in the process and needs to be 3) NCDOT is an important partner in the process and needs to be 
carefully considered in the implementation process


4) USDG implementation creates a good opportunity to re-evaluate 
some existing practices and standards.


Additional Outreach


The City of Charlotte’s web site currently hosts:


• All of the draft ordinance language
• The complete USDG policy
• Narrated PowerPoint presentation and handout from the 


public meeting
• Summary of all questions and comments


Web address is: 


www.charmeck.org/Departments/Transportation/Urban+Street+Design
+Guidelines.htm


or


tiny.cc\USDG
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Next Steps


Staff is seeking feedback from the public’s review of the draft 
ordinance language by July 3rdordinance language by July 3rd.


Staff will then analyze the comments received and present the 
information for discussion at Public Meeting #2 (July 13)


The purpose of Public Meeting #3 will be to better understand 
comments made and seek possible resolution of those items


Questions





		TAP Summary 06.24.10

		6.24.10 TAP Agenda Package

		6_24 presentation

		List of staff proposed changes for URP

		List of staff proposed changes

		USDG - Council Version 6-24-10(2)









