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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS 


 
I. Subject: Centers, Corridors & Wedges Framework 
 Action: Moved to forward the Centers, Corridors & Wedges Framework update  
   with proposed changes 1, 2, 4 and 5 to Council for adoption.  (Motion  
   passed unanimously) 


 
II. Subject:     Area Plan Assessment Process 


Action: None 
 


III. Subject: Urban Street Design Guidelines 
Action: None 


 
 


COMMITTEE INFORMATION   
Present:  David Howard, Michael Barnes, Warren Cooksey, Patsy Kinsey 
Time:  3:30 pm – 5:00 pm 


 


ATTACHMENTS 
  
 


1. Agenda Package 
2. USDG Summary of Comments.doc 


 
 
 


DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS  
 
Vice Chairman Michael Barnes called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to 
introduce themselves.  He asked Debra Campbell to introduce the first item on the agenda. 
 
I. Centers, Corridors & Wedges Framework 
 
Ms. Campbell stated that this item has been discussed numerous times.  At the last Committee 
meeting this item was deferred to allow more time to meet with Council member Kinsey and to 
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identify her concerns.  She stated that they didn’t have the response in the document that Council 
member Kinsey really needed.  The discussions created a lot of clarity, as it related to established 
residential areas and what Centers, Corridors & Wedges (CCW) mean, in terms of the impact on 
the valued aspects of the community.  Ms. Campbell said that Laura Harmon will discuss the 
proposed changes document, which was in the agenda package. 
 
(Chairman Howard entered the meeting) 
 
Ms. Harmon began reviewing the “Centers, Corridors and Wedges Growth Framework Proposed 
Changes” document (copy attached).  She said that in response to Council member Kinsey’s 
concerns, as well as a concern from the bicycle community, they are suggesting 5 changes to the 
draft.  She then read through each suggested change.   
 
Change #1 is to better clarify that CCW provides general guidance for the development of Area 
Plans.  Guidance for land use decision making would be provided by Area Plans and General 
Development Policies.   
 
Change #2 moves up the sentence about the preservation and enhancement of established single-
family neighborhoods.  That is to emphasize the importance of those neighborhoods. 
 
Change #3 adds the word “nonresidential” to the sentence to clarify that the focus of 
redevelopment is not on single-family neighborhoods.  The previous language seemed to, 
unintentionally, suggest that the neighborhoods were underutilized and should be redeveloped.   
 
Barnes:  This seems kind of like a value judgment.  There are some single-family neighborhoods 
that do need to be redeveloped.  We have spent tax money to redevelop some of the 
neighborhoods and I’m not sure that I’m comfortable with that change.  In my opinion, it’s 
necessary in some cases and it may become quite pressing for us to bear that type of burden over 
the next several years. 
  
Harmon:  Let me clarify that with redevelopment, in this document, we mean tearing down and 
putting something back in its place. 
 
Campbell:  We wanted to take this approach because that is the exception rather than the rule.  
The rule, for the most part, is preservation of existing single-family areas.  What happens with 
these revitalization areas is through more specific area planning processes.  We would have the 
opportunity to determine in the Area Plan process, the intensity and a land use recommendation.  
That doesn’t occur at the CCW level.  
 
Barnes:  The draft language is written in a way that suggests change excludes residential from 
that provision and I’m suggesting that the original draft language is sufficient.   
 
Kinsey:  Which page is the original language on in the draft? 
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Harmon:  Pages 2 and 15 (see link to CCW Framework on the agenda), left hand column, the 
third bullet down on page 2.   
 
Kinsey:  It is a value judgment, but which way are you going to go?  I’d rather err on the side of 
protecting the single-family neighborhoods, than not.  That’s why I prefer the suggested 
language.  We are looking at significant established neighborhoods in the Center City and also 
out in the University area.   
 
Campbell:  The concern about some of the neighborhoods where we are having the problems 
with inferior quality and design are more in the Wedges, rather than the Centers or Corridors.  
However, I understand when you make a blanket statement like we have that we are excluding a 
certain form of development.  We just wanted to make sure that if we are talking about 
intensification within our Corridors that we are first looking at underutilized properties that are 
nonresidential.  We have a category called “Established Neighborhoods” where we wanted to 
preserve those, as much as possible, until we get a little bit more detail look at whether they have 
the actual viability to remain as residential or should they convert.  You’ve seen that in some of 
our Station areas.   
   
Barnes:  In terms of preserving what we consider an established neighborhood, the reuse or 
redevelopment of the site doesn’t have to necessarily be residential. I can think of an example 
right now in one of the Station Areas where the homes are coming apart.  They do nothing to 
assist us in adding value around the Station Area.  I don’t feel it should be something that should 
be excluded from this framework, that’s why I’m suggesting the original language should 
remain.   
 
Howard:  Bullet 5 says “preservation and enhancement of established single-family 
neighborhoods.”  Does that help with your concern Council member Barnes?  It’s not one or the 
other.  Enhancement could be the same as redevelopment.  
 
Barnes:  The term enhancement, to me, suggests sidewalks and street trees.  Redevelopment 
suggests improved development or replacement. 
 
Howard:  Could we add on “….. and where needed, revitalization” in bullet 5? 
 
Campbell:  We could modify the language. 
  
Cooksey:  My dilemma is we are getting too detailed for what this framework ought to be.  After 
hearing the conversation, I’m content with leaving nonresidential out of the 3rd bullet point.  We 
don’t need to overdo it and risk hamstringing the future. It almost seems like the new wording 
would, by default, save everything and everything doesn’t necessarily need to be saved.   
 
Campbell: A suggestion from staff is to replace “nonresidential” with “blighted.” 
 
Barnes:  Word-smithing can overdo it, because it depends on how you define the word blighted.   
Every time you add a word to it, it’s a word that somebody’s going to define.  It leaves us open 
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to various interpretations, which is why I suggest the original language is sufficient.  
  
Kinsey:  I think it’s a value judgment and I don’t know that I can support that.   
 
Ms. Harmon continued describing the other changes in the draft.  Change #4 adds a new guiding 
principal for protection of established neighborhoods.  Change #5 was edited to add bicycling as 
one of the primary modes for circulating the City.  She asked if there were any other questions 
about those. 
   
Chairman Howard asked if the Committee was ready to make a motion and said that if there 
were questions, they could be asked then.  Council member Cooksey made a motion and was 
seconded by Council member Barnes to forward the Centers, Corridors & Wedges Framework 
update with proposed changes 1, 2, 4 and 5 to Council for adoption.  (Motion passed 
unanimously) 
 
II. Area Plan Assessment Process 
 
Chairman Howard said the next item on the agenda is the Area Plan Assessment Process and he 
asked Ms. Campbell to introduce the topic.  Ms. Campbell said that often times the Planning 
Department comes to the Committee to show them plans and most times they don’t know the 
origin of that particular Area Plan.  She said this presentation is to help the Committee 
understand how they choose an area for a plan.  The Committee will see the process of how it 
works, as well as the upcoming two plans that will be coming this fiscal year.  Ms. Campbell 
then introduced Melony McCullough and Jan Whitesell. 
 
Ms. McCullough began reviewing the “Area Plan Assessment Process” presentation (copy 
attached).  She described what an Area Plan is and its purpose, as well as pointed out things it 
does not do; like create regulations or laws, provide funding and implementation, rezone 
property or halt development.   
 
Ms. McCullough said they currently have planning initiatives underway for the Steele Creek 
area, the Independence Boulevard Corridor and the Elizabeth area.  More recently, they began a 
planning initiative for the Midtown area and a plan amendment for the Plaza/Central area.  
Chairman Howard questioned how many plans have been adopted that have been updated or 
revised since adoption.  Ms. Campbell said they did revise the Albemarle/I-485 Plan and it was 
an amendment request. 
 
[“Plan Assessment Process” slides] 
 
Ms. McCullough stated that the process is used to help identify  areas where future planning 
efforts should be focused, the type of planning effort needed and resources needed to develop or 
undertake the initiative.  She then described the characteristics of the process.  It’s more 
comprehensive because they look at all areas of the City and the Extra Territorial Jurisdiction 
(ETJ) and numerous planning factors.  It’s analytical since the data and data sources guide the 
process and the decision making.  The process is also inclusive because they include any requests 
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they receive for a plan, whether it’s from a neighborhood leader, citizen, elected official, or a 
staff member.   
 
Ms. McCullough said the process initially involves the internal Planning team, but ultimately, 
they include an interdepartmental team with representatives from Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
Schools (CMS), Neighborhood & Business Services (N&BS), Charlotte Area Transit System 
(CATS), Charlotte Department of Transportation (CDOT), Charlotte-Mecklenburg Utilities 
(CMU) and many others.  She stated that they have to go through many different tasks, shown on 
the slide, to determine the areas of the plans and determine the type of planning initiatives 
needed.   
 
[“Plan Assessment Considerations” slide] 
 
Ms. Whitesell said there are 5 broad groups of considerations that they review in order to 
determine where they should focus their planning efforts.   Those groups consist of development 
pressures, environmental features, transportation/infrastructure factors, planning elements and 
socio-economic factors.   
 
[“Examples of Data Sources” slide]   
 
Ms. Whitesell described that this slide shows examples of data they use, which they acquire from 
a number of City departments and County agencies.  She said that even with all these data 
sources there are some gaps that still exist.  Vacant Land is an example of one of those gaps.   
 
[“Application Data” slide] 
 
Ms. Whitesell said they perform a hot spot analysis to highlight the areas where planning efforts 
are needed.  They divide Charlotte and the ETJ into grid cells.  Each grid cell is given 1 point for 
each variable.  For example, if a farm-to-market road project crossed a grid cell, then that cell 
would get 1 point.  They map each of the 31 variables separately and then execute a geographic 
overlay to create the large map on this slide.  The areas of red, orange and yellow are the hot 
spots or the locations that pop up most frequently. 
 
Barnes:  Can you explain what hot spots are? 
 
Whitesell:  Hot spots are areas that pop up frequently when we look at different kinds of 
development pressure data, environmental data, planning data, socio-economic data and 
transportation data.   
 
Barnes:  Okay, so on the far left at the bottom, explain that hot spot to me. 
 
Whitesell: That’s the Steele Creek area.  It has been under development pressures and there were 
environmental factors that popped up.  There was also some transportation and infrastructure 
data that showed up.   
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[“Plan Assessment Results” slide] 
 
Ms. Whitesell stated that they started with 35 areas and they narrowed the list down to the 6 
areas listed on the slide. She said Prosperity Church area scores particularly high on development 
pressure.  It’s experienced high residential and non-residential building permit activity, as well as 
high rezoning activity.   However, it still has a significant amount of developable land.  
 
The Ballantyne area scores high on the development pressure, but also has significant 
environmentally sensitive areas.  This general area has a concentration of hydric soils, 
endangered species and natural heritage sites. 
 
The Cotswold area scores high on development pressure, with several approved rezonings 
showing a significant change in intensity.  Furthermore, the current plan for this area, the South 
District Plan, does not give adequate guidance on design and land use density. 
 
The Central/Albemarle/Lawyers area has poor land use accessibility, meaning that it has a large 
population that is more than ¼ mile from retail, transit, parks, and public schools.  Socio-
economic factors also play a role here as the area has several neighborhood statistical areas 
(NSAs) that are trending down from the last Quality of Life (QOL) Study.  It is also experiencing 
a general decline in property values. 
 
In the Park/Woodlawn area, development pressure is a factor.  The area has more than a dozen 
approved rezonings with a significant change in intensity.  There is also a collaboration 
opportunity with CDOT on an upcoming corridor plan. 
 
The current plan, Northeast District Plan, for the Sugar Creek/North Tryon/North Graham area 
does not give adequate guidance on design and land use density.  The area has experienced a 
general decline in property values, as measured by a greater than 10 percent drop in apartment 
rents.  It is also a foreclosure hotspot. 
 
Barnes:  I assume there will be further discussion regarding the Central/Albemarle/Lawyers area 
and the Sugar Creek/North Tryon/North Graham area because both areas are in significant 
decline.  If we don’t figure out some way to help slow that slide it’s going to be a critical 
problem.  What would staff suggest we do to address those two areas and provide guidance to the 
developing community going forward?   
 
Whitesell:  This process does not address those types of detail.  When we are ready to start those 
Area Plans, Planning staff will look into the kind of detail you are talking about. 
  
Barnes:  During the discussions the Council had with respect to FY2011 budget and what was 
going on in some of the Key Business Units (KBUs), there was an impression left that certain 
KBUs have some capacity for additional activity.  What would be your expectation, in terms of 
when you will be able to get to those areas? 
 
Howard:  In that framework, how many do you pick a year and how do you get to that point? 
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Campbell:  It really depends on how much we were able to accomplish in the last fiscal year as 
to what we are able to take on this fiscal year.  
 
Garet Johnson:  We have many plans in different stages of completion right now. This coming 
year, we will probably be able to get 2 to 3 started.     
 
Campbell:  I’ll be open and honest and say those 2 plans are tough because, for the most part, 
there is no market.  So, from a land use perspective, what are we doing to help recreate or try to 
encourage some type of interest or excitement about those two geographies?  At this point, we 
don’t have an answer.  We think that having more information about market conditions later, will 
help.  
 
Johnson:  I’m not even sure that for the Central/Albemarle/Lawyer area that an Area Plan is the 
exact tool that we need to use.  We may need to see if there is something we can look at in terms 
of the Station Areas in that area and use some sort of a Corridor Plan rather than an Area Plan.   
 
Barnes:  With respect to the areas that are near the streetcar line that will be coming in and near 
the section of I-485 that will be completed, in my opinion, they should rise to some greater level 
of need.  With respect to the Prosperity Church Area Plan, that Area Plan has been ignored by 
past Councils, and as a result, what we see approved and what may potentially come, is not 
necessarily what was thought about back in the 90’s.  That concerns me.  I view that area as 
having some potential for correction because going north on Sugar Creek you get to the work we 
will be doing on City Boulevard Extension and the work the state is going to be doing on 
Mallard Creek Road Extension.  Looking globally at how those roads may connect if we were to 
encourage additional redevelopment or a different type of redevelopment, in conjunction with 
the transit line on the eastern end and the reconfiguration and the construction of the Mallard 
Creek Road Extension on the northern end, you potentially have some opportunity for a more 
positive swing.  I just think you should give those areas some more thought since we will be 
investing in the infrastructure there. 
 
Kinsey:  We just adopted the North Tryon Area Plan.  How does the Sugar Creek/North 
Tryon/North Graham mesh with that? 
 
Campbell:  It’s probably less North Tryon and more of the I-85 Corridor area.  We may have 
misnamed it.  It really is more about the I-85 Service Road area and the old landfill site.  It’s the 
gap where we don’t have real specific land use direction.  We have light industrial, but it’s 
abutting Druid Hills, the Derita area, and you also have rapid transit corridors.   
   
Howard:  Isn’t the 2020 Plan calling for a stop before Derita on the red line?   
 
Campbell:  I don’t think so. 
 
Howard:  How do you pick which one will be done first?  Is there a scoring mechanism?   
 
Johnson:  Part of it is staff availability and trying to figure out how to juggle as many as we can.  
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Some have a more economic development focus.  We also look at what other KBU’s are 
working on, so we can combine our efforts with them since they will already be in that area.   
 
Campbell:  We do it as collaboratively as we can.  For example, CDOT expressed they would be 
working along the Park/Woodlawn Area, so we would probably move that one up since those 
resources will already be out there.  In all honesty, because we haven’t figured out the scope of 
Central/Albemarle/Lawyers and Sugar Creek/North Tryon/North Graham, they will not likely 
start until FY2012.   
 
Howard:  What about connectivity?  Is that part of the data that you take in? 
 
Whitesell:  Yes, we would calculate connectivity by NSA.  The ones that fall below the 
threshold, that CDOT says is acceptable, they would get 1 point.   
 
Howard:  In going forward with Area Plans, I know you guys make suggestions about housing 
and other investments that the City can make.  Is that done in collaboration with N&BS or is it a 
hit or miss? 
   
Campbell:  We think we have provided guidance and direction to N& BS, Park and Rec., CMU 
and CDOT.  The next presentation we hope to bring to you is about plan implementation.  It is 
extremely collaborative to talk about the whole development and the CIP process.  A lot of what 
you see coming to you is a collaborative effort.     
 
Chairman Howard thanked staff for the information and requested to move on to the next item on 
the agenda.   
 
III. Urban Street Design Guidelines  
 
Mr. Pleasant said that Shannon Frye will review the presentation today.  He said she will update 
the Committee on the results of the last public meeting and on alternative compliance.  Ms. Frye 
began reviewing the “Urban Street Design Guidelines Ordinance Implementation” presentation 
(copy attached).   She stated that at the last Public meeting they had a greater turn out from the 
industry participants.  There was one neighborhood participant who was very vocal and engaged, 
and asked good questions.  Staff received 119 comments at the public meeting.  She said after 
they received the comments, they went through them and broke them out into four categories: 
staff concurs, staff will consider, explanation and clarifications, and policy related.  Ms. Frye 
then passed out a document with all comments received (copy attached).   
 
Ms. Frye read through the slides related to staff’s response and read different examples of 
comments received from the meeting.  She stated that staff is going back and looking at some of 
the comments regarding definitions and other suggestions, in the way of alternative design 
standards.  They are meeting with Engineering, CDOT and Planning and discussing how they 
might incorporate some of the suggested changes into the ordinance.  She went on to say that 
some of the other questions were more about clarifications of certain parts of the ordinance.   
Staff has responded to those questions in writing.  They also had a follow-up meeting on July 20 
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with the respondents and sat down and discussed the explanations they provided.   
 
[“Staff Response / Policy-Related Comments” slide] 
 
Ms. Frye said that she wanted to spend a little bit more time on the comments they received that 
related to policy.  There were 6 comments in this category and they grouped them into this title 
because they weren’t specific to a section in the ordinance, they were more global.  The 
comments were related to 2 specific topics.  The first is for values used for preferred and 
maximum block lengths. The values in the table shown are derived from the draft and have been 
incorporated into the ordinance.  The second topic was a request to provide sidewalks on one 
side only of local streets.   
 
Ms. Frye said that with the preferred and maximum block lengths, as it relates to the policy, there 
were 17 policy statements that were included in the front of the draft guidelines.  She reminded 
the Committee about Mike Davis’ presentation at the first meeting where he described that the 
17 policy statements is the basis for the text amendments.  For policy statement #7, it basically 
said to establish a network of streets based on preferred and maximum block lengths.  That is 
very specific to the values shown in the table and that table has been incorporated into the 
ordinance.  It’s prescriptive in that those are the values, but the preferred is used for them to 
calculate the blocks that are coming into the site on the perimeter of the site.  The maximum 
block length is applicable to the interior of the site, the streets that you connect inside.   
 
Ms. Frye said for example, if you are looking at the table and it says 800’ is the maximum block 
length,  then if they need to make that block go longer because of some physical constraint, then 
they would have that flexibility to do that.  As they drafted the language and tried to ensure 
flexibility and predictability, they tried to identify conditions so that the presence of those 
conditions gives staff the ability to evaluate those site specific conditions and modify the spacing 
requirements if those conditions exist.   
 
Kinsey:  How do you take into consideration that that shorter block length means more paving 
and more runoff?  Environmentally, that’s a problem. 
 
Frye:  I saw the editorial that alluded to the fact that there would be more flooding because of the 
impervious area and I think it would be appropriate for someone from Engineering to respond to 
the storm drain design and talk about the impervious aspect of this. 
  
Kinsey:  I would suggest we have that because that is a concern. 
 
Campbell:  There is a maximum block length of 1,000’ today in the Subdivision Ordinance.  We 
are talking about something that is already in the Subdivision Ordinance. 
 
Kinsey:  Do we take into consideration the runoff?  It’s a big difference between 1,000’ and 
400’.   That just means more sidewalks, more concrete and more asphalt. 
 
Campbell:  Yes we do. 
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Kinsey:  I, personally, would like some kind of explanation on that.   
 
Pleasant:  We worked with Engineering early on and understand your concern about the layering 
effect of USDG, PCCO, and the Tree Ordinance and how that will affect the impervious surface 
and runoff.  We found that with the USDG and PCCO there is a pretty minimal difference 
between the two.  We have to also keep in mind that when you think about block lengths and 
spacing, if you don’t build a street, then what happens?  There will be some other type of 
structure put up, whether it be a house, apartment building, a parking lot or driveway.  We 
haven’t talked about those types of things, as we’ve gone through this.  We’ve only talked about 
streets. 
 
Kinsey:  Then that should be talked about.  If there is a house, it probably has a yard. 
 
Ms. Frye continued and discussed the comment received pertaining to the sidewalk on one side 
of local streets.  She said the Subdivision Ordinance currently requires sidewalks be installed on 
both sides on all new streets.  The USDG policy statement #5 applies the sidewalk on both sides 
and makes the sidewalk 1’ wider.  Staff’s response to this comment is that it would not only be 
contradictory to the USDG policy, but it would also be contradictory to the current legal 
requirement established in the Subdivision Ordinance.   
 
[“Alternative Compliance” slides] 
 
Ms. Frye said they have talked about Alternative Compliance, also known as Door #3, in 
previous meetings.  The purpose of Alternative Compliance is to allow for the approval of 
innovative, quality development proposals not predetermined by the USDG Subdivision 
standards.  The caveat is if someone has a specific development that shows a modification of a 
standard that we didn’t incorporate, then we are not going to say we are going to disallow it.  
This allows us to have another venue to be able to review it, comment, and see if it can be 
approved.  Ms. Frye read through the criteria requirements and the procedural options on this 
slide.     
 
[“Development Review Board” slide] 
 
Ms. Frye said they have been advised that the quasi-judicial process can be handled by staff or an 
appointed board.  The ex parte communication requirement makes using a staff team impractical.  
She said the board that would be appointed would need to have appropriate professional 
representation, which should have engineers and other professionals with expertise, to make 
determinations of alternative compliance.   
 
Barnes:  I know I have missed the discussion of the Alternative Compliance, so can you give me 
a 60 second answer as to why there is Alternative Compliance? 
 
Frye:  When the consultant came and visited with us at the end of last year and we discussed the 
predictability and the flexibility requirements, they gave this as an option to use.  This gives the 
applicant an opportunity to present a development proposal that is non-hardship based, but they 
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may have some type of innovative standard that staff hasn’t thought of.  One example is the 
Green Street concept by Crosland at Whitewater.   
 
Barnes:  One of the things we worked on when the USDG was born was to build as much 
flexibility into it as possible.  The reason this Alternative Compliance process concerns me is 
because it essentially becomes a breeding ground for litigation. You allow so much flexibility 
that it gets back to what I said earlier about how you define certain terms.  I’m worried that by 
providing this type of compliance, that what you do is create a back door for the destruction of 
the USDG.  If there is some more information you can provide me, that may be helpful. 
 
Pleasant:  I understand what you are saying and points are well taken.  We have wrestled with 
the legal folks on this issue.  The idea with Door 3 (Alternative Compliance) is it acknowledges 
that staff can’t foresee every great idea.  So, we wanted to create some sort of forum where we 
didn’t let the ordinance exclude a good idea.  This is similar to some Committees that have 
different boards that you go through to vet plans under special conditions and they hold up well 
in the legal world.  That’s the model we are looking at.  The question becomes, how do we word 
that, because it’s really not an appeal board?  
 
Barnes:  But that’s what we pay you guys to do, and if someone brings in a rezoning plan that 
has some elements in it that aren’t consistent with USDG, then we (Council) get to make that 
decision.  I don’t know what a Green Street is, as used in the Whitewater example, but what is so 
unique about that, that it makes it impossible to approve under the USDG? 
 
Pleasant:  Under USDG, it’s fairly prescriptive when you get into subdivision types.  When you 
have conditional rezonings, there is much more flexibility because it’s discretionary to Council 
after the petitioner makes their case on why their request is a good one.  In this particular case, it 
was by-right.  The Subdivision Ordinance is a bit more prescriptive.   
 
Campbell:  The Subdivision Ordinance is an administrative process, but it has very prescriptive 
ordinance language they we are bound to follow.  Then there are exceptions within the body of 
the ordinance that say, “here are times when you can deviate from the ordinance.”  What we are 
saying with USDG is the conditional rezoning process is a negotiated process and most of the 
time you all go above the minimum standards because you are seeking quality.  The Subdivision 
language would be very prescriptive about specific things and we will do all we can from a staff 
perspective to approve projects that comply with the Subdivision Ordinance.  We are suggesting 
that we are evolving to a point where we want to encourage innovation.  Mr. Davis discussed at 
the public meeting a community in Atlanta that had a great neighborhood they created and the 
question to the developer was, “why can’t all communities be developed this way?” The 
response was, “because your regulations won’t allow it.”  We don’t want to get in the way of a 
very good idea that will bring value to the community and compliments the context of what the 
City wants. 
 
Barnes: Okay, that helps.  
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[“Schedule” slide] 
 
Ms. Frye said the goal is to go back to the public on August 18 to present the disposition of the 
comments received and to provide a revised draft of the ordinance.   
 
Barnes:  Is there any interest among staff to moving the timetable up? 
 
Pleasant:  We can step it up if you want us to.  I think, as long as we don’t run into any major 
bumps, it could be advanced a little bit.  We just have to stay in line with the code changes. 
 
Campbell:  The language is still being revised and drafted and will be presented at the next 
meeting. 
 
Frye: Mr. Davis and I have a realistic expectation that even when we file, we’ll still be making 
modifications to that text.   
  
Campbell:  What I hope we don’t convey is that there aren’t any concerns still out in the 
community, because there are.  We are trying to capture those concerns, make sure we are doing 
good tracking, and following up and having one-on-one conversations with those that are 
requesting follow-up.   
 
Kinsey: I think we should stick with the schedule.  We don’t want others to think we are just 
trying to rush through this. 
 
Barnes:  That’s fine, I was just curious. 
 
IV. Reschedule September 13 Meeting 
 
Chairman Howard said the next item is to reschedule the September 13 meeting.  Staff suggested 
keeping the meeting on the same day, but moving it up 1:30 p.m.  All Committee members 
agreed.     
 
(Meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.) 
 







 
Transportation & Planning Committee 


Monday, July 26; 3:30 – 5:00 PM 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center 


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


Staff Resource: Jim Schumacher 
 


AGENDA 
 
 
 


I.      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 changes.   


 Attachment:  1. CCW Proposed Changes.doc 
 Link to Plan:  


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


  
II. Area Plan Assessment Process – 30 minutes 


 Staff Resources: Jan Whitesell & Melony McCullough 
 Staff will provide an overview of the recently completed FY 2011 Area Plan Assessment 
 Process.  This process is used to help determine where future planning efforts should be 
 focused.  This is for information only. 
 Attachment:  2. Area Plan Assessment Process.ppt 
 


III. Urban Street Design Guidelines – 40 minutes 
Staff Resources:  Mike Davis & Shannon Frye 
Staff will update the Committee on staff’s progress of the development of Alternative 
Compliance standards and process. Additionally, staff will provide an update from the 
July 13 public meeting. 
Attachment:  3. USDG Ordinance Implementation.ppt 
 


IV. Reschedule September 13 Meeting  
    Staff Resource:  Jim Schumacher 
 The standard time of 3:30 – 5:00 p.m. conflicts with the City Manager’s evaluation. 
 Consider moving the meeting to 1:30 p.m. of the same day.  
 
 


Next Scheduled Meeting: Monday, August 23 at Noon in Room 280 
 
 
Distribution:  Mayor & City Council Curt Walton, City Manager  Leadership Team  
    Transportation Cabinet   Shannon Frye    Melony McCullough 
   Jan Whitesell           



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





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


July 16, 2010 
 
 


#  Language in Draft  Suggested Change 
 


Why Suggested Change 


1.  Page 1, At a Glance: 
While the Centers, Corridors and Wedges Growth 
Framework provides an overall vision for future growth 
and development, specific direction for decision making 
will continue to be provided by policy documents such 
as area plans and the Urban Street Design Guidelines; 
and by regulations such as zoning and subdivision 
ordinances. 


Page 1, At a Glance: 
The Centers, Corridors and Wedges 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 land use decision making will continue to be 
provided by policy documents such as area plans and General 
Development Policies, and by regulations such as zoning and 
subdivision ordinances.    
 


To clarify that Centers, 
Corridors and Wedges 
provides general guidance 
for development of area 
plans and that guidance for 
land use decision making 
will be provided by area 
plans and General 
Development Policies 


2.  Pages 2 and 15, Growth Corridors:  The expectation for 
Growth Corridors in the future is for: 


 Greater emphasis on office, residential and 
mixed use development. . . . 


 


Pages 2 and 15, Growth Corridors:  The expectation for 
Growth Corridors in the future is for: 


 Preservation and enhancement of established single 
family neighborhoods . . . 


 Greater emphasis on office, residential and mixed use 
development. . . . 


 


To emphasize importance 
of established 
neighborhoods by moving 
reference to the beginning 
of the list of expectations  


3.  Pages 2 and 15, , Growth Corridors:  The expectation 
for Growth Corridors in the future is for: 
. . . 


 Additional development of vacant land and 
redevelopment of underutilized properties. . . 


Pages 2 and 15, , Growth Corridors:  The expectation for 
Growth Corridors in the future is for: 
. . . 


 Additional development of vacant land and 
redevelopment of nonresidential underutilized 
properties. . . 


 


To clarify that focus of 
redevelopment is on 
nonresidential properties, 
not single family 
neighborhoods 


4.  Page 7, Guiding Principles  
(no existing language for Protection of Established 
Neighborhoods) 


Page 7, Guiding Principles (insert as new #2) 
2  Protection of Established Neighborhoods:  Strong and 
attractive neighborhoods are key to Charlotte’s success and 
long‐term viability.  The City places a high value on its 
established neighborhoods and  our quality of life is 
determined by their livability and character. 


New principle added to 
emphasize importance of 
protecting established 
neighborhoods 







5.  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. 


Page 12, Transportation, Center City: 
Access to Center City is expected to be primarily by 
automobiles or transit, with walking, 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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Area Plan Assessment Process


Transportation and Planning Committee Meeting


July 26, 2010


Presentation Overview


• What is an Area Plan? 


• How do we determine where to 
do an area plan?
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What is an Area Plan?


• Framework for future growth and 
d l h d h b ddevelopment that updates the broader, 
more general district plans


• Policy guide for how the community should 
be maintained or changed


• Policy guide for elected & appointed 
officials in making land use, zoning, and 
capital investment decisions


Identify and provide policies to


Purpose of an Area Plan


Create regulations or


Clarifies a vision for the area
Identify and provide policies to 
address development 
opportunities and issues
Identify public and private 
investments needed to achieve 
the vision


Recommend possible zoning


Create regulations or 
laws


Provide funding & 
implementation


But not . . .


But not . . .


Recommend possible zoning 
changes in appropriate locations


Guide more appropriate 
development


Rezone property


Halt development


But not . . .


But not . . .
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Area Plan Policy Context 


Centers, Corridors and 
Wedges Growth Framework


• Provides “starting point” 
for developing area plan


• Establishes a consistent 
framework for capital 
planning


Area Plan Inventory


Recently 
Approved Plans


Plans 
Underway
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PLAN ASSESSMENT PROCESS


Process used to help identify:
• Locations where future planning efforts should be


Plan Assessment Process


Locations where future planning efforts should be 
focused


• Type(s) of planning effort needed


• Potential resources needed to develop plan/undertake 
planning initiative


Key characteristics of Process:Key characteristics of Process:
• Comprehensive


• Objective


• Analytical


• Inclusive
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Internal Planning Team MeetingsInternal Planning Team Meetings


Interdepartmental Team Meetings
(CATS, CDOT, Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Schools, Fire, Land Use and Environmental Services, Planning, Park and Recreation ,


Police, CMU, and Neighborhood and Business Services)


Interdepartmental Team Meetings
(CATS, CDOT, Charlotte‐Mecklenburg Schools, Fire, Land Use and Environmental Services, Planning, Park and Recreation ,


Police, CMU, and Neighborhood and Business Services)


Area Plan Assessment Process


Assessment Tasks
1.  Update Plan Assessment Considerations 
2.  Review Citizen/Other Requests
3.  Receive input from Key Business Units 
4.  Review and Tabulate Data
5.  Update Joint Use Task Force, Planning Leadership, and others as needed


Assessment Tasks
1.  Update Plan Assessment Considerations 
2.  Review Citizen/Other Requests
3.  Receive input from Key Business Units 
4.  Review and Tabulate Data
5.  Update Joint Use Task Force, Planning Leadership, and others as needed


Area  
Plan
Area  
Plan


Plan 
Amendment


Plan 
Amendment Problem SolvingProblem Solving


Forward to 
Neighborhood and 


Business Services KBU


Forward to 
Neighborhood and 


Business Services KBU


Incorporate into the work program of the 
Planning Department and other KBUs


Incorporate into the work program of the 
Planning Department and other KBUs


Other Type of 
Planning 
Initiative


Other Type of 
Planning 
Initiative


Plan Assessment Considerations


1. Development Pressure
• Rezoning activity
• Intensity in Mixed Use Activity Centers


2. Environmental Features
• Tree canopy
• Hydric soils and wetlands


3. Transportation/Infrastructure Factors
• Connectivity ratio
• LRTP projects 


l i l4. Planning Elements
• Rezonings inconsistent with adopted plans
• Land use accessibility


5. Socio‐Economic Factors
• NSAs trending up, down, and challenged
• Residential foreclosures
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Examples of Data Sources


1. Building Permit Data


2 Q lit f Lif St d


5. Transportation Projects


6 I f t t P j t2. Quality of Life Study


3. Vacant Land


4. Rezoning Petitions


6. Infrastructure Projects


7. Environmental Features


8. Socio‐Economic Data


Application of Data
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Plan Assessment Results 


• Prosperity Church


• Ballantyne Area


• Cotswold Area


• Central/Albemarle/Lawyers


• Park/Woodlawn


• Sugar Creek/N Tryon/         
N GrahamN Graham


Next Steps


Complete Plans Underway
• Independence Blvd Area Plan


• Center City 2020 Vision PlanCenter City 2020 Vision Plan


• Steele Creek Area Plan


• Elizabeth Area Plan


• Plaza/Central Planning Initiative 


• Cherry/Midtown Area Plan


Update Planning Department 
k dd i i i iWork Program to add initiatives 


from Plan Assessment
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Plan Assessment Process
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Urban Street Design Guidelines 
Ordinance Implementation


Report on Public Meeting #2


July 26, 2010


Mike Davis, PE 
Department of Transportation


Shannon Frye
Planning Department


Alternative Compliance Update


Process & Schedule


5/27


5/10
Overview of approved policy


Public ReviewT&P Committee Full Council


5/27
Introduction of key content


6/15
Introduce draft ordinance 


changes


6/14
Follow-up


Local Streets & “Door 3”


6/24
Summary of Public 


Meeting #1 7/13
Present comments received


Clarify issues as needed


8/18


7/26
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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Agenda


1. Public Input/Process Update
P bli  M ti  #2 S iPublic Meeting #2 Synopsis
Next Steps


2. Alternative Compliance Update
Development Review Board
Process


3. Schedule


Public Meeting 7/13


• Staff received 119 comments from 9 respondents.Staff received 119 comments from 9 respondents.


• Comments sorted into four categories:


1) Staff Concurs (24 comments)


2) Staff will Consider (38 comments) 


3) E l ti  d Cl ifi ti  (51 t )3) Explanations and Clarifications (51 comments)


4) Policy-Related (6 comments) 
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Staff Response


1. Staff Concurs
• Draft edits to the ordinance to incorporate suggestions


Comment Examples: 
• Provision that will apply to overall ordinance indicating life/safety 
issues (including sight distance) are justification for deviation from 
any affected standard.


• More guidance to be provided on qualified use of private streets in 
l  f bli  t tplace of public streets.


• Language establishing a timeframe by which the City must commit to 
participation in construction of paper street stubs.


Staff Response


2. Staff will Consider
• Staff will begin to evaluate these situations
• Seek additional input where needed


D t i  h th  h   d d• Determine whether changes are needed


Comment Examples:
• 12 of the 38 comments are related to definitions. Staff will 
reconsider how to handle definitions in general based on the 
comments received.


• Multi-use trails as substitutes for bike lanes should be allowed under 
the right conditions  Staff will work to determine how to ensure this the right conditions. Staff will work to determine how to ensure this 
option is available.


• Staff will discuss and reevaluate school sites with respect to block 
length requirements.


• Special consideration must be given to street network requirements 
for unique land uses.
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Staff Response


3. Explanations and Clarifications
• Staff provided explanations
• Staff requested respondents let us know if it appears we Staff requested respondents let us know if it appears we 


have misunderstood the comment or offered an 
insufficient explanation


Comment Examples:


• Collector streets – Will they be used and how?


• Pedestrian / Bike Trails – Can they be used in lieu of streets?y


• Half Streets – Why is the use restricted to commercial land uses?


• Use of “preferred” when discussing block lengths.


Staff Response


4. Policy-Related Comments
• Staff received 6 comments directed at the adopted 


policy, not the draft ordinance language.


• The comments relate to two topics:
1) Values used for preferred and maximum block lengths.
2) Provide sidewalk on one side only of local streets.
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Staff Response


Preferred and Maximum Block Lengths


• The USDG Policy contains 17 policy statements that establish
the basis for ordinance updates:the basis for ordinance updates:


Policy Statement #7: Establish a network of streets based
on preferred and maximum block lengths.


• Staff has attempted to draft ordinance language in such a way to 
ensure flexibility on the values:


Staff may authorize block lengths in excess of  the 
prescribed maximum where one or more of the following    
conditions exist: 


1) A physical impedance to a connection exists, such as a 
freeway, railroad line, rapid transit line, or gas pipeline.
2) A natural impedance exists, such as areas of steep 
slopes or wetlands.
(continues)


Staff Response


Sidewalk One Side of Local Streets


• Subdivision Ordinance
To consider sidewalk on one side only of local streets would
propose direct conflict to the existing Subdivision Ordinance
requirements for sidewalk both sides of new streets.


• USDG Policy
Policy Statement #5: Apply the appropriate USDG street 
classifications and cross-sections, as described in Chapter 4 of 
the USDG, to new local streets.


The USDG cross sections for local residential streets provides for
the “pedestrian zone” both sides. 
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Questions


Alternative Compliance


Purpose
Allow for the approval of innovative, quality development 


l  t d t i d b  th  USDG S bdi i i  proposals not predetermined by the USDG Subdivision 
standards.


Criteria
– Satisfy the intent of the USDG policy and Subdivision 


Ordinance
– Non-hardship based evaluationNon hardship based evaluation
– Allow for qualified professional review and discussion
– Allow for maximum flexibility
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Alternative Compliance (cont.)


Procedural Options


Ministerial – Allows staff to exercise discretion but requires the q
ordinance to prescribe the conditions under which that discretion can be 
applied. 


Legislative – Not an option for alternative compliance in a subdivision 
ordinance.


Quasi-Judicial – Allows an individual or body to exercise discretion 
according to a broader set of standards. Involves an evidentiary hearing 
h  i   i i  ll  i i  d that requires sworn testimonies, allows cross-examination, and 


prohibits ex parte communication by decision makers.


Development Review Board


Quasi-Judicial process can be handled by staff or an 
appointed boardappointed board.


The ex parte communication requirement makes using a 
staff team impractical.


Any board will need to have appropriate professional 
representation to make determinations of alternative 
compliance.
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Alternative Compliance Process


•Alternative Compliance is expected to apply to USDG aspects of the 
Subdivision Ordinance.


• Staff referral will likely not be a requirement to be heard by the 
Development Review Board.


• Staff will likely use a process similar to the rezoning process to 
produce a recommendation to the board.


•Staff has been requested to evaluate how Alternative Compliance 
approval may be concurrent with the Rezoning timeline.


Schedule


Activity 
Committee 
Meetings 


Public 
Meetings Full Council 


Introduce draft  and present key concepts 27-May 15-Jun


Present compiled comments received; seek 
understanding of intent  or interest behind 
comments where needed 


26-Jul 13-Jul


Present staff’s proposed disposition of comments 
received and recommended final ordinance 
language. 


26-Aug 18-Aug


Council Workshop 7-Sep


Public Hearing 15-Nov


Requested Council Decision 20-Dec
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Questions







# Comment Reference Ord. Beginning With Explanation


1


I reiterate Lee's comment from the hearing (to make sure it's on the record) that the law  would not allow an engineer/designer assist a 
property owner in a presentation to a Quasi‐Judicial hearing (law says attorney's only). If I've got a need for alternative compliance i need 
my designer to present not an attorney 20‐6  & 20‐10 SO


def: alternative 
compliance and Dev 
Rev Brd


From preliminary discussions with the City's legal staff, we believe we 
will be able to establish a process that relies on planning, 
transportation, land use professionals, etc. for discussion of alternative 
compliance proposals.


2
In concept, this may be a good idea, but more thought and definition needs to be done to determine when this board is triggered and the 
process goes from door 2 to door 3.


Development 
Review Board SO


Staff is currently working to define a process for alternative 
compliance.


3
This sentence should be deleted. The requirement for a maximum spacing is too harsh. If you have Prefered then you have the ability to 
listen to why "preferred' doesn't work in a specific instance ‐ assuming that the preferred is a realistic #.  20‐23 (b) (2) SO


(b) last sentence 
"street spacing shall..


4 …. and ensure BLOCKS GET CLOSE TO THE PREFERED LENGTHS SHOWN ON TABLE(B) (2)(A) 20‐23(4)( C ) SO (1) once the external


5
Remove requirement that creek crossings be provided at prescribed intervals – I understand that this will not be addressed until the City 
has the support of the Corp of Engineers and DENR and determines how to pay for this enormous expense.


6
does it not make sense to leave strom drainage in? By removing all dicussion you are defacto requiring creek crossings in all instances 
setting aside any environmental issues 20‐53 (c  ) SO street construction


7


Remove requirement that public streets be provided through multi‐family and non‐residential developments – This is an extreme burden 
to commercial development that can be overcome by simply providing an easement to the public guarantying access over a NS & EW 
private street.  


The current ordinances require that a public street be provided in most 
cases, and that any public street stubbed into the site be extended 
through the site as a public street. This provision seeks to preserve that 
practice.


8 Comment again on why not is SF?  Should be allowed if approved. 20‐23 (4) (i) SO half streets


9 Sec. 20‐14 (d) is too rigid.  Make half‐streets allowable as they might make sense in some cases. 


10
New half streets are prohibited EXCEPT AS APPROVED BY ALTERNATIVE COMPLAINCE. Why not allow in SF? it might make sense in some 
cases. Just make it approvable 20‐14 SO (d)


11


Exempt Industrial and Multi‐family uses from block lengths/street spacing requirements. Keep requirement for multiple access points, but 
recognize the unique development needs of these two uses.


SO


Providing good street network is important for all kinds of uses. The 
required block lengths are already set up to recognize important 
distinctions in geographic location and land use. Industrial uses likely 
will require increased flexibility added to the ordinance.


12


I am glad that language about discouraging cut‐through‐traffic is being removed from the SO!  When connectivity came along several 
years ago, my biggest complaint was that you can't have connectivity without cut‐through‐traffic, yet the City tried to contend that you 
could have one without the other.  You can't, and to try to communicate otherwise is either being dishonest or naive.  Thanks for 
acknowledgement that connectivity is not going to make everyone happy.


cut‐through‐
traffic SO


‐


13
In a residential setting can a cul‐de‐sac with two legs count as an intersection for block length calculations.


Will rely on Land Development Standards Manual to address the design 
of cul‐de‐sac


14
In lieu of mandated residential block lengths defined by streets, allow longer street blocks but break up the longer length with a sidewalk 
for bike and pedestrian access between streets. SO


Explanations and Clarifications


The use of the term "preferred" is limited to the determination of the 
number of external street connections. In most cases the "maximum" 
block spacing will govern the design of street network, so that is where 
the specific flexibility measures are identified.


Staff previously discussed the option of allowing ped/bike trails to 
break up blocks. We did not include this as an option based on 


This part of the subdivision process is not changing from the current 
practice. The intervals described in the USDG policy are therefore not 
yet drafted into ordinance. The maximum block lengths will be able to 
be adjusted by staff based on the presence of streams.


Half streets are currently prohibited by the Subdivision Ordinance. This 
option was meant to add flexibility for commercial infill situations 
where it appears half streets may have good applicability. Half streets 
are likely to have significant technical challenges that staff will need to 
learn from as they are tested. If they prove successful, the applicability 
may be expanded.


These comments appear to warrant further explanation by staff. Please review staff's explanations and let us know if it appears we have misunderstood your comment or offered an insufficient explanation.
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In lieu of some of the vehicular connections mandated by the minimum block lengths, why not allow some of the mandatory connections 
to be bike & pedestrian connections served by a public easement?  We are moving away from a car‐based society and this will further 
reduce the City’s maintenance responsibilities as well as reducing the impervious run‐off and storm water treated.  The area could be in an 
easement so that the ROW exists should there be a need in the future. 


16
In Sec. 20‐23 (b) (2) b. where is says “Street spacing shall not exceed the maximum….”  This language is too prescriptive.  There needs to be 
opportunity for flexibility here.  20‐23 (b) (2) (b) SO


This language is paired with a list of conditions under which the 
maximum can be exceeded.


17


The GDP's articulate that parcels less than 5 acres are assumed to have no connectivity. This 5 acres limit should be matched to the 
exceptions


20‐23 (3) SO (b) (1)a street stub


The GDP's do not say or intend to say that connectivity to parcels 5 
acres or smaller is not possible or desirable. In fact, some of these 
parcels can will only be accessible with stubs for connectivity.


18
what is a collector standard? Do you mean Class V standard? You should say that. Also# (1) exceed ONE DUA? Really? ONE? No way. 
Maybe 3 or 4 but ONE. I don't get it. Do the math: access to 125 homes at 4 dua is only 31 acres.  


20‐23 (4)(l) SO collector street


19 are these still going to be used?  Should this be changed to another classification? 20‐23(4)(l) collector streets


20


The test of meeting 2 or 3 is too harsh. The residential GDP's define (by discussion not defintion) an adequate road network as collector or 
higher roads evey 1/2 mile. I would postulate that standard (1) & (2) combined would result in a collector spacing twice as often. Change 
the 3 part test too match the 1/2 mile spacing


20‐23 (4)(l) SO collector street


21


With the greatest value? To what? Measured how? It should say ….based on the location with the LEAST IMPACT for connectivity


20‐24 (a) (2) SO
the location of the 
required


Locating a street where it has the greatest value for connectivity is 
preferred because it links with the reason for having a connected street 
system. Impacts and value are equally difficult to measure, but both 
will undoubtedly guide the logical placement of a street.


22
In Sec. 20‐6, the definition of Planned Development references “definitely programmed series of development operations or phases”.  This 
needs clarification as to what staff means by this citing specific examples.  20‐6 SO


23


…. Either as a single development project or a definitely programmed…." what is definitely programmed? Why is that neccesary? 
Ballantyne has a zoning that allowed the mixture of uses. There is nothing gained by having to number the buildings in order of the GUESS 
at when they'll be built 20‐6 SO


24
Development Standards for Non‐Residential Development: How will non‐residential subdivisions be asked to comply with Chapter? What 
will the process be? 20‐21 SO


The process is expected to be similar to the residential subdivision 
process, with the option of simultaneous submittals for concurrent 
subdivision and building permit reviews.


25


Remove pedestrian from the list unless you mean walking in the street. It is also wrong to say "street" should be designed for bikes & 
walkers since a CLass III‐C is by defintion a street. This defintion appears to be more of a political statement than a defintion. What then is 
a driveway relative to this defintion? 20‐6 SO street


The definition of street is meant to encompass everything that makes 
up the street between the right‐of‐way lines, including the sidewalks 
and/or bike lanes. Even Class III‐C streets are designed to 
accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians.


26


The clause " of the county if so authorized" is unneccesary. The definition would mean no private road has a ROW. Add to the 
sections…has been approved by either the planning… OR NCDOT"


20‐6 SO street right‐of=way


This is an existing definition which seems to work well as‐is. Even 
though the county does not presently maintain streets, this is one way 
within long list of situations, including state‐acceptance, in which a 
street right‐of‐way can be established


27


This doesn’t fall into any category and may be outside this exercise, but I would like some consideration for residential lots to front on non‐
motorized r/w in very limited instances, where alleys are also provided.  This would certainly trigger door 3 and be decided on a site 
specific basis.


R/W types SO


There is nothing that prevents alley‐served developments under the 
proposed ordinance. However, in general, alleys cannot completely 
replace the need for streets. Innovative proposals that eliminate the 
need for a public street could be considered under Alternative 
Compliance.


Collectors are not included in the USDG policy and will likely be phased 
out over time. We are persevering their use in the subdivision 
ordinance because the zoning ordinance still relies on collectors for 
determining access for certain land uses. The rules for when to use 
them are not changing significantly.


concerns related to design, safety and maintenance. These could 
possibly be approved through alternative compliance if those issues are 
addressed. The residential narrow street can typically be used by‐right 
in these situations.


The Planned Development definition was expanded to also incorporate 
language from the Zoning Ordinance definition for Planned 
development.    To further clarify, the definitions for Planned 
Development and Planned Multi‐family development may be 
incorporated in the SO.   Examples can be provided.planned development







28 You added a defintion but the phrase is not used anywhere in the document. Remove defintion 20‐6 SO major stream "Major Streams" is an existing definition.


29


Future' curb?  I think you don't mean Transitional setback but don't think the definition reads well. By future do you mean the one I've 
submitted on my plans?  What if I don't build the curb (City says they will no longer require the upgrade to existing streets)?


Definition of 
req'd stbk TA‐Z


in the UMUD, MUDD… 
and the last sentance


30
Future' curb? 


Definition of 
setback 


explanation TA‐Z
modify the current 
defintion of setback..


31 (d) Local Street CLASS VI right‐of‐way 20‐22 SO (d) Local Street We are phasing out the use of Class VI nomenclature.


32


…may only be applied….? This removes the ability to be considered for alternative compliance when the circumstances warrant it. Remove 
the word 'only' 20‐22(e) (1) SO


local street 
alternatives


Alternative Compliance is expected to allow for consideration of any 
design, provided the intent of the USDG and Subdivision Ordinance are 
satisfied. This language will not restrict that.


33


Add to land use (3) the roads with only 2 houses. It will continue to have low parking volumes as it's only 2 houses (visualize the drawing if 
both sides of street had a facing house); add to use 2 what the real objective is, e.g. parking provided is less than 4 cars. the 2 bullets  don't 
get there ‐‐ just say what is really needed.


20‐22 SO
(e) (1) local street 
cross section  table


Even though the so called "block end" application of the local narrow 
street type is expected to be for short distances, even a few houses 
with orientations toward the side street could create a problem with 
parking. We also would probably not want to see those few houses 
oriented differently than all the others along the longer block. This all 
may be moot as subdivision plans so not ordinarily reveal the 
orientation of houses.


34
At what standard? Per LDSM


20‐23(4)        ( C ) SO (2) cds and


The standard would be prescribed by table 20‐22(e) and the 
construction detail is provided in the Land Development Standards 
Manual.


35


Can there be any consideration, at least on a pilot project basis, for pervious pavement, perhaps in the parallel parking lane only, for select 
public streets?  Also, what about stormwater BMP in the planting strip between walk and curb?


Pervious 
pavement CLDMS


Yes ‐ This sort of design is not precluded by the ordinance but would 
require permission by the City Engineer to modify the standard. It may 
also require encroachment agreements depending on the specifics.


36


Comment:  Consider allowing the Residential Wide Cross‐section as an alternative to Local Office/Commercial Wide or Local Office/Narrow 
when developing uses other than industrial uses.


The USDG policy was intentional in matching the street design to the 
land use. The use of the narrow versus the wide for commercial streets 
is based on how parking is expected to be handled, which we feel is 
appropriate.


37


For different uses can the private street section be modified.  Ie  apartments, can the planting strip be behind the sidewalk. In a retail 
environment, can there be no planting stip and only one sidewalk.  There will be parking lot trees in the area of the private street.


20‐6 private street


Sidewalk adjacent to 90 degree parking spaces will be allowed back of 
curb.  In a retail setting trees would be allowed in allow in a tree well 
(See Tree Ordinance for Urban setting tree planting rqmnts)


38


I like this idea, but can all the underground utilities (water, gas, electric, cable) be located also in this planting strip?  Have the utility 
vendors been part of this discussion?


Planting strip 
between 
curb/walk CLDMS


Utility companies have been consulted as part of the City's Right‐of‐
Way Utility Ordinance. The changes to the subdivision ordinance do 
not alter where utilities can be placed.


39


Show applicability for a premanatly dead end (aka CDS) road. 40' ROW, 26' B/b


20‐22 SO
(e) (1) local street 
cross section  table


The design of the permanent dead end street is not necessarily 
different than one that connects. What matters from the design 
perspective is the type, intensity, and orientation of the  adjacent land 
use.


The setback definition has been amended to provide a distinction 
between the setback established for a single family lot/development 
adjacent to a thoroughfare and the setback for single family adjacent 
to an existing street. The  future curb applies to the curb being 
established as a part of a new local or collector street.  The transitional 
setback requirements establish a setback measured from the proposed 
r/w .







40


Since cul‐de‐sacs will not be allowed in transit station areas, can there be some increased flexibility in public street design to 
accommodate good site planning (e.g. reduced centerline radius, eyebrows, or L‐shaped intersections)? cul‐de‐sac reliev SO


Yes ‐ those design details are generally regulated by the Land 
Development Standards Manual, which the City Engineer is authorized 
to modify.


41
Thank you for allowing roll curb. All drawing presented are vertical and that is excessive for residential land uses


20‐54 (a) SO curb and gutter shall
‐


42
The addition makes sence but can conflict with the added sentence ‐‐ since staff has said that they will no longer mandate that cub/gutter 
be added to all existing ditch‐type streets 20‐54 SO (a) curb andgutter


We are unaware of this practice. We will follow‐up on this item.


43


What? You let it be built but then I have to grant an easement for where the LDSM says it should be where we already determined it 
couldn't go? Huh? 20‐55(b) (2) SO in cases where


The non‐standard location of the sidewalk is allowed in recognition of 
site conditions that are problematic at the time of construction. Those 
conditions could change over time, and we do not want to forego the 
opportunity to relocate it in the future.


44


Where the zoning ordinance allows for reduced setbacks due to meeting tree ordinance or SWIM buffer incentives, will those same 
incentives be reflected in the new measured setback distance from back of curb?  They should be.


Dev. Stds for SF 
Districts ZO Minimum setback


The setback reduction incentives provided for SWIM Buffers and Tree 
Ordinance will be permitted.  The dimensions will be amended in those 
requirements to align with a measurement from back of curb.


45
Assuming the Tree Ordinance Revisions pass Council this summer, how does the new 40’ spacing planting requirements effect the size of 
planting strips?  Trees spaced at 40’ could, in some cases, negate the need for a wide planting strip 


The proposed tree ordinance changes do not relate to the proposed 
planting strip widths.


46
Consider allowing a narrower planting strip (green zone) when trees are planted at back‐of sidewalk. Back of sidewalk is a much healthier 
environment for trees and will not cause trees to conflict with sight distance and underground utilities. SO/TO


47


Since the street trees often grow to cause maintenance and sight line issues in the planting strips, why wouldn’t we shrink the planting 
strip to 2 or 3 feet and put the trees in the front setbacks?  Even 6 or 8 foot planting strips are not sufficient for many species.  
Additionally, the utility companies bury phone, cable and other lines within this area, so the potential for future damage to the trees is 
constant.  It would save the City money on sidewalk maintenance, save on urban forestry issues, and reduce the needed ROW. 


48


Reword 3rd sentence to read something like : New development shall provide multiple more than one entry and exit streets.Residential 
street design …… low volume speeds ? . Suggest it read speeds of 15 mph. (not 20). The proposed street 


system


The use of the phrase "more than one" is actually more closely 
matched to the intent of the requirement than "multiple." While more 
access and connectivity is usually preferred, the requirement is in place 
as‐written to ensure the development is not solely dependent on a 
single access point, which could leave a development stranded in the 
event that street were ever blocked.


49


(4) Uphold standards of sustainable planning and design and smart growth principles. (5) Be aesthetically pleasing to reinforce a cohesive 
experience of form and scale in urban terms. add (4) 


We will be adding language to the ordinance to properly state intent 
for the purposes of alternative compliance. This language is probably 
not specific enough to be helpful in making determinations of plan 
approval.


50


Requiring minimum setbacks for single family housing to allow for 1 car depth in a driveway should be deleted. There should be no 
setback requirements. This would allow developers to arrange houses as they see fit and would encourage more diversity in housing 
layout  where developers build alleys of move house facades closer to sidewalks but recess the garages. Or residents can park (some) cars 
on the street. The concept is to create an "urban" environment instead of  "suburban".


Other


The ordinance will allow for alley‐fed residential development. 
Elimination of setbacks altogether would be a zoning ordinance change 
that is beyond the scope of this work.


51


If large maturing trees …..suggest it say instead: "Deciduous trees maturing in a range of (80‐130) feet are required unless overhead utility 
lines exist. In curbside plantiing strips, only one specie of trees is allowed. Also suggest that a choice of planting strip allowable tree types 
be defined using latin terms.


This would be regulated by the Tree Ordinance and is beyond the scope 
of this work.


The wider planting strips serve a dual role of providing space for trees 
and creating separation between the pedestrian and travel lanes. The 
proposed ordinance does not require that trees be placed in the 
planting strip, but 8' planting strips should be adequate. Sight distance 
or other safety‐related considerations will always prevail in the design 
approval.







# Comment Reference Ord. Beginning With Staff Response


1


Stubs Streets should be provided to each property line as required by the current Subdivision Ordinance.  It should be noted that a map of all 
parcels 5 Acs or larger in the City and its ETJ clearly  shows that a densely gridded street network will not connect to other densely gridded 
street networks in the future because of existing development that separates them. Also stubs should only be to property that is undeveloped 
or has existing stub streets for connection.


2


Allow off‐street bike lanes as an alternative to increased on‐street pavement width – This will save development cost and City future 
maintenance cost and give bikers a save environment to ride on, even children.


Most local streets would not ever warrant bike lanes. For those 
that do, we would support multi‐use paths instead of bike lanes 
where driveway conflicts are minimal


3


Can there be a comment added that in a retail or commercial area a 90 degree turn in a parking lot can count as an intersection for block length.
Staff will look at some examples and possible applications for 
this treatment. 


4


Comment:  Does the preferred and maximum street spacing in wedges for non‐residential use work for shopping centers larger than 
neighborhood centers (i.e. big box centers)? 


We are continuing to study real sites to ensure the street 
requirements are reasonable


5


Exempt Industrial uses from any block length/street spacing requirements.  Industrial centers are often developed in such a way that caters to a 
tenant’s specific needs (i.e. large building to accommodate Seimens)  This could be added in Sec. 20‐23 (a); under “exemptions” 


We will probably not exempt industrial uses, but we want to 
evaluate flexibility provisions that ensure we do not preclude 
any given use


6


In Sec. 20‐23 (a), add all schools.  Average High school is 90 acres – would be unsafe and unrealistic to build gridded road network through 
school 


7


Public not Private? ‐‐‐So Queens College, the school of law & JCS don't count but UNCC does? add all schools (a highschool is 90 acres, a middle 
school is 60 acres How do you build a grid road system through it)


20‐23 SO (a) (1) public universities


8


Add all schools 20‐23 (a) SO


9


what is realistic/ reasonable about 400' feet to 600 feet when it been proven you couldn't replicate Myers park and Eastover with these 
standards? 1000 is reasonable in residential, no cap should be used in industrial. How do you answer the Blakeney example with a 500' street? 
How do you build a church in a wedge with streets through the building, cemetary etc every 500 ft? Could this be resolved by allowing 
alternative means of connection that meets the needs of bikes & walkers? Change the first sentance to read Construct new local streets  OR 
PED/BIKE WALKS...


20‐23 (b) (2) SO concept


 The ordinance language supports the critical design elements 
that earn Myers Park and Eastover acclaim. If increased block 
lengths are important to successfully recreating those 
developments, that can be accomplished through Alternative 
Compliance. Blakeney generally exceeds the proposed street 
network requirements. Staff will evaluate and discuss churches 
and cemeteries with respect to block lengths. Staff has not 
identified a standard treatment for ped/bike trails that 
addresses the various design and maintenance and safety 
complications, however Door 3 should offer the opportunity for 
consideration of these treatments.


10


…….provide for future grade seperation……. BUT NOT STUD IN EXCESS OF RR ALLOWED CROSSINGS 20‐14 SO ( c ) relationship to RR


11


why is the sentence ended with 'and low vehicle traffic volumes'? I don't see that as neccesary & it's not measurable. Streets are designed to 
have cars on them. The change to connectivity definition is SO makes this clause unneeded


definition of local 
street


TA‐Z local streets provide


Staff will Consider
These are good comments that have the potential to improve the proposed ordinance language. Staff will spend more time evaluating these ideas and may or may not include them in the final draft.


Staff will evaluate and discuss implications of ordinance changes 
with respect to school sites.







12


because of setback issues sidewalks should not be required in CDS bulb unless there is an access (e.g. to a school/park) off the CDS.  20‐55 (a) (4) SO
sidewalks in CDS or short 
streets


Staff will consider this suggestion


13


Comment:  In condition number One (residential use within a mixed use development…), the use of the Residential Wide cross‐section should 
also be allowed.  The types of vehicles in a mixed use project are not substantially different than in a higher density residential project.


20‐22 (e) (1) SO
Staff will revisit the intent behind this language. If it makes sense 
to use a residential wide in this situation, we will adjust the 
proposed language


14


Comment:  Which of the local street cross‐sections will be allowed for town home projects over 8 du/acre with driveways spaced in such away 
that will not allow use of on‐street parking?


Will rely on Land Development Standards Manual to address the 
design of cul‐de‐sac


15


Design Standards for Streets: Does this section regarding right‐of‐way dedication need to indicate when less than 36 feet of right‐of‐way from 
the center line is acceptable?


20‐22 (c ) (1) SO


16


Section 20‐22.(c)(1)‐ Design Standards for streets:  Does this Section regarding right‐of‐way dedication need to indicate when less than 36 feet 
of right‐of‐way from the center line is acceptable? 


17


I do not like the idea of sidewalks in easements, now that planting strips are widened.  It's much cleaner to keep the entire sidewalk in the r/w.  
Under the current rules, the only reasons to have sidewalk in easement are 1) to keep the setback closer to the street and 2) to maximize lot 
area.  I applaud that setbacks are measured from back of curb and not the r/w line.  This takes care of reason 1.  If something can be worked out 
to get required lot area relief if the developer chooses to widen the required r/w to include the entire sidewalk, that would be good and take 
care of reason 2


r/w 
width/Sidewalks in 


easements
ZO/SO Staff will consider relief in the lot area calculations


18


the higher density residential (required in cooridors) has wider roads (removing land available for buildings reducing density). Where is the 
offset that reduces the required onsite parking (both detached & attached uses) since I'm building it with the street


20‐22
(e) (1) local street cross 
section  table


19


Why is there a jump to wider street sections with more density?  Can we reduce our required on‐site parking if we are forced to build the larger 
street section with on‐street parking? 


20


Comment:  In condition number Four (4) (residential land use greater that 8 dwellings units per acre), why does a residential development 
greater than 8 du/acre require the wider cross‐section?  What is the rational?  Why at 8 units per acre not 17 units per acre?  Off‐street parking 
standards do not change with density.  Consider reducing off‐street parking requirements for projects that use residential wide cross‐section or 
allowing some of the on‐street parking to meet off‐street parking requirement


21


the last 2 sentances are a good definition of 'future' I'd move to definitions SF district chart TA‐Z 7 along a local


22


use of 'future' again SF district chart TA‐Z (e) minimum


23


….is required for new local WIDE streets (not narrow or medium). (1) Is the 800' described in LDSM or does that clause refer to something else. 
On (2) Where the above conditions DO NOT APPLY the developer must…. Traffic calming is not needed on narrow and medium roads. if you a 
wide street & don't meet the definition in (1) then come talk about alternatives


20‐23 (4) (j) SO
traffic calming  and (1) & 
(2)


There does seem to be some inconsistency in the logic as 
drafted. Staff will reevaluate this language to either limit it to 
"wide" street types or to adequately address other street types if 
warranted


24


In Sec. 20‐6, the definition of Traffic Calming that says “encourage alternative modes of transportation” is odd and troubling.  Speed humps 
should make me want to ride the bus?  On‐street parking makes me want to bike?  Please explain. 


20‐6 SO


25


Suggested wording: …..that safely and functionally accommodates other users and provides for non‐motorized transportation (NMT) modes Traffic calming


26


..accomodate more types of users and ARE INTENDED TO encourage alternative…. But then I have to ask: does this mean speed humps are 
supposed to make me ride the bus? Speed humps make bikers want to drive a car ‐‐ I get that but it seems odd that we have a 'calming devise' 
with a socially manipulative purpose


20‐6 SO traffic calming


This is an adjustment to existing language to reflect new 
standards. Staff will revisit the original intent of this language 
and consider changes as appropriate.


This is a reasonable argument. Staff will evaluate and discuss.







27


Remove mandatory public street connection requirement.  Requiring ublic street connections to neighboring properties will generate significant 
neighborhood opposition to any new multi‐family development which will be a major impediment to new multi‐family development especially 
affordable housing.


20‐24 SO


28


the words "high speeds" need to be define ‐ i.e. how many mph ? Freeway or expressway….


29
the words "volumes are low" need to be define  ``p.3  Local street means


30


reword to say: a deadend street that is designed to be extended for future access and connectivity. p.4 Stub street ‐ 


31


This is excellent language ! SO Connectivity means….


32


Add a definition of "nonmotorized transportation (NMT) in Section 20‐6 Other


33


Add a definition of "on‐road" bikeways" ‐ to include what a lane means, what shared roadway means etc. Also a definition for"off‐road" which 
includes "one way and two way cycle‐tracks".


Other


34


Add a definition of "sidewalk" in Section 20‐6 to include the terms "pedestrians and  bicycles" (note that bicycling on sidewalks is legal in 
Charlotte except in Uptown and a very few other high‐density locations)


Other


35


how is this sentence implemented?  This is too subjective to be a zoning definition. 
definition of local 


street
TA‐Z the street design


36


is there a definition of low volume, low speed? 20‐14 (b)


37


what is low volume? Is there a specific #? Does the volume considered low change as we grow? Same comments as to text amendment. What 
about churches and the last TA about sanctuary sizes based on road classification. Make sure no conflicts


20‐6 SO local street


38


Thoroughfare plan means:….to serve…the word "major" needs to be defined.. Suggest rest of this sentence says: …truck and mass transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian, and other means of mobility inside or outside the curb‐line  the thoroughfare.


Compliance required


Based on the number of comments received relative to 
definitions, staff will revisit definitions as a whole. In general we 
are seeking both clarity of intent and legal objectivity, which 
turns out to be somewhat difficult.







# Comment Reference Beginning With Staff Response


1 … modify the PREFFERED street spacing…. Then at (2) creek, stream, etc.  20‐23(4)  (e) the city staff may
Will not change maximum to preferred, but will amend condition #2 to 
include creeks and streams.


2 ……may be further subdivided based on the LEGAL DEED RESTRICTIONS, the size….. 20‐23 (3)
(b) (1)a street 
stub Will add this provision.


3 add "so long as it does not create an unsafe turning movement and it had adequate sight distance". 20‐23 (b)(1)(a)


4
extend any existing adjacent street onit's proper projections SO LONG AS IT DOES NOT CREATE AN UNSAFE TURNING MOVEMENT AND IT HAS 
ADEQUATE SIGHT DISTANCE 20‐23 (b) (1) (a)


5 In Sec. 20‐23 (b) (1) (a), add:  “so long as it does not create an unsafe turning movement and it has adequate sight distance” 


6


the proposed street system….proper projections COMPLYING WITH SIGHT DISTANCE AND SAFE TURNING MOVEMENT REQUIREMENTS….Culde‐sacs 
and other ….shold be avoided WHERE POSSIBLE (since it acknowledges later that sometimes you have to dead‐end a street in a CDS). .....should ensure 
the creation of "low volume low speed". Really? We need to change some curve and intersection geometry to 'ensure' this for speed but how do we 
ensure people will not drive? this sentance is too broad 20‐14 (b) the proposed


7 Comment:  In section 20‐23(b) External Connectivity (1)b Consider adding a time frame by which the city must fund or construct paper street.  Will stipulate that the City must commit by the time of plan  approval.


8 Comment:  Should this section include standards for when private streets will be allowed?   20‐23


9 Design Standards for lots. In section (a) Frontage on Street. (1), examples of when a private street would be allowed by staff would be helpful 20‐24


10
In Sec. 20‐24.‐Design standards for lots. In section (a) Frontage on street. (1), examples of when a private street would be allowed by staff would be 
helpful. 


USDG Ordinance Implementation
Summary of Comments from 1st Draft Ordinance Language


Will provide more guidance on the qualified use of private streets


Will add an overarching provision to the ordinance ensuring life/safety 
issues 


Staff Concurs
These comments are good suggestions that appear to help improve the proposed ordinance language. Staff will begin to draft edits to the ordinance to incorporate these suggestions.







11
how do we allow Seimens to expand a turbine plant if they have to have roads through the middle of buildings. This sentence does not allow for any 
flexibility 20‐23


(a) street 
network


Will add flexibility measures for maximum block lengths to address these 
types of situations.


12
no CDS's are permitted in transit areas EXCEPT WHERE NECESSARY TO AVOID EXCESSIVE RAILROAD CROSSINGS.     Also the CDS of 80' seems large. 
Leave the standard to the LDSM so different uses (SF, Transit etc) have appropriate designs 20‐23(4)(h) CDS


Will rely on Land Development Standards Manual to address the design of 
cul‐de‐sac


13 typo in 2nd sentance it's WHERE not here. The concept of shorter boundary lines needs to be demonstrated 20‐23 (B) (2) (A) round down to Good catch ‐ thanks!


14 ALL PROPOSED ADDITIONS ARE IN CAPS_____________between the sidewalk and back of curb OR EDGE OF PAVEMENT typically….. 20‐6 green zone Will add language to include streets without curb‐and‐gutter.


15 does (f) conflict with (d) 20‐20
planned 
developments (f) Will delete (f)


16 no defintion for urban class III. Works by deleting the word Urban 20‐22
asterick under (c 
) Will delete "urban"


17
should not have to be "constructed as" a public street. This would not allow street pavers, or head in parking, for example. The correct phrase is 
CONSTRUCTED TO THE PROVATE STREET STANDARDS 20‐6 private street Will change to "constructed to private street standards


18 the final plat for planned (DELETE UNIT) development (DELETE CLUSTER) 20‐20


planned 
developments (d) 
(2) Will delete "unit" and "cluster"


19 the headings need to be underlines or bold or something. They look like sentence fragments 20‐13 (a), (b), ( C) Will improve heading format throughout ordinance.


20 there is no defintion of streetscape requirements 20‐54 (b)
nonconforming 
streetscape Will add a definition for streetscape


21 what else does this deletion affect? What about plan denial? 20‐6
hearing 
committee Deleted by mistake; will restore original language


22 add CLASS VI as part of the title. Is this not the same as #8 of the same section? How is it different? 20‐52 (4) local streets
Class VI will not be added since that nomenclature is being phased out, 
however #8 will be deleted


23
delete the reference to"adopted streetscape plans' or reference which plans are out there and capitalize the word Streetscape. The use of Area plans 
to get to the minutia of sidewalk loaction should not be allowed to happen 20‐55 (b) 


except in unsual 
circumstances


Recent area plans have become specific in their recommended street 
sections; will add language that makes a distinction between area plans 
adopted after a certain date.


24 can you explain this statement. 20‐23 (4)f block widths We will add a graphic to illustrate the requirement.







Policy‐Related Comments


Comment Ord. Beginning With


600 foot block lengths are too tight in many suburban areas. Where is the justification? 1,000 foot spacing for the lower density, single family 
detached  housing has proven to be effective. SO


Increase preferred and maximum street spacing in wedges for residential development less than 5 du/acre to 800 and 1,000 feet respectively. 


Modify prescribed block length requirements in wedges – Block length should be left at the current 1000’ which has worked well since reduced 
from 2000’ in 2000.  This provide ample connectivity for any neighborhood.  It should be noted that no congestion in any residential neighborhood 
has ever been reported and that the real issue is adequate ingress and egress from neighborhoods prior to the 2000 change requiring a stub to 
every property line.  This change to the subdivision ordinance solved the connectivity problems that existed prior to this change. This change will 
also be environmentally sound because it eliminates 38% of the unnecessary  impervious area caused by additional pavement and sidewalks. The 
industry has also offered to support mid block pedestrian walkways that would be in a public easement.


Allow block lengths of 800'‐1000' for residential in wedges. SO


Forego sidewalk on both sides of Class V and VI streets in lower density residential subdivisions in favor of a single 6 foot wide sidewalk on one side 
of the street.  SO


Forego sidewalk on both sides of Class V and VI streets in lower‐density residential subdivisions in favor of one 6‐foot sidewalk on one side of the 
street.  The reduced impervious area and right of way will aid in lessening the storm water generated/treated as well as lessening the future City 
maintenance responsibilities. 


These comments, dealing with block spacing and sidewalks, are directed at the adopted USDG policy and not the draft ordinance language. Other comments have been 
received that are directed at the manner in which these topics are addressed in the ordinance language and are being considered. Staff has attempted to draft the ordinance 
language in such a way to ensure there is flexibility on these and other topics throughout the ordinance.
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CALENDAR DETAILS: 
 
Wednesday, August 11 – Saturday August, 14 
NLC NBC‐LEO Summer Conference, Memphis, TN     
 
August and September calendars are attached.  (see left side table of contents for attachment) 
 


INFORMATION: 
 
CATS Blue Line Extension Status Update 
Staff Resource: John Muth, CATS, 704‐336‐3373, jmuth@charlottenc.gov  
 
CATS’ financial plan, which was submitted to the Federal Transit Administration in September 
2009, stated a potential opening date for the LYNX Blue Line Extension (BLE) of 2019.  In the 
meantime, CATS has kept the project moving forward towards a 2016 opening schedule in the 
event that sufficient funding could be secured.  As was learned in Wednesday’s Council‐
Manager Memo, the House and Senate’s preliminary numbers are in, with the House providing 
no designated funds for the BLE and the Senate providing $3.7 million.  The U.S. Congress is 
expected to arrive at final numbers in the transportation appropriations conference report 
sometime after the November 2010 elections.   At this time staff is assessing any potential 
impacts to the overall project schedule and continues to actively look at moving the project 
forward. 
 
August 12 – Local Elected Officials Meeting and Citizens’ Informational Workshop for the 
Proposed Grade Separation at Sugar Creek Road and the North Carolina Railroad/Norfolk 
Southern Railroad  
Staff Resource: Tim Gibbs, CDOT, 704‐336‐3917, tgibbs@charlottenc.gov   
 
On August 12, The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) Rail Division will 
convene an informal meeting for local elected officials to discuss proposed plans to construct a 
grade separation to replace the at‐grade crossing on Sugar Creek Rd. at the North Carolina 
Railroad/Norfolk Southern Railroad.   The meeting will be held from 3:00pm until 4:00pm in the 
Sugaw Creek Presbyterian Church Fellowship Hall located at 101 W. Sugar Creek Rd.  NCDOT 
staff will provide elected officials with an opportunity to view conceptual plans, ask questions 
and voice their concerns about the grade separation project.      
 
Following the local elected officials meeting, a workshop for citizens will be held at 
the same location from 5:00pm until 7:00pm.   
 
The proposed project would provide a grade separation at Sugar Creek Road by either 
depressing Sugar Creek Road under the railroad or creating an overpass, with re‐surfacing and 
grading work beginning just north of the Sugar Creek Rd. / The Plaza intersection and ending 
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just south of the Sugar Creek Rd. / N. Tryon St. intersection.  This rail corridor will also include 
the Charlotte Area Transit System Blue Line Extension (Northeast corridor) light rail project.  
 
The project will also consider the closure of the Craighead Road at‐grade crossing, 
which is located just southwest of the Sugar Creek Road crossing. 
 
203 Mill Road (In‐Rem Demolition) 
Staff Resource: Walter Abernethy, N&BS, 704‐336‐4213, wabernathy@charlottenc.gov  
 
On June 28 City Council unanimously approved the demolition of the structure at 203 Mill Road. 
 The repair costs for this structure were established at $67,510 which is 96.9% of the structure’s 
tax value.  Violations included structural, plumbing, electrical, unsafe wiring, roofing and 
substructure issues. 
 
Mr. Robert McCloud spoke to Council at the June 28 meeting and indicated repairs would be 
completed by July 15.  To date, the property is still in violation of the Minimum Housing Code 
Standards.  Code staff have also determined that much of the work done is below Minimum 
Standards and not compliant with the Minimum Housing Code Standards and North Carolina 
Building Code.  Based on the lack of reasonable progress and the poor workmanship, Code 
Enforcement has decided to move ahead with the Council approved demolition within the next 
week  
 
ATTACHMENT: 
July 26 Transportation and Planning Committee Meeting Summary  (see left side table of 
contents for attachment) 
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