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Charlotte City Council

o Housing and Neighborhood Development
m Committee
Summary Minutes
CHARLOTTE.
August 2, 2010
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS
1. Johnston & Mecklenburg Mills
COMMITTEE INFORMATION
Council Members Present: Patsy Kinsey, Michael Barnes, Patrick D. Cannon, Warren Cooksey, and
James Mitchell,
Staff Resources: Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office
Patrick T. Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services
Pamela Lopez, Neighborhood & Business Services
Peter Zeiler, Neighborhood & Business Services
Others: See Sign-in Sheet
Meeting Duration: 12:05PM —-1:10 PM

ATTACHMENTS

1. Agenda Packet — August 2, 2010

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Chairman Kinsey welcomed everyone to the meeting and turned it over to Julie Burch for a review of the
agenda.

1. Johnston & Mecklenburg Mills

Ms. Burch: We are back before the Committee as a follow up to the last meeting on June 30™. Let’s
spend a little more time on the various options and narrow those down — we are
prepared with a staff recommendation and have outlined a time table. If the Committee
is ready at the conclusion of this discussion we would ask that a recommendation be
made to Council and place the item on agenda for the Monday, August 23" meeting.
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Zeiler:

Ms. Burch then turned it over to Peter Zeiler with Neighborhood & Business Services to
present background, context, options, and a recommendation.

(Peter presents background and context, two disposition options, Sari/Bainbridge offer,
and Staff recommendation.)

Questions/Comment/Answers:

Barnes:

Zeiler:

Barnes:

Zeiler:

Barnes:

Zeiler:

Mitchell:

Mumford:

Cannon:

Zeiler:

Cannon:
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Have any other bids been received (besides the Sari/Bainbridge offer)?

We have not received any other cash offer bids but have received a number of other
expressions of interest with no numbers attached.

Let me be clear here, we are not saying there has to be a minimum number of
residential units but if there are residential units there has to be at least 10?

There must be a minimum of 10 residential units and those 10 must be affordable
housing. If they go to 20 units, 10 have to be affordable housing and so on. This is City
recommendation for minimum requirements.

What is 60% AMI in NoDA?

$38,000 for metropolitan area. AMI is $63,000. AMI is for entire metropolitan area, not
specifically for NoDA area. We do not have way to determine NoDA AMI.

| would like a little more discussion. | want to make sure we get this right. | would like to
see affordable housing in this development so is there some language to make sure the
full 20% is incorporated into the development?

We are not dictating the total number of units. But the way we can guarantee that
those numbers are there, is our ability to come back and repurchase property at 80% of
value if the units are not included.

| would like to caution us so that we do not benchmark off a single proposal.

The City would like to give the Committee and Council an option that touches on what
the two big things are that have come out of the proposals — historic preservation and
affordable housing. What we are trying to do is give you an option that will allow
anybody to submit a price based on provisions within the sale of contract that would
enforce 20% units at 60% AMI and historic preservation. We're trying to make
recommendation as transparent as possible and strip out specific numbers.

| have had a couple other interested entities that have a number, a design, and a scope
and asked if they can come make a presentation and | discouraged that because |
wanted a level playing field. | still feel we were a little out of order to allow something
like that to occur without others being given the same opportunity which would have
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Kinsey:

Mumford:

Barnes:

Kinsey:

Mumford:

Zeiler:

Mitchell:

Zeiler:

Barnes:

Unknown

Barnes:

Zeiler:

Cooksey:

Mumford:
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given us something to benchmark and allow us to make a viable recommendation to the
Mayor and full Council.

The Sari bid came in the form of a letter to the City Manager and was not a formal
presentation. The process that we are going though will provide information that will
allow us to make a well thought out and researched recommendation to Council.

The letter was a purchase proposal with some stipulation to what the project would be.
That is the only purchase agreement that we have received to date.

We are in a position to get other bidders — | want to make as much money as possible
on this property. | think it’s worth more than $600,000 due to historical nature and
proximity to the proposed light rail station.

Is it possible to move that date up some?

If there is not an upset bid process we could take some time out and get on the Council
agenda for October.

You can also reduce the September 13 — 27 bidding period.

This is a great schedule and | will support it but can we include a walk through time for
Council members?

We can schedule a walk through before August 23",

| do think the 10% upset bid would be appropriate. Do we have any idea what rent
would be?

80% of AMI

Do we know the potential value of the state and federal tax credits — this creates an
additional sweetener.

If we are to believe that the 17 is an actual construction number we are looking at a
$2.3 — $2.6 million (estimating off top of head). Cash value around $1.5 - $1.8
estimated. A developer will not get that tax credit unless they preserve the building to
Secretary of Interior standards and get the certificate of appropriateness for the tax
credits so this is real preservation. These standards are extremely stringent.

This location is adjacent to the station and is zoned UR-3. What we have been doing on
the South Line has been doing City initiated transit oriented development petitions to
assist anyone who wanted to build to our TOD standard adjacent to a station. What kind
of discussion has been had about doing a TOD rezoning on the 7.8?

The challenge is that those building are being preserved and appropriate parking needs
to be provided for that. There is not a lot of developable land.
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Cooksey:

Mumford:

Cooksey:

Barnes:

Mumford:

Barnes:

Lazes:

Cooksey:

Mr. Lazes:

Kinsey:

Mr. Lazes:

Zeiler:
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On the affordability provision, to clarify, given that there is no affordable housing
financing tools contemplated, | presume this would not require any waiver of the
locational policy since it’s a conditional requirement on the sale?

That is correct.

The preservation component doesn’t draw me as much as getting good development
around the transit station.

| believe the tax credits would help off-set the affordable housing financing piece, right?
It's a form of subsidy for the project.

In response to what Cooksey said — the reason why the appearance and preservation
piece has been important to me is similar to what we see in the South corridor. A lot of
the old warehouses have been preserved and refurbished and it has maintained some
character and we are trying to find a way to allow this area to maintain its historic
character which is why we said keep the buildings if possible. The challenge is that the
termite damage is fairly severe, but according to the experts, the buildings are
salvageable so we need to get the right people in there that can restore them.

Mr. Lazes if | were to ask you a question about this project what would | ask and what is
your answer?

What do you see on this that can be changed so that the City can get more money? My
answer would be pretty simple - preservation of the historic building is important so |
think the first covenant of keeping it is a good one. | think the second question is does
the NoDA as an area need more affordable housing? The buildings are adjacent to the
light rail stop. Should we not try to maximize our returns for all purposes so the City
gets higher tax revenue and so the developer has the opportunity to lease and sell
condos? My suggestion would be to increase the 60% AMI requirement or remove it
completely. | think NoDA already has a lot of affordable housing in the area already. You
would want the highest bid possible and preserve the buildings. Why put this restriction
on affordable housing? Let the market dictate price in this case.

Do you have any procedural questions?

During the bid upset process, is there a second bid upset if it goes up 10%?
Yes

Under the historic tax credits, is the building on the historic register?

It is on the local register, it will need to go on to the national register. | can find no
indication that it is on the federal historic register. The developer (Sari/Bainbridge)
indicated that they would need to add it to the federal register.
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Kinsey:

Mitchell:

Barnes:

Cooksey:

Cannon:
Kinsey:

Cannon:

Cooksey:

Kinsey:

Cooksey:

Mumford:

Cooksey:

Barnes:

Cooksey:

Cannon:
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Let me address the affordable housing issue. | always heard that this Committee is
interested in making sure that affordable housing is included. Also heard the
neighborhood being pretty firm on wanting affordable housing returned to these two
buildings — that is where affordable housing came from and that majority of Council
members are interested in makings sure we have adequate number of affordable units.

Made a motion to accept the staff recommendation of Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills
to conduct sale with limited restriction process and adhere to the sale timeline.

Seconds the motion.

Makes a friendly amendment that the preservation covenant provision is contingent
upon the building receiving federal historic district standards. In other words, if they
don’t receive that standard, the preservation covenant is not part of the agreement.

How long does that process take?
It could take a long time.

Well then that’s key in knowing. | don’t know if | can be supportive if | don’t really know
what that is.

| have great faith in our attorneys to work things wonderfully. Given that much of what
we have said is contingent upon the federal provision, which is a process on its own
which we have no control.

It isn’t contingent.
What I've been hearing about the tax credits involved — they help make the deal work.

You are correct; the tax credits help make the deal work but nowhere in here is there a
provision that requires it be on the national register. If somebody is proposing to meet
the requirement we have outlined and they can’t get the federal tax credits they have to
figure out how to get some more equity into the deal. We still have the 24 — 36 month
timeline that says if work doesn’t begin we can come in and acquire the property back.

If we sell to somebody that will rely on those federal tax credits and they don’t get them
then we are stuck buying it back and are right back where we started.

My sense is that this gentleman and his folks are ready to move forward. He is aware of
the universe of information we are talking about and his options

| tried to structure this for all bidders not simply the one here with us today.
(Amendment not accepted)

It would seem to me if we would approve the motion made by Council Member
Mitchell, we can still find out between now and the time before this goes before full
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Kinsey:

Burch:

body what that window is and if there needs to be a change, restructuring — we can do
that at that particular time.

On the affordable housing piece, | heard the argument coming from the floor in regard
to letting the market decide, but if | were to be one to go with the presentation made
prior to this committee by the entity that came before, | would want people —all
people- to afford what that development might bring out. There are some things in that
proposal that will wow you and often times, people that are in affordable housing units
don’t have that luxury and they should be afforded that opportunity. It enriches that
whole area. | don’t think we are going to see a whole lot that would turn this project
upside down by the number of affordable housing units that we are talking about going
in so | am going to support the maker of the motion with a second.

Asks for full Committee vote. Barnes, Cannon, Mitchell in favor, Cooksey opposed.

The next meeting will be held on August 25" and we will revisit the Housing Locational
Policy public forum input.

The meeting adjourned at 1:10 PM.
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City Council

Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center

Committee Members:

Staff Resource:

Monday, August 2, 2010
12:00 p.m.

Room 280

James Mitchell, Chair
Warren Turner, Vice-Chair
Michael Barnes

Patrick D. Cannon

Warren Cooksey

Julie Burch, Assistant City Manager

AGENDA

l. Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills

Next Meeting: TBD

Future Agenda Items

— Housing Locational Policy Update

— Single Room Occupancy: Review of Zoning Ordinance Provisions

Attachments:

Community Relations Committee Annual Report (Attachment A)

- No action is required

Distribution:
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Curt Walton, City Manager
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Debra Campbell — Planning Department
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Ann White
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Pat Garrett
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Chief Rodney Monroe

Deputy Chief Ken Miller
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Willie Ratchford
Ledger Morrissette
Neighborhood & Business
Services

Patrick Mumford
Walter Abernethy
Steve Allen

Jamie Banks

Tom Flynn

Pamela Lopez

Tom Warshauer
Richard Woodcock
Stan Wilson





Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting
August 2, 2010

Committee Action:
The Committee is requested to take action on a recommendation to the City Council for the
disposition of the Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills.

Policy:

e OnJuly 26, 2010, City Council approved the FY2011 Consolidated Action Plan. The Plan
identified the need for affordable, safe and decent housing for low and moderate-income
families. The Plan reaffirmed the three basic goals of the City’s Housing Policy, which are:

O Preserve the existing housing stock,
0 Expand the supply of affordable housing, and
0 Support family self-sufficiency initiatives

Background:

e The Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills properties are located on a 7.8 acre tract in proximity
to the intersection of North Davidson Street and East 36th Street. Mecklenburg Mill
Apartments is a 60-unit complex located at 3327 North Davidson Street and Johnston Mill
Apartments is a 90-unit complex located at 3315 North Davidson Street.

e August 1990 — The City approved a $1,000,000 loan to Trenton Property, Inc. for the
acquisition and rehabilitation of Johnston and Mecklenburg Mills.

e June 1991 - The City provided an additional loan of $2,533,500 to develop Johnston Mill and
renegotiated the $600,000 balance of the original loan.

e In 1992, the City invested $2.4 million for the rehabilitation of the Mecklenburg Mill
Apartments.

e September 2004 - City Council approved an additional $800,000 to acquire the first
mortgage for Johnston Mill Apartments to protect the City’s interest and maintain the units
as affordable.

e January 2006 - the City foreclosed and took possession of both the Mecklenburg and
Johnston Mill apartments.

e May 2006 — the residents in Mecklenburg Mill were evacuated for their safety.

e November 2007 - the City Council selected NoDa Mills, LLC as the developer for the Mill
properties and authorized staff to negotiate an agreement for the sale of the property.

e July 2008 - the City Council unanimously approved the purchase and sale agreement
between the City of Charlotte and the NoDa Mills, LLC for the sale of the Johnston and
Mecklenburg Mills and the adjacent properties for $475,000. The agreement expired on
December 30, 2008 because the contract conditions had not been met.

e June 2010 - the outstanding debt on the Mills properties is $475,000.





Options for Disposition of the Mills:
e Based on Committee discussion on June 30, 2010, staff has further developed two
disposition options:

1. Upset Bid — This option will maximize potential sales price for the site and can move
the property to a quick turnaround to closing. However, this approach relinquishes
any control of development options to the developer, including demolition of the
buildings per any historic landmark requirements. Other than rezoning approval, the
City would have no method or right to direct development towards adopted policies.

2. Private sale with upset bid-like overlay — This option would likely reduce potential
sales price but would provide mechanisms to enforce the historic preservation of the
buildings as well as provision a minimum of 20% of units preserved for households
at 60% Area Median Income. Enforcement of policies would be through deed
restrictions and covenants.

Disposition Recommendation:
o Staff will be prepared to discuss the factors to be considered with each of the two
disposition options and to present a recommendation at the Committee meeting.
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CHARLOTTE.

MEMORANDUM
FROM THE
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

DATE: July 16, 2010

TO: City Council

FROM: Stephanie C. Kelly, CMC, City Clerk

SUBJECT: Attached Annual Report: Community Relations Committee

The attached report of the Community Relations Committee is being sent to you
pursuant to the Resolution related to Boards and Commissions adopted by City Council
at the November 23, 2009 meeting. This resolution requires annual reports from City
Council Boards and Commissions to be distributed by the City Clerk to both City Council
and the appropriate Committee for review.

Section 6. REPORTS OF BOARDS, COMMITTEES, AND COMMISSIONS

The City Council finds it appropriate to periodically review each standing board, committee, and
commission to which they make appointments for the purpose of assessing whether said board,
committee, or commission should be renewed, dismantled, expanded or its charge redefined. To
this end, each board, committee, and commission that is part of the City, or that was established
by the City Council, whether acting alone or in conjunction with one or more other local
governpments, is required to submit annual written reports that must contain in depth reviews of
the body’s activities, including goals, objectives, successes, problems, and/or the need for City
Council assistance. These reports shall be submitted to the City Clerk and will be staggered
through the year according to a schedule established by the City Clerk. The City Clerk shail then
provide the Mayor and City Council with copies of the reports and refer the reports to the
appropriate Council Committee for the Committee’s information.

Boards, committees, and commissions that are not part of the City shall submit reports in
accordance with the reporting requirements set forth in their contract, if any, with the City.

In addition to required written reports, the City Council may request on a case-by-case basis that
an oral report be made to the Council.

cc: Mayor
Curt Walton (memo only)
Julie Burch (memo only)
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Executive Summary

The following is the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Community Relations Committee’s (CRC) Corporate
Scorecard Year-End Report. This report covers department achievements for fiscal year 2010. A division
of the City Manager’s Office, CRC impacts City Council’s “Housing and Neighborhood Development”
focus area and affects the City’s corporate objectives “strengthen neighborhoods,” develop

n o n u

collaborative solutions,” “enhance customer service,” “promote learning and growth,” and achieve
positive employee climate.” CRC members and staff work together through four core service areas: 1)
inter-group relations, 2) conflict management, 3) fair housing/public accommodations and 4) police

review.

FY10 Significant Achievements

CRC continued to leverage resources for the benefit of Charlotte-Mecklenburg taxpayers. Our
programs, including grant revenue, saved taxpayers an estimated $430,265 over the course of
the year. The amount of private and public grant revenue received this year was $221,291.
These funds were used to underwrite expenses associated with the 30th Annual Police
Community Relations Awards Program; to cover costs for two full-time fair housing staff
positions; and one full-time staff position to provide case management and support for the
Dispute Settlement Program. CRC volunteers contributed 1697.5 hours which is equivalent to
$34,374 of in-kind services.

Work With Gangs

CRC’s core mission is to promote community harmony amongst the various racial, religious and
ethnic groups in Charlotte-Mecklenburg. Traditionally, this work has been seen through a civil
rights lens. Additional issues also have the potential to disrupt community harmony. One such
issue is gangs.

Gangs in Charlotte-Mecklenburg are not a new
phenomenon; they date as far back as the 1960’s.
However, the gangs of 2010 are not the gangs of
yesteryear. They are younger, more ethnically
diverse and more violent. They have ties crossing
local, state and national boundaries. The Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD) has been
formally studying gangs since the late 90’s when
most gangs were homegrown. Today Charlotte, like
many communities across the country, is seeing
gangs and gang members from various countries
from around the world whose citizens have chosen

to immigrate to our community.

CRC FY2010 Year End Performance Report
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In 2009, Gangs in Charlotte-Mecklenburg are:

e Mostly male
e Approximately 50% between 16 — 21 years of age
e Mobhile, widely distributed throughout the County
e Mostly African-American, followed by Hispanics
e Committing a variety of crimes

o Armed Robbery

o Break-ins

o Auto thefts

During FY2010, CRC continued work with the Gang Prevention Coalition to create a strategic
alliance of organizations and individuals working on gang issues, including development of a
strategic planning initiative to reduce gangs in Charlotte-Mecklenburg and to leverage resources
and coordinate services around this issue. CRC staff visited Houston, Texas to look at several
best practice programs and was instrumental in development of Charlotte’s newly formed Gang
Reentry and Intervention Team (GRIT). The team is composed of a group of professionals who
work together to case n manage clients and identify additional prevention, suppression, and re-
entry activities needed in the targeted community.

Windsor Park

For over a year now, some residents of neighborhoods along the Central Ave corridor have
expressed concerns regarding the delivery of public services to their neighborhoods while others
have expressed complete satisfaction with the way services are handled by City staff.

In order to position itself to assure customer satisfaction with the delivery of its services, from
time to time City staff should meet with citizens to communicate about what is going well, what
services might be addressed differently, and how citizens and City staff might work together to
address needs and issues, real and perceived. The key is better communication and a mutual
understanding on how staff and citizens might collaborate to help make Charlotte a “community
of choice for living, working, and leisure activities.”

The staff of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Community Relations Committee, in conjunction with
the City Manager’s Office, CMPD, CDOT, CATS, Code Enforcement, Solid Waste Services, and
Planning, worked to address concerns regarding the delivery of City services for the residents
and citizens of Response Area # 3 of CMPD’s Eastway Division along the Central Ave Corridor.
City staff wanted to know, from residents and citizens, what is working well and what might be
done differently to improve the delivery public services.

CRC FY2010 Year End Performance Report
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Executive Summary

The following is the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Community Relations Committee’s (CRC) Corporate
Scorecard Year-End Report. This report covers department achievements for fiscal year 2010. A division
of the City Manager’'s Office, CRC impacts City Council’s “Housing and Neighborhood Development”
focus area and affects the City’s corporate objectives “strengthen neighborhoods,” develop
collaborative solutions,” “

nou

enhance customer service,” “promote learning and growth,” and achieve
positive employee climate.” CRC members and staff work together through four core service areas: 1)
inter-group relations, 2) conflict management, 3) fair housing/public accommodations and 4) police

review.

FY10 Significant Achievements

CRC continued to leverage resources for the benefit of Charlotte-Mecklenburg taxpayers. Qur
programs, including grant revenue, saved taxpayers an estimated $430,265 over the course of
the year. The amount of private and public grant revenue received this year was $221,291.
These funds were used to underwrite expenses associated with the 30th Annual Police
Community Relations Awards Program; to cover costs for two full-time fair housing staff
positions; and one full-time staff position to provide case management and support for the
Dispute Settlement Program. CRC volunteers contributed 1697.5 hours which is equivalent to
$34,374 of in-kind services.

Work With Gangs

CRC's core mission is to promote community harmony amongst the various racial, religious and
ethnic groups in Charlotte-Mecklenburg. Traditionally, this work has been seen through a civil
rights lens. Additional issues also have the potential to disrupt community harmony. One such
issue is gangs.

Gangs in Charlotte-Mecklenburg are not a new
phenomenaon; they date as far back as the 1960’s.
However, the gangs of 2010 are not the gangs of
yesteryear. They are younger, more ethnically
diverse and more violent. They have ties crossing
local, state and national boundaries. The Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD) has been
formally studying gangs since the late 90’s when
most gangs were homegrown. Today Charlotte, like
many communities across the country, is seeing
gangs and gang members from various countries
from around the world whose citizens have chosen

to immigrate to our community.
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In 2009, Gangs in Charlotte-Mecklenburg are:

e Mostly male
e Approximately 50% between 16 — 21 years of age
e Mobile, widely distributed throughout the County
e  Mostly African-American, followed by Hispanics
e Committing a variety of crimes

o Armed Robbery

o Break-ins

o Auto thefts

During FY2010, CRC continued work with the Gang Prevention Coalition to create a strategic
alliance of organizations and individuals working on gang issues, including development of a
strategic planning initiative to reduce gangs in Charlotte-Mecklenburg and to leverage resources
and coordinate services around this issue. CRC staff visited Houston, Texas to look at several
best practice programs and was instrumental in development of Charlotte’s newly formed Gang
Reentry and Intervention Team (GRIT). The team is composed of a group of professionals who
worl together to case n manage clients and identify additional prevention, suppression, and re-
entry activities needed in the targeted community.

Windsor Park

For over a year now, some residents of neighborhoods along the Central Ave corridor have
expressed concerns regarding the delivery of public services to their neighborhoods while others
have expressed complete satisfaction with the way services are handled by City staff.

In order to position itself to assure customer satisfaction with the delivery of its services, from
time to time City staff should meet with citizens to communicate about what is going well, what
services might be addressed differently, and how citizens and City staff might work together to
address needs and issues, real and perceived. The key is better communication and a mutual
understanding on how staff and citizens might collaborate to help make Charlotte a “community
of choice for living, working, and leisure activities.”

The staff of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Community Relations Committee, in conjunction with
the City Manager’s Office, CMPD, CDOT, CATS, Code Enforcement, Solid Waste Services, and
Planning, worked to address concerns regarding the delivery of City services for the residents
and citizens of Response Area # 3 of CMPD’s Eastway Division along the Central Ave Corridor.
City staff wanted to know, from residents and citizens, what is working well and what might be
done differently to improve the delivery public services.
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Improving the Citizen Stakeholder Process

The City of Charlotte uses the “Stakeholder Group” process to engage citizens in various City Council
and/or staff initiatives. Some of the initiatives where citizens have played a role using the process
include: Mobile Food Vendors, Tree Ordinance, and Rental Property.

There is concern by some in the Charlotte business community that the current process is flawed and
requires re-evaluation and improvement. To address this concern CRC has worked with the City
Manager’s Office and the members of City Council’s Restructuring Government subcommittee to:

Evaluate the stakeholder process by use of an on-line survey using survey monkey

Evaluate the survey responses and make recommendations for improvement

Share recommendations for improvement with the Restructuring Government Committee of
City Council

Make the process flexible

Community input process vs. Stakeholder process

Should the process be a sounding board for KBE's (their choice)

“Advisory Board vs. “Sounding Board”

Develop flowchart with timeline for the process

As a result of this work, several Stakeholder Group Process Recommendations were approved by
City Council on April 26, 2010 as follows:

Implement three models for the City’s stakeholders’ groups:

Model One: Sounding Board — One time opportunity provided for public comment and
feedback on a proposed action or policy early in the process. Opportunity for KBU to get an idea
check and/or to address assumptions regarding a proposed policy or action that is being
considered.

Model Two: Public Involvement — Opportunities are provided for education, dialogue and input
from the public regarding a proposed action (e.g. a specific project in a neighborhood, street
closures, traffic pattern changes, etc.)

Model Three: Stakeholder Recommendation — Individuals appointed to the stakeholder group
develop a policy or action recommendation which is then forwarded to decision makers (usually
City Council) for final approval and implementation (e.g. Streetcar Advisory Committee, Rental
Property Ordinance, Mobile Food Vendors)

Once a stakeholder group is appointed, share the process with each participant, in writing, including:

The type process (model) to be used
How and by whom were participants appointed to the process

Who has been appointed
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*  Participant expectations

e The method by which decisions will be made (Roberts’s Rules of Order, Consensus , Other
mutually agreed decision process)

s How citizen input/feedback will be handled

= How long the process will be expected to last

= How and when information will be shared

= Who will determine the agenda for the process

= Basics terms and definitions that will be used during the process

°  What the final outcome of the process is expected to be

For each stakeholder group process put in place, encourage an outside facilitator or moderator to guide
the process in the event of an impasse — The staff of the Community Relations Committee (CRC) will be
available to facilitate if needed, and to train city staff in group facilitation.

Develop a standard set of discussion guidelines and ground rules for all stakeholder groups, which may
include:

e Participate

e TryitOn

o Share the air time

» Listen for Understanding — Active Listening

*  OKto Disagree — Not OK to Attack, Blame or Shame
= Speak for Yourself

*  Use Both/and Thinking — Not Either/or VISIONS, Inc.

When feasible, consider a balanced representation of citizens, staff and industry representatives when
appointments to stakeholder groups are made, including citizens who may have some knowledge of the
issue to be addressed.

Inform stakeholders up front whether they will have the latitude to think outside the box and offer
alternative solutions to the initiative/policy/action being addressed by the group.

All stakeholder groups meet on a regular basis until their work is done.

All handouts for a stakeholder group meeting are sent to participants prior to the meeting and that the
information is posted on line.
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All stakeholder meetings dates are established at least two weeks in advance; post the dates on line;
and those stakeholder meetings are held at a time that is mindful of stakeholders’ work schedules and
other commitments.

That minutes be taken at each stakeholder meeting and shared with all stakeholders no later than 10
work days after the meeting; post the minutes on line; and maintain the minutes as dictated by the
City’s Record Retention Policy — three years.

Community Dialogues on Meeting Basic Human Needs; Jobs and Unemployment; and Affordable
Housing

During FY2010 CRC continued to leverage resources through partnerships and collaboration. One such
venture is our work with the Community Building Initiative and Mecklenburg Ministries. During the work
year, we planned, developed and implemented five community dialogues as follows:

On June 30, 2009, over 240 people attended a community dialogue at Little Rock AME Zion Church
entitled “Can We Talk To Each Other In Difficult Economic Times?“ The conversation was energetic,
and the group was diverse by race, age, gender, profession, sector and geography. People from 45 zip
codes from throughout Mecklenburg County were present. Though many issues were discussed, the
one question on everyone’s mind at the end of the session was “how do we begin working on a strategic
plan for human services.” It was noted that we have strategic plans for certain infrastructure needs and
for arts, but not for human services. In response to the overwhelming interest expressed in this idea,
elected officials from City and County government, the School Board and towns within Mecklenburg
County, as well as service organizations, the business sector and others, have met to begin a
conversation about what plans exist, what planning processes are currently underway and what might
be possible.

A follow-up community dialogue to the June 30 event was held at University Park Baptist Church on
September 3, 2009 — “Can We Talk / Working Together to Meet Basic Human Needs.” 160 persons
attended this event.

According to Charlotte Chamber President Robert Morgan, “Except for the experience of a small
number of people, our ability to take care of ourselves and be productive begins with a
job.” Unfortunately, more and more citizens of Charlotte-Mecklenburg have lost their ability to take
care of themselves and their families because they are unemployed. This has come as a shock to many
of us because our recent history shows that our community’s unemployment rate has run 2-3
percentage points below the national average. However, recent reports on unemployment rates show
that unemployment in Charlotte-Mecklenburg has run above the national average for almost a year
now. Unemployment in Charlotte-Mecklenburg is about 12% compared to a 10% national average.

As we have started to recover from the experience of one of the most severe economic downturns since
the Great depression of 1929 we all have noticed something peculiar about this recovery. While many
key service indicators are up or trending upwards, national and local unemployment rates have not gone
down in turn and continue to rise. This dynamic has many of us worried about the future of our families
and our community. People are concerned about mortgage payments and possible foreclosures, the
ability to send their children to college, cuts in government services due to less employment taxes being
paid, savings for retirement, legacy gifts for their kids, cutting back on basics and much more.

To address our community’s concerns about the economy and jobs, a third community dialogue: “Can
We Talk about Jobs? — Unemployment, Economic Recovery and Retaining Our Workforce” — was held
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on March 3, 2010 at Friendship Missionary Baptist Church. This event was hosted by County Commission™

Chair Jennifer Roberts and Mayor Anthony Foxx. 170 persons attended this event. (AL

Affordable housing is a challenge for our community. From 3™ Ward to Berewick, from Ballantyne to
Ayrsley, people have concerns about affordable housing being located “in my backyard.” Yet too many
hard working people cannot afford a decent place to live because there is simply not enough housing for
lower wealth workers. In fact, more than 17,000 units of affordable housing are needed for the working
poor in our community. And some parts of our city have a disproportionate share of affordable and low-
income housing.

There is divisiveness in our community around where affordable housing should be located and the
impact such housing might have on property values, schools, traffic, and our way of life in general. To
address this issue two community dialogues were held at Harrison United Methodist Church on June 24,
2010 (91 persons in attendance); and June 30, 2010 with approximately 180 persons in attendance at
Covenant Preshyterian Church.

These four projects heavily taxed the time of CRC staff and called for more teamwork and efficient use
of staff time. We also have a staff person on loan to the Manager’s office for one-half of his weekly
work hours.

FY10 Significant Challenges / Budget Reduction Impact

e CRC will continue to provide leadership on several new initiatives into FY10/11. CRC is working
to increase the number of mentors for young people in our community. CRC is working with
Judge Rickye McKoy Mitchell and her Youth Violence and Mentoring Committee to develop
capacity among and between existing mentoring providers and ultimately, serve adjudicated
youth in our community. CRC continues to work with the Gang Prevention Coalition to maintain
a strategic alliance of organizations and individuals working on gang issues, including developing
a strategic planning initiative to reduce gangs in Charlotte-Mecklenburg and to leverage
resources and coordinate services around this issue. Each of these key initiatives will continue to
take significant staff time and resources from a small staff already juggling multiple programs,
responsibilities and clients with diminishing resources.

o CRC's Dispute Settlement Program (DSP) continues to experience a decline in referrals and cases
mediated. Several variables continue to impact this trend. First, CRC successfully transitioned
the Dependency Mediation Program to the State of North Carolina. This program mediated
approximately 125 cases per year. Second, the Truancy Mediation Program, a partnership with
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, is still impacted by the reorganization taking place throughout
CMS administrative offices. This program typically mediates 100 plus cases per year. Staff will
continue to work to leverage new internal partnerships with City and County government as
well as new ways to increase referrals from the courts, district attorney’s office and criminal
magistrates. The program will continue to partner with the Administrative Office of the Courts
and the Mediation Network to provide mediation services for Medicaid Appeals cases.

@ CRC has been in the forefront of providing culturally competent services and outreach to our
growing Hispanic/Latino community, and at the request of the City’s Neighborhood Cabinet, will
continue to work with Corporate Communications and Neighborhood Development to broaden
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this work to develop a series of videos that will help Hispanic/Latinos understand City
government services and what is necessary to participate fully in our community around the
good neighbor model. Building on past, current and future efforts, CRC will develop a series of
best practices for communications, education and outreach to Hispanic/Latinos, and share this
information with all City KBE's. Resources still need to be identified to support this
comprehensive effort.

Introduction

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Community Relations Committee (CRC) serves as an integral part of the
human relations support system for the City of Charlotte and Mecklenburg County, and is a statutory
agency of the City of Charlotte and Mecklenburg, authorized by Chapter 12 of the Code of the City of
Charlotte and a Memorandum of Understanding between the City and county dated July 7, 1969.

The primary function of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Community Relations Committee (CRC) is to prevent
discrimination and promote harmony among the citizens of Charlotte and Mecklenburg County. To
address this role, the CRC promotes awareness of the community’s multiculturalism and provides
diversity training; promotes community-based mediation and provides conflict resolution training;
investigates discrimination in housing (including education and training); and enhances community
knowledge, and trust in the process for receiving, investigating and adjudicating complaints of police
misconduct.

Additionally, the City of Charlotte and Mecklenburg County depend on CRC to monitor and improve the
quality of human relations within the community. CRC interprets the social inclinations and frustrations
of our citizens. CRC's human relations efforts address not only long time residents and black and white
issues, but the issues and conflicts experienced by the many racially and ethnically diverse newcomers
that now call Charlotte-Mecklenburg home. More recently, CRC worked on issues of parenting, gang
involvement, mentoring and initiatives around youth.

CRC’s Vision & Mission
Vision

“A Charlotte-Mecklenburg where people’s differences are acknowledged, understood
and appreciated.”

Mission

“It is the mission of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Community Relations Committee to
advocate for an inclusive community where trust, acceptance, fairness and equity are
the community norms.”
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FY 10 Balanced Scorecard

The CRC affects the City’s corporate objectives “strengthen neighborhoods,” develop collaborative
solutions,” “

"o

enhance customer service,” “promote learning and growth,” and achieve positive employee

climate.”
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CRC members and staff work together through four core service areas: inter-group relations, fair
housing assistance program, police-community relations and conflict management. CRC provides
customers with services that are designed to enhance human relations within Charlotte-Mecklenburg
and accomplish the following goals:

[ Ensure fair housing practices and access to public accommodations

[1 Assist in settling disputes and group conflicts

O Improve inter-racial, inter-ethnic and community relations

[1 Prevent discrimination

O Improve communications among various community groups and individuals

[1 Promote equitable opportunity, understanding, respect and goodwill among all citizens

] Provide channels of communication among the various racial, religious and ethnic groups in
Charlotte-Mecklenburg
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FY 10 ACHIEVEMENTS
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Developing the Community

e CRC obtained $116,171.00 in Federal grant revenue from the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD). Funds were used to enhance enforcement of the City and County
Fair Housing Ordinances, including a full-time staff position, a partnership with Habitat for
Humanity to support home ownership, and general support for comprehensive fair housing
education and outreach eort_s.

Loy

CRC staff member Ailen Arreaza prepares o volunteer to test for violations of the Charlotte Fair Housing Ordinance

e CRC received for processing 48 fair housing complaints this year. A typical case takes 100 — 200
hours to investigate. 33 cases were closed (52% within 100 days in FY10; the HUD standard is
50%), including 16 carry over cases as follows: 18 cases were no cause; 3 cases were conciliated
with $2,500.00 in settlement fees for complainants, corrections of design, provision of
reasonable accommodations, and contractual relief; 5 withdrawals (1 with resolution); 3 failure
to cooperate; 4 Waived to HUD for lack of jurisdiction. The bases of the 33 complaints were: 7
national origin; 13 race; 6 disability; 1 race and sex; 1 race and disability; 1 sex; 2national origin
and race; 1 family status; 1 religion.

e In FYD5, CRC received an HDS 2000 grant from HUD to conduct an aggressive fair housing testing
program and an intensive education and outreach campaign to the Hispanic/Latino community
in Charlotte-Mecklenburg. Bilingual staff assisted over 760 Spanish language customers and
assisted with presenting education sessions to 52 groups and over 900 individuals, many of
whom represent Hispanic/Latino families. The new Spanish language fair housing brochure
continued to be distributed throughout the community.
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FY10 Achievements

The Community Relations Committee’s Dispute Settlement
Program processed 1947 referrals, including worthless checks for
mediation and conciliation. 572 mediations were held and 92%
were successfully resolved. 301 worthless check cases were
conciliated. These services saved Charlotte-Mecklenburg an
estimated $174,600 in court costs and approximately 1746 hours of
court time. In addition, approximately 1900 individuals did not
have to go to court or pay legal fees to have their cases disposed
of. Area merchants recovered over $49,000 through the Worthless
Check Settlement Program. Through a partnership with the
Mediation Network of North Carolina and the Administrative Office
of the Courts, CRC's DSP program has implemented mediation

Mary Williams — Diversity and
Conflict Resolution Training services for Medicaid Appeals cases. These cases are reimbursed at

with Habitat for Humanity a rate of $200 for every case mediated or conciliated. In FY10, 220
Medicaid Appeals cases were mediated with an 89% resolution rate
and over $51,100 was received as reimbursement from the State of North Carolina. The DSP
program staff also provided 21 conflict resolution trainings to 957 persons. CRC received over
$53,000 in grant funding to support the Dispute Settlement Program.

CRC staff provided 30 diversity trainings in FY10 and trained 1361 individuals. In addition, CRC
staff serves as the ADA Coordinator for the City of Charlotte. In FY10 we investigated 30
ADA/Title Il complaints and successfully conciliated 29 (97%) of those complaints.

CRC worked with over 20 community organizations, including housing providers, to provide 52
fair housing trainings for 906 individuals during FY 2010. CRC's partnership with the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development requires that CRC takes steps to affirmatively
further fair housing and this is done through outreach and education, including fair housing
training.

CRC planned, coordinated and implemented the 31st Annual Police Community Relations
Awards Program. A record 422 officer nomination forms were received from citizens,
neighborhood groups, local businesses and others who wanted to recognize the outstanding
contributions of officers to the improvement of police community relations. 22 successful
partnerships were forged, $9,000 was raised to cover costs, 12 officers were honored and over
250 persons attended a public awards ceremony and reception in May 2010.
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FY10 Achievements A

J
e CRC received and processed 17 complaints of police misconduct, processed 1 appeal and
attended 86 scheduled Chain of Command Hearings as a voting member of the process.

e In FY10 CRC worked in conjunction with the Community Building Initiative (CBI) and
Mecklenburg Ministries to conduct five community dialogues around access, equity and
inclusion. The first two of the five dialogues addressed the ability of our community to talk with
one another about addressing basic human needs. The third dialogue addressed the ability of
the community to address the economic crisis and the loss of jobs in Charlotte Mecklenburg.
The fourth and fifth dialogues explored whether we can talk to one another about affordable
housing in our community.

Running the Business

e CRC received over $105,000 in grant funding to support the Dispute Settlement Program,
including a full-time staff position. Grants included: $52,235 -State of NC, $1735-Interest on
Lawyers Trust Account (IOLTA), and $51,150 for Medicaid referrals.

e CRC secured $9,000 to underwrite the costs associated with 30" Annual Police Community
Relations Awards Program.

e CRC generated $34,374 in-kind dollars by utilizing community volunteers to assist with its work
and activities. Approximately 150 volunteers provided 1697.5 hours of work during FY10.
According to the Independent Sector, an organization gains $20.25 for every hour of work
provided by a volunteer.

FY 10 ACHIEVEMENTS

Developing the People / Staff

e Reductions in the budget left limited funds for professional development, forcing creativity and
collaboration to meet these needs. Staff engaged in professional development opportunities
funded through outside organizations, including HUD, Charlotte Advocates for Education,
Community Building Initiative, and others. As a result, staff averaged 45.5 hours of career
development per person.

e CRC administered customer satisfaction surveys to CRC members, staff, volunteers, customers
and partners, to gauge the effectiveness of CRC's work and to make recommendations for
improvements. The FY10 target satisfaction rating for all surveys was 4.4. FY10 actual ratings
were: CRC members — 4.6; CRC staff — 4.3; CRC volunteers — 4.6; CRC customers — 4.3; CRC
partners —4.3.
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Performance Measures / Targets and Achievements

Strengthen Neighborhoods — Investigate Housing Discrimination

FY10 Measure / Target

Number of fair housing cases investigated
Percentage of fair housing cases closed
within 100 days - 53%

Type FY10 Achievement
Lag 48
Lead 52%

Strengthen Neighborhoods — Prevent Housing Discrimination

FY10 Measure [ Target

Number of fair housing trainings - 35
Number of persons educated ---
Number of fair housing tests for
discriminatory practices -

Type FY10 Achievement
Lead 52

Lag 906

Lag 0

Develop Collaborative Solutions — Increase Service Capacity through Leveraged City Tax

Dollars

FY10 Measure / Target

Number of volunteer hours ---
Dollars saved - volunteer service -

Amount of public/private revenue secured- $200,000

Total tax dollars saved ---

Type FY10 Achievement
Lag 1697.5
Lag $34,374
Lead $221,291
Lag $255,665

Develop Collaborative Solutions — Provide a Cost Effective Alternative for Cases in the

Criminal Justice System

FY10 Measure / Target
Criminal justice hours saved ---
Criminal Justice System dollars saved ---

Amount of Private and Public Grant Revenue Secured

Type FY10 Achievement
Lag 1746

Lag $174,600
Lag $221,291

Enhance Customer Service - Reduce Impact of Language Barriers on Accessibility to CRC

Services

FY10 Measure / Target

Number of customers provided
interpretation or translation - 450
Number of non-English publications
distributed —-

CRC FY2010 Year End Performance Report
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Performance Measures / Targets and Achievements

)
v

Enhance Customer Service — Reduce Interpersonal and Community Conflicts

FY10 Measure /[ Target

Number of cases mediated/conciliated excludes
worthless checks ---

% of cases successfully resolved - 95%

Number of worthless check cases

conciliated ---

Number of conflict resolution trainings - 35

Number of persons trained in

conflict resolution ---

Number of diversity trainings - 20
Number of persons trained in diversity

Type

Lag
Lead

Lag
Lead

Lag
Lead
Lag

FY10 Achievement

572
92%

301
21

957
30
1361

Enhance Customer Service — Improve Service Delivery to Members, Volunteers, Customers,

and Partners

FY10 Measure / Target
Average rating on CRC Surveys - 4.5

Type
Lead

FY10 Achievement

4.4

Enhance Customer Service — Improve Police Community Relations

FY10 Measure / Target

Number of chain of command hearings
attended ---

Number of appeals processed ---
Number of complaints processed -
Number of police community
dialogues ---

Number of nominations for Police
Comm. Rel. Awards Program ---

Type
Lag
Lag
Lag
Lag

Lag

FY10 Achievement

86
1
17

422

Enhance Customer Service — Reduce Discrimination against Persons with Disabilities

FY10 Measure / Target

Number of ADA/Title | complaints
investigated ---

Number of ADA/Title Il complaints
conciliated ---

CRC FY2010 Year End Performance Report
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Performance Measures / Targets and Achievements

Achieve Positive Employee Climate — Retain a Skilled Workforce and Improve and Maintain Staff’s
Expertise and Efficiency

FY10 Measure / Target Type FY10 Achievement
Average rating on CRC employee survey

satisfaction survey - 4.3 Lead 4.3

Number of career development hours

per employee - 50 Lead 45.5
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CRC Trend Information FY06 - FY10

Serve the Customer

Performance Measures FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10
Number of fair housing cases

investigated 40 63 66 61 48
Number of fair housing trainings 35 35 61 43 52
People trained in fair housing 635 50 922 1000 906
Survey Results 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.4
Run the Business

Performance Measures FY06 FYO7 FY08 FY0S FY10
Number of volunteer hours 2324 2227 1650 1642.5 1697.5
In-kind dollars saved 40,786 40,175 30,971 32,045 34,374
Private grant revenue secured 402,837 423,291 232,000 270,000 211,291
Taxpayer dollars saved 462,986 343,043 211,371 590,726 430,265
Criminal justice hours saved 3916 2676 1804 2032 1746
Criminal justice dollars saved 391,600 267,600 180,400 203,200 174,600
Customers provided translation

services 415 428 876 961 767
Non-English publications

distributed 1768 3189 1557 1952 873
Cases mediated /conciliated 1958 1299 902 1009 873

% Mediations successful 94% 97% 90% 88% 92%
Number of conflict resolution

trainings 35 L4 50 22 21
People trained in conflict

resolution 1113 1275 1274 534 957
Number of Diversity Trainings 30 35 30 30 30
People trained in diversity 1056 1810 1246 2654 1361
Chain of command hearings

attended 83 102 74 91 86
Number of appeals processed 1 6 3 2 1
Number of complaints processed 9 7 8 13 17
Police community dialogues 6 6 3 1 0
Develop Employees -Trend Information

Performance Measures FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10
Career development hours

per employee 114 64 103 56.75 455
Employee satisfaction survey

rating 4.2 4.4 4.8 4.5 4.3
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CRC Trend Information Tables FY06 - FY10
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Number of Fair Housing Trainings
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Changes, Improvements and Lessons Learned

During FY2010, CRC’s general fund budget was cut by $16,000 as a result of economic difficulties
experienced by the City, State and Federal government. This continues to impact all aspects of the
organization — the FY10 budget was effectively reduced by $8266 for FY11. With increased demand for
CRC services, staff and committee members had to do more with less and explore creative strategies
and alternatives to meet this increased demand without allowing service quality to suffer. CRC staff
developed and implemented creative strategies during FY10 in an effort to balance and shift increased
work responsibilities and expanded requests for service from City Council, the City Manager’s office,
partner organizations and the general public.

CRC continued to effectively serve our customers through active and intentional partnerships with 73
organizations in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg area. These partnerships enabled CRC to leverage services
and resources in new and different ways, and allowed us to more appropriately serve the needs of a
diverse and changing customer base.

Significant in-kind contributions and federal, state and private resources continue to provide a
significant boost to CRC’s limited budget. CRC served record numbers of clients through its fair housing
program and its dispute settlement program, training 3,224 people in 103 training sessions on fair
housing, diversity and conflict resolution skills. A faltering economy will continue to stress Charlotte-
Mecklenburg residents into FY11, and CRC forecasts serving record numbers as economic pressures
strain relations and increase tensions within our diverse community. CRC will continue to actively utilize
intentional partnerships with other organizations in FY11l to maximize our ability to meet these needs
and serve our diverse and changing customer base.

CRC continued to work to reduce the impact of language barriers on access to CRC services through two
bilingual staff persons working in our Fair Housing Assistance Program. CRC was able to appropriately
serve 767 Spanish language customers through interpreting and translation services. Having bilingual
staff has enabled CRC to effectively reach out and engage the Hispanic/Latino population in Charlotte-
Mecklenburg. Additionally, CRC distributed 873 non-English publications. CRC has actively worked with
LaNoticia and Que Pasa, local Spanish language newspapers, and Radio Lider and La Tremenda, local
Spanish language radio shows, to provide information on CRC services. Staff actively participated in the
Latin American Council of Charlotte, and provided information at many international festivals and
events throughout the year.

CRC kicked off its third wellness program with staff meeting 100% of FY10 wellness targets. Staff
continued to update the wellness bulletin board throughout the year, including diverse topics, but not
limited to nutrition, exercise, healthy recipes, blood pressure information and screening opportunities
and sun safety. All staff took responsibility for setting a fitness target. FY11l wellness efforts will
continue to engage staff with education and fitness goals designed to increase the individual and
collective health and well-being of our department.
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A review of CRC’s June 30, 2010 Fund Availability shows that CRC had a budget savings of $56,980.80 for

cost center 104.00, the general fund budget during FY10.

Achievement of Budget and Savings Targets

Appendix

e CRC FY10 Balanced Scorecard Achievement Report — Attached
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CHARLOTTE.

City Council
Follow-Up Report

September 22, 2010

August 23, 2010 - City Council Business Meeting

Community Safety Committee Review of Community Prosecutor Program
Staff Resource: Eric D. Campbell, 704-336-5158; ecampbell@charlottenc.gov

During the City Council meeting, Council member Barnes indicated that CMPD had asked the
City Council for the authority to look into funding for a community prosecution program that
would benefit the Eastway, Metro, and North Tryon Divisions. Council member Barnes also
added that the funding was not granted, but may be available, and requested that this item be
referred to the Community Safety Committee for further discussion. The City Council approved
the referral for the Community Safety Committee to review potential funding for a pilot
Community Prosecutor Program.

At the September 16 Community Safety Committee meeting, CMPD Deputy Chief Kerr Putney
provided the Committee with an overview of the proposed program. A one-year budget for a
two-division trial Community Prosecutor Program is estimated to cost $321,060. Staff also
informed the Committee that $445,000 remains in the Criminal Justice System Technology
Fund.

The Committee discussed the use of one-time funding and the need for additional revenue
sources. The Committee also discussed the role of the City in providing what is considered a
state responsibility. The Community Safety Committee took no action on the item; however,
they did request that the attached information be shared with the full Council by way of a
follow-up report. (attached, left-side table of contents)
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INFORMATION:

Mint Museum Uptown Grand Opening Events
Staff Resource: Michelle Gutt, Corporate Communications, 704-353-1157,
maqutt@charlottenc.gov

On October 1, 2010, the Mint Museum Uptown will officially open its doors to the public. Here
is a brief overview of events surrounding the grand opening.

Tuesday, September 28

There will be a special reception for community leaders and donors from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.
at the Mint Museum Uptown. RSVPs should go to Betsy Gantt at
Betsy.gantt@mintmuseum.org

Friday, October 1

The official ribbon cutting will take place at 5:00 p.m. on the Museum Grand Stairs. City Council
and County Commissioners should arrive at 4:45. Mayor Foxx and Chairman Roberts will speak
briefly and will assist in cutting the ribbon during the ceremony. The Mint Museum will be open
for 24 hours following the ribbon cutting. Activities include two admission funded activities on
Friday evening and a free day of activities on Saturday. If you are attending the opening
ceremony, please RSVP to Michelle Gutt, Corporate Communications, at 704-353-1157 or
mgutt@charlottenc.gov

Saturday* and Sunday, October 2-3
Free admission to the public at both Mint Museum locations.

*Saturday is the Susan G. Komen Race for the Cure event in Uptown. The race will start in front
of the Levine Center for the Arts so there will be road closures in this area.

For a complete list of activities and schedules, visit www.mintmuseum.org

Pleasant Valley Baptist Church
Staff Resource: Mike Jenkins, N&BS, 704-336-7988, mjenkins@charlottenc.gov

Mayor and Council received a letter earlier this week from Mrs. Queen Norwood Thompson
regarding the demolition of the Pleasant Valley Baptist Church.

In May of this year, neighboring residents complained about the condition of the Pleasant
Valley Baptist Church at 4529 N. Sharon Amity Road. The property is located on the north side
of N. Sharon Amity Road across from Verndale Road.

The owners of the property are listed as the Trustees of Pleasant Valley Baptist Church. A May
non-residential building code inspection, prompted by a citizen complaint, found the building to
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be in extremely deteriorated condition. As per the City’s process, a Complaint and Notice of
Hearing was mailed to the trustees on July 8, 2010.

Two trustees of the church attended an administrative hearing in early August. Neither of the
trustees opposed demolition of the building, but did express concerns about the affect the
demolition will have on what they believe is a cemetery located on the property. An order to
demolish by September 15, 2010 was issued on August 16, 2010. This order allows the
recipient to appeal within 10 days of issuance.

The code enforcement process is complete and there has been no appeal of the order. Unless
the owner makes repairs to the building, or otherwise complies with the order, the next step

would be the In-Rem process to demolish and remove the structure.

Staff understands the church’s sensitivity regarding an unmarked cemetery on the property and
will take precautions to protect the cemetery during the demolition process.

ATTACHMENTS:

Council Follow-Up Report (attached, left-side table of contents)

Contents include:
-August 23 City Council Business Meeting
e  Community Safety Committee Review of Community Prosecutor Program

August 2 Housing & Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting Summary
(attached, left-side table of contents)
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Community Prosecution

What is Community Prosecution?

Community Prosecution is a concept under which prosecutors are assigned to a specific
geographic area to work with police and residents in identifying the major crime issues
and offenders in their assigned areas. The prosecutors then work with police in building
cases against those offenders and taking those cases through the judicial system.

Community prosecution is based on the premise that the role of the prosecutor is much
more than simply prosecuting a case in court. Community prosecutors are expected to
assist in solving public safety problems, preventing crime, and improving public
confidence in the justice system. To that end, prosecutors are much more engaged with
citizens than under traditional prosecution models. Prosecutors attend community
meetings, including meetings with business associations, and interact with citizens to
hear their concerns about crime in their neighborhoods and those offenders who are
creating the most harm in the area. Community prosecution recognizes that crime
problems may vary widely in different areas of the city and prosecutors base their
priorities on those crimes that are of greatest concern in their assigned areas. Community
prosecution takes on the dimensions of community policing with prosecutors working to
understand and solve problems in their assigned areas; in some jurisdictions, community
prosecutors work out of offices in their assigned areas.

While community prosecutors are much more engaged with police and citizens they
maintain their judicial independence by being hired and supervised by the District
Attorney.

The success of community prosecution is measured by the number of chronic offenders
who are taken off the streets through prosecution, as well as through crime reduction and
citizen perception of safety in their assigned areas.

Where Has Community Prosecution Been Implemented?

A number of large cities have successfully implemented community prosecution. They
include:

Denver, Colorado
Washington, D.C.
Indianapolis, Indiana
Minneapolis, Minnesota
Portland, Oregon
Austin, Texas

Dallas, Texas

Atlanta, Georgia
Richmond, Virginia





Why Does CMPD Support Community Prosecution?

Community Prosecution supports two of the most critical components of CMPD’s crime
reduction strategy-crime reduction at the neighborhood level and targeting of chronic
offenders.

CMPD emphasizes crime reduction at the neighborhood level and places that
responsibility on the Response Area Teams. Each of the thirteen patrol divisions is
divided into three response areas. The Response Area Teams set crime reduction goals
based on the crime and offender issues in their small area of the city and develop the
enforcement and deployment plans to achieve them. A Community Prosecutor would
work closely with Response Area Teams in his/her assigned area to identify problems
and offenders that need to be addressed. The prosecutor would spend time in the
neighborhood and have an opportunity to observe crime and quality of life issues
firsthand. The increased interaction with citizens would give the prosecutor an enhanced
perspective on the effects of crime in a neighborhood and provide an opportunity to work
with police and residents in setting crime reduction and prosecutorial priorities.

CMPD has established a Priority Offender Strategic Team (POS-T) that targets chronic
offenders for enforcement and arrest. Chronic offenders are individuals whose criminal
behavior has a significant impact on crime and/or fear of crime in a community.
Individuals who meet defined criteria are placed on a priority offender list. Officers
monitor those offenders, coordinate enforcement efforts, maintain and share intelligence
and develop cases against priority offenders. If a priority offender is arrested for the
commission of a crime, the case would be presented to the community prosecutor for
review, including whether the case would qualify for enhanced sentencing. The
Community Prosecutor would then handle that case from arraignment through final
disposition and keep neighborhood residents informed of the progress of the case as it
goes through the criminal justice system.

CMPD Proposal

CMPD would like to implement Community Prosecution on a trial basis in two
geographically diverse patrol divisions that have high rates of Part One crime. In
conjunction with the Community Prosecutors, CMPD would like to have funding for 20
additional electronic monitors for each of the two patrol divisions selected for the study.
Electronic monitoring provides effective and structured supervision for chronic and
dangerous offenders under court supervision. The CMPD electronic monitoring program,
which includes a GIS component, received the 2009 International Association of Chiefs
of Police Excellence in Technology Award for large police agencies. The department
would also like to add an additional Crime Analyst to focus solely on electronic
monitoring. The duties for this position would include entering electronic monitoring
data, completing reports, providing analytical support, and managing information on
individuals on electronic monitoring.





A one-year budget for a two division trial for community prosecution is as follows:
Personnel:

Two Community Prosecutors @ $85,906 $171,812
One Electronic Monitoring Analyst $ 36,106
Total: $207,918

Fringe Benefits

FICA, Retirement, Insurance, 401K $46,832
Equipment

3 laptop computers, monitors, and docking stations $ 4,260
Lease of 40 electronic monitors $ 62,050

Total $321,060





